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Abstract: Social networking sites (SNS) have become a ubiquitous part of modern life, with millions 

of people using SNS to stay in touch, to network, and to share information. SNS also provides a 

platform for university management to communicate with students and keep them informed about 

events, deadlines, and other important information. Besides, SNS allows students to access 

information, resources, and knowledge from a variety of sources, including university staff, other 

students, and subject-matter experts. With so many options of SNS available, the university 

management must identify which platform is commonly used by students. Hence, this study proposes 

a Fuzzy Analytic Hierarchy Process (FAHP) approach to evaluate and rank five popular SNSs: 

Instagram, Facebook, TikTok, Twitter, and YouTube among students in Universiti Teknologi MARA 

Cawangan Kelantan (UiTMCK). Five experts were invited to provide a rating of the performance 

values of criteria, sub-criteria, and alternatives using a linguistic scale. The evaluation is based on four 

criteria: Content (C1), Functionality (C2), Usability (C3), and Privacy (C4), with another eight sub-

criteria. The results demonstrate the effectiveness of the FAHP in selecting the best SNS and indicate 

that Facebook (A1) is at the first ranking followed by Instagram (A2), TikTok (A3), Twitter (A4), and 

YouTube (A5). Content is identified as the most important criterion with advertisement as the 

preferred sub-criterion. The findings of the study highlight the importance of utilizing social media 

platforms to enhance creativity in promoting programs and events, which can increase student 

participation and engagement in university activities.  

Keywords: Fuzzy AHP, Ranking, Social networking sites  

1 Introduction 
 

Social networking sites (SNS) have been making their first appearance in the late 1990s. Friendster was 

the most popular of the early sites, with varied foci and levels of success. In 2003, social networking 

sites began to grow quickly after the launch of Myspace. Social media is one of the social networking 

sites that serves a variety of essential functions inside a community. It provides a platform for residents 

to perform and get recognition [1]. Besides, [2] mentioned that students use SNS for both social and 

academic purposes. People from all cultures are gradually using the internet to be involved in SNSs, 

showing that digital channels are experiencing rapid growth around the world. According to [3], 86% 

of Malaysians are active social media users and the majority of the users are youths aged 13-34, and 

most of them are students, showing that almost all students are SNS users. 

In 2020, with the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic and lockdown measures, universities and 

institutions in Malaysia swiftly transitioned to open and distance learning (ODL). As the pandemic 

evolved, many educational institutions in Malaysia adopted hybrid learning models that combined in-

person and ODL elements. Consequently, this transition has a direct impact on managing events or 

programs that require the participation of students, which results in the start of a virtual event. Due to 
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the huge number of participants in every event that has been held so far, there have been a few times 

when technical issues have arisen because the platform used was not able to contain huge numbers of 

users at the same time.  

Students nowadays tend to retrieve information from their social networks and rarely visit their 

university's information boards since social media are so easily accessible. It is most likely that students 

will receive the information from unauthentic sources, which may result in false information. To prevent 

false information from spreading, university management must ensure that students do not miss 

important news, information, and notices, as well as to keep up with the trend. Besides, to attract 

students' attention and encourage participation, both student councils and university clubs and societies 

should enhance their creativity in promoting their latest programs. Relying on a single poster alone is 

insufficient as it fails to effectively capture students' interest or attract them to join. Instead, these 

committees should explore more innovative methods, such as utilizing social media platforms, which 

are the most convenient and widely used means of communication in today's society. 

Therefore, the university management, the committee of student councils, and university clubs 

and societies need to know which social networking sites the students regularly use to communicate 

with them. Hence, this study proposes multi-criteria decision-making (MCDM) methods to select the 

most suitable SNS as a platform for sharing information or notices. MCDM can be described as a 

method to prioritize, rank, or choose from a variety of different alternatives or possibilities based on 

multiple criteria. MCDM has been widely used by researchers in various fields to make decisions. 

Examples of MCDM techniques include the analytical hierarchical process (AHP), the analytical 

network process (ANP), a technique for order of preference by similarity to ideal solution (TOPSIS), 

data envelopment analysis (DEA), and fuzzy decision-making [4].  

This study proposes the use of a Fuzzy Analytic Hierarchy Process (FAHP) to develop a more 

systematic decision-making approach. The AHP, discovered by Thomas Saaty in 1971, is a modern tool 

suitable for complex decision-making [5]. The AHP is a beneficial method for decision-makers by 

setting priorities to make efficient decisions. The three major components of AHP are hierarchy 

construction, priority analysis, and consistency verification. The process in FAHP begins by 

determining the relevant factors and then structuring these factors into a hierarchy. Then, the hierarchy 

descends in successive levels from an overall goal to specific dimensions and criteria, with numerical 

values assigned to each variable [6].  

This study aims to identify the most used SNS among UiTMCK students by using FAHP. The 

selected alternatives are Facebook, Instagram, TikTok, Twitter, and YouTube, while the criteria in 

consideration include content, functionality, usability, and privacy, with another eight sub-criteria. 

2 Literature Review 
 

According to [7], in light of the foregoing, the rising popularity of social networking sites raises crucial 

considerations concerning the societal consequences of their use. The invention of the internet has 

allowed us to connect with people globally with a simple click of a button. Connection with this online 

world can be the best experience for society, despite the development of smartphones and applications 

merging with social networking technology. However, people can still use it in different ways, such as 

to get information, socialize, or for entertainment purposes. In the second quarter of 2008, around 75% 

of internet users engaged in social media activities such as accessing social networks, reading blogs, or 

leaving reviews on shopping sites, which shows an increase of 56% in 2007 [8]. In contrast to the 

increasing popularity of SNS, more SNSs have been launched with more attractive layouts and different 

functions. To compete with recent SNSs that have been launched, social media networks like Facebook, 

Twitter, Instagram, and YouTube have been improving their website in every aspect to attract more 

users. For example, in April 2011, YouTube officially introduced live streaming [9] and then in August 

2015, Facebook introduced its first live function [10], followed by Instagram in 2016 [11]. Meanwhile, 

Twitter introduced the Twitter Spaces function which is an audio streaming feature that lets users live-
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stream discussions and allows a wide variety of options for engagement in 2020 [12]. Besides that, a 

lot more features have been released among those SNSs with similar functions. 

A study carried out by [13] compared the three most popular SNSs which are Facebook, 

Myspace, and Twitter, with usability and sociability being two major factors for evaluating the success 

of online communities. As a result, their study proposed the National Intellectual Capital Index (NICI) 

model with four criteria (navigation, interactivity, source credibility, and intelligence), and various 

measurements for each criterion, and made a comparison on the three popular SNSs. Based on the NICI 

model, the three social networking sites can be classified into two groups. Facebook and Myspace 

belong to the same group that provides diversified social services, such as photos, videos, and 

applications. The study also found that Facebook and Myspace are more interactive than Twitter as they 

allow users to share more information about themselves. The study concluded that the higher the 

usability, the more useful features will be emerging, and the more varieties of measurements need to be 

proposed. 

A recent study by [14] identified Facebook, Instagram, and Twitter as the most popular SNS 

among university students based on four criteria. The study proposed a solution by developing a 

mathematical technique which is the Fuzzy Analytical Hierarchy Process (FAHP) to estimate the 

relative importance of site criteria used in deciding the social site. The criteria used in the study are 

content, functionality, usability, and privacy. The results of the study revealed that students put 

functionality as their top priority in choosing SNSs. The second criterion that influences the selection 

of SNS is content. The respondents preferred to choose it because of the advertisements that appear on 

social media sites. Privacy was the least important criterion of concern in choosing SNS among students. 

The result of this study shows that Instagram has the first ranking followed by Facebook and Twitter. 

Therefore, based on previous studies on SNS, it can be seen that in identifying the most used 

SNS among students, the characteristics or the criteria of the SNS need to be taken into consideration. 

This problem can be categorized as an MCDM problem which is considered as the most essential 

component of operational research. The MCDM refers to decision-making in the presence of multiple 

criteria to help the decision makers in selecting the best alternative under uncertain situations. In this 

study, the FAHP will be utilized to determine the most preferred SNS among students in UiTM 

Cawangan Kelantan. 

The AHP was introduced by Thomas Saaty in 1980 and it has become the most widely used 

technique for multi-criteria decision-making problems because of its simplicity, ease of use, great 

flexibility, and ability to be combined with any other methods [15]. The AHP have been widely applied 

in the last four decades, the FAHP, has also been employed in many studies because of its formulation. 

[16] stated that despite the popularity of AHP, it cannot handle the uncertainty and vagueness of human 

preferences, which result in less appropriate decisions. Therefore, the FAHP was developed to 

overcome the weaknesses of AHP. FAHP is implemented in this study to determine the most used SNSs 

among students in UiTMCK according to the criteria used in previous studies as illustrated in Table 1: 

Table 1: The Description of Sub-Criteria 

Criteria Sub-criteria Description Source 

Content Advertisement A notice on a website promoting.    [14], [17] 

 

Website 

attractiveness 

A key online role enhancing purchases 

among consumers.        

[14], [18] 

Functionality Content 

Management 

Processes and technologies that support the 

obtaining, managing, and publishing of 

information on any platform. 

 

[14], [17] 

Interactiveness The degree to which an individual perceives 

those important others believe that they 

should use the new system. 

[13], [19] 
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Usability Ease of use The easy use and handling of social sites. 

 

 

[13], [14], [17], [20], 

[21] 

Site 

performance 

The speed at which web pages are 

downloaded and displayed on the user’s 

web. 

[13], [14], [17], [20] 

Privacy Privacy settings Allow users to limit who can access your 

profile. 

 

[14], [21] 

Information 

security 

Protected against the unauthorized use of 

information. 

[20], [21] 

3 Methodology 
 

The objective of this study is to rank the most used social networking sites (SNSs) among students in 

UiTMCK using Fuzzy Analytical Hierarchy Process (FAHP). The necessary steps are explained in 

detail and shown in Figure 1: 

 

Step 1: Selection of an Expert Group and Data Collection 

 

Five experts or decision makers (DMs) consisted of students who are active users of SNSs were chosen 

to gain information and interpret their responses to the questionnaire into a Triangular Fuzzy Number 

Figure 1: System Architecture for Problem Solving using FAHP Model 
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(TFN). The chosen experts were asked to answer the fuzzy questionnaire to generate the pair-wise 

comparison matrices. 

Step 2: Generating the Pair-wise Comparison Matrices  

 

In FAHP, the comparison of criteria would be performed through the linguistic variables, which are 

represented by TFN. Table 2 presents a fuzzy version of the common fuzzy scale, in which the result 

of each comparison is shown as a triangular fuzzy number and its inverse equivalent, adopted from [22]. 

A triangular fuzzy number is represented by lower value, l; middle value, m; and upper value, u. 

 
Table 2: Linguistic Scale and the Corresponding Triangular Fuzzy Number 

Linguistic Scale Triangular Fuzzy Number Reciprocal TFN 

Equally Important (1, 1, 1) (1, 1, 1) 

Weakly More Important 
3

1, , 2
2

 
 
 

 
1 2

, , 1
2 3

 
 
 

 

Strongly More Important 
3 5

, 2,
2 2

 
 
 

 
2 1 2

, ,
5 2 3

 
 
 

 

Very Strongly More Important 
5

2, ,3
2

 
 
 

 
1 2 1

, ,
3 5 2

 
 
 

 

Absolutely More Important 
5 7

, 3,
2 2

 
 
 

 
2 1 2

, ,
7 3 5

 
 
 

 

 

Step 3: Calculation of Consistency Ratio 

 

[23] proposed a Consistency Index (CI) to measure the consistency of a comparison matrix. The purpose 

of the consistency ratio is to determine whether the expert’s data is reliable or not. The comparison 

would be accepted when the Consistency Ratio (CR) is equal to or less than 0.1. The consistency ratio 

and consistency index were calculated by using the following equations: 

max

1

N
CI

N

 −
=

−
 (1) 

CI
CR

RI
=  (2) 

where CI is the Consistency Index, max  is the largest eigenvalue of the comparison matrix, N is the 

dimension of the matrix or the number of criteria, CR is the Consistency Ratio and RI is the Random 

Consistency Index. Table 3 illustrates the value of the Random Consistency Index (RI) adopted from 

[23]. If the value of CR ≤ 0.1, then the calculation will proceed to the next step. Otherwise, the expert’s 

data would be revised to obtain valid data or will be neglected. 

Table 3: Saaty’s Random Consistency Index, RI 

N 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

RI 0 0 0.58 0.90 1.12 1.24 1.32 1.41 1.45 1.49 

 

Step 4: Calculation of Geometric Mean 

 

The fuzzy geometrical mean technique was implemented to define the fuzzy geometrical mean of each 

criterion, which was calculated by Eq. (3). 
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1

1

n n

iji

j

r d
=

 
= 
 
 such that i = 1, 2, 3, …, n (3) 

where ir  is the fuzzy geometrical mean and ijd  is the fuzzy comparison value from a group of decision-

makers with respect to ith dimension over the jth criterion. 

 

Step 5: Calculation of the Fuzzy Preference Weight 

 

The fuzzy preference weight, iw  for each criterion can be computed using Eq. (5) where the value of 

ir  from Eq. (3) will be multiplied by the inverse of the vector summation obtained from Eq. (4).  

 

Vector summation ir= such that i = 1, 2, 3, …, n (4) 

( )
1

1 2 3 ...i i nw r r r r r
−

=       (5) 

Step 6: Defuzzification of the Value of Fuzzy Preference 

 

The defuzzification of the value for fuzzy preference weight is needed to transform the values into real 

numbers. The defuzzified value of iw can be obtained by using the Centre of Area method proposed by 

[24] as shown in Eq. (6): 

 

3

i i iw w w
i

l m u
G

+ +
=  (6) 

Step 7: Normalization of the Defuzzified Value of Fuzzy Preference Weight  

 

The value of iG  in Step 6 is a non-fuzzy number, then the defuzzified values of fuzzy preference weight 

need to be normalized. The normalization of each criterion, iH  was calculated using Eq. (7): 

 

1

i
i

n

i

i

G
H

G
=

=


 

(7) 

Following that, the outcomes were arranged by the normalized weights for each criterion. 

Step 8: Global Weight Calculation  

 

Global weight calculation involves all the weight vectors (local vectors) from all criteria and 

alternatives. The value of the local weight for the main criteria would be multiplied by the value of the 

local weight for sub-criteria and alternatives to determine the global weight which were used in 

developing a selection score model. 

Step 9: Global Weight Calculation  

 

The alternatives were ranked based on the global weight obtained in Step 8. 
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4 Results and Discussion 
 

In this study, five experts among UiTMCK students were selected as the decision makers (DM1, DM2, 

DM3, DM4, and DM5). They are active users of Instagram, Facebook, TikTok, Twitter, and YouTube 

and spend almost six to nine hours daily on these platforms. The selected experts were required to 

answer a fuzzy questionnaire which was used to generate a pairwise comparison matrix. The 

questionnaire was developed based on the specified selection criteria and sub-criteria for alternatives. 

The criteria and sub-criteria were obtained by reviewing the literature and obtaining the experts' 

opinions. Therefore, in this study, the four main criteria, eight sub-criteria, and five alternatives will be 

considered as shown in Table 4 and Figure 2. 

 
Table 4: Label for Proposed Criteria, Sub-criteria and Alternatives 

Criteria  Labels Sub-criteria Labels Alternatives Labels 

Content C1 Advertisement C11 Facebook A1 

Functionality C2 Website attractiveness C12 Instagram A2 

Usability C3 Content management C21 TikTok A3 

Privacy C4 Interactiveness C22 Twitter A4 

  Ease of use C31 YouTube A5 

  Site performance C32   

  Privacy setting C41   

  Information security C42   

 

 

  
Figure 2: Hierarchical Diagram in Evaluation and Selection of the Best SNS 
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A pair-wise comparison matrix is formed by transforming the experts’ responses from the 

survey into a Triangular Fuzzy Number (TFN). The value for each linguistic scale can be referred to in         

Table 2. The pairwise comparison matrices are shown in Table 5. Meanwhile, Table 6 presents the 

results of the aggregation of these fuzzy values. 

Table 5:  Pairwise Comparison Matrices for Criteria  

Decision-maker Criteria C1 C2 C3 C4 

DM1 

C1 (1, 1, 1) 
3 5

, 2,
2 2

 
 
 

 
3 5

, 2,
2 2

 
 
 

 (1, 1, 1) 

C2 
2 1 2

, ,
5 2 3

 
 
 

 (1, 1, 1) 
3 5

, 2,
2 2

 
 
 

 (1, 1, 1) 

C3 
2 1 2

, ,
5 2 3

 
 
 

 
2 1 2

, ,
5 2 3

 
 
 

 (1, 1, 1) (1, 1, 1) 

C4 (1, 1, 1) (1, 1, 1) (1, 1, 1) (1, 1, 1) 

DM2 

C1 (1, 1, 1) 
3 5

, 2,
2 2

 
 
 

 
3

1, , 2
2

 
 
 

 
3

1, , 2
2

 
 
 

 

C2 
2 1 2

, ,
5 2 3

 
 
 

 (1, 1, 1) 
3

1, , 2
2

 
 
 

 (2, 2.5, 3) 

C3 
1 2

, , 1
2 3

 
 
 

 
1 2

, , 1
2 3

 
 
 

 (1, 1, 1) 
3

1, , 2
2

 
 
 

 

C4 
1 2

, , 1
2 3

 
 
 

 
1 2 1

, ,
3 5 2

 
 
 

 
1 2

, , 1
2 3

 
 
 

 (1, 1, 1) 

DM3 

C1 (1, 1, 1) 
3 5

, 2,
2 2

 
 
 

 
3

1, , 2
2

 
 
 

 
3

1, , 2
2

 
 
 

 

C2 
1 2

, , 1
2 3

 
 
 

 (1, 1, 1) 
3

1, , 2
2

 
 
 

 
5

2, ,3
2

 
 
 

 

C3 
2 1 2

, ,
5 2 3

 
 
 

 
1 2

, , 1
2 3

 
 
 

 (1, 1, 1) 
5 7

, 3,
2 2

 
 
 

 

C4 
2 1 2

, ,
7 3 5

 
 
 

 
1 2 1

, ,
3 5 2

 
 
 

 
2 1 2

, ,
7 3 5

 
 
 

 (1, 1, 1) 

DM4 

C1 (1, 1, 1) 
5

2, ,3
2

 
 
 

 
5

2, ,3
2

 
 
 

 
5

2, ,3
2

 
 
 

 

C2 
1 2 1

, ,
3 5 2

 
 
 

 (1, 1, 1) (1, 1, 1) 
3 5

, 2,
2 2

 
 
 

 

C3 
1 2 1

, ,
3 5 2

 
 
 

 (1, 1, 1) (1, 1, 1) 
5

2, ,3
2

 
 
 

 

C4 
1 2 1

, ,
3 5 2

 
 
 

 
2 1 2

, ,
5 2 3

 
 
 

 
1 2 1

, ,
3 5 2

 
 
 

 (1, 1, 1) 
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Decision-maker Criteria C1 C2 C3 C4 

DM5 

C1 (1, 1, 1) (1, 1, 1) (1, 1, 1) 
5 7

, 3,
2 2

 
 
 

 

C2 (1, 1, 1) (1, 1, 1) 
5 7

, 3,
2 2

 
 
 

 
5 7

, 3,
2 2

 
 
 

 

C3 (1, 1, 1) 
2 1 2

, ,
7 3 5

 
 
 

 (1, 1, 1) (1, 1, 1) 

C4 
2 1 2

, ,
7 3 5

 
 
 

 
2 1 2

, ,
7 3 5

 
 
 

 (1, 1, 1) (1, 1, 1) 

 
Table 6: Aggregated Fuzzy Number for Criteria 

Criteria C1 C2 C3 C4 

C1 (1, 1, 1) 
7 9 11

, ,
5 5 5

 
 
 

 
7 9 11

, ,
5 5 5

 
 
 

 
9 11 13

, ,
5 5 5

 
 
 

 

C2 
79 46 23

, ,
150 75 30

 
 
 

 (1, 1, 1) 
7 9 11

, ,
5 5 5

 
 
 

 
9 11 13

, ,
5 5 5

 
 
 

 

C3 
79 46 23

, ,
150 75 30

 
 
 

 
94 19 61

, ,
175 30 75

 
 
 

 (1, 1, 1) 
3 9 21

, ,
2 5 10

 
 
 

 

C4 
101 41 33

, ,
210 75 50

 
 
 

 
247 79 46

, ,
525 150 75

 
 
 

 
131 17 39

, ,
210 25 50

 
 
 

 (1, 1, 1) 

 

Consistency Ratio (CR) is used in the FAHP to evaluate the consistency of the pairwise 

comparison judgments made by decision makers. It provides a measure of the degree of consistency in 

the rankings provided by decision makers, allowing them to determine if their rankings are reasonable 

or if they need to be revised. The value for CR needs to be equal to or less than 0.1 for the pair-wise 

comparison matrix so that it can be used. If the value is less than 0.1, the pair-wise comparison matrix 

must be revised until the CR value of less than 0.1 is achieved [23]. As illustrated in Table 7, the 

judgements provided by the five experts (DMs) were consistent since all matrices had a CR value ≤ 0.1. 

Table 7: Consistency Ratio of the Five Experts 

Expert Consistency Ratio (CR) 

DM1 0.0449 

DM2 0.05 

DM3 0.0207 

DM4 0.0322 

DM5 0.057 

 

The geometric mean of fuzzy comparison values, ir was calculated using Eq. (3) by taking the 

values from the updated pairwise comparison matrix. For instance, the calculation of the geometric 

mean for content (C1) is shown below:  

1

1

47 7 9
: 1 1.3705

5 5 5
C

l r
 

=    = 
 

 

1

1

49 9 11
: 1 1.6340

5 5 5
C

m r
 

=    = 
 
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1

1

411 11 13
: 1 1.8835

5 5 5
C

u r
 

=    = 
 

 

Table 8 below shows the values of the geometric mean for all criteria. The notation (l, m, u) 

was used to indicate a fuzzy triangular number in each column where l = lower value, m = medium 

value, and     u = upper value. The table also includes the total and inverse values, and the last row 

displays the values in ascending order. 

Table 8: Geometric Mean of Fuzzy Comparison Values for Criteria 

Criteria 
Geometric Mean, ir  

Lower Value, l Middle Value, m Upper Value, u 

C1 1.3705 1.6340 1.8835 

C2 1.0733 1.2484 1.4471 

C3 0.8071 0.9144 1.0697 

C4 0.5959 0.6652 0.7496 

Total 3.8468 4.4620 5.1499 

Inverse 0.26 0.2241 0.1942 

Increasing Order 0.1942 0.2241 0.26 

 

Next, the fuzzy preference weights, iw , for each criterion were computed using Eq. (5) where 

ir  obtained previously were multiplied by the inverse of the summation vector in the form of increasing 

order. The calculated fuzzy preference weight for each criterion is shown in Table 9. 

Table 9: Fuzzy Preference Weight for Criteria 

Criteria 
Fuzzy Preference Weight, iw  

Lower Value, l Middle Value, m Upper Value, u 

C1 0.2661 0.3662 0.4896 

C2 0.2084 0.2798 0.3762 

C3 0.1567 0.2049 0.2781 

C4 0.1157 0.1491 0.1949 

 

Since iw  are still fuzzy triangular numbers, they need to be defuzzified by applying Eq. (6). 

Then, the relative non-fuzzy or defuzzified weight, iG , was normalized by using Eq. (7). The following          

Table 10 presents the results of defuzzified weight, iG  and normalized weight, iH  for each criterion. 
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Table 10: Defuzzification and Normalization of Criteria 

Criteria Defuzzified Weight, iG  Normalized Weight, iH  

C1 0.3740 0.3540 

C2 0.2881 0.2728 

C3 0.2132 0.2019 

C4 0.1810 0.1713 

Total 1.0563 1.0000 

 

Table 10 indicates that the expert assigned the highest local weight to the criterion of content 

(C1) compared to the other three criteria with a value of 0.3540. This is followed by functionality (C2) 

and usability (C3) with 0.2728 and 0.2019, respectively. Privacy (C4) with the least value of local weight 

with 0.1713, becomes the experts’ least preferred criterion. Content is likely the most preferred criterion 

because it plays a crucial role in attracting and engaging users. High-quality and relevant content can 

captivate the audience, convey the desired message effectively, and compel users to take the desired 

actions. In the context of advertisements and website attractiveness, compelling content can be the key 

differentiating factor that makes a website stands out and leaves a positive impression on users. 

Table 11: Normalized Relative Weights of Sub-criteria 

Content Functionality Usability Privacy 

Advertisement Content Management Ease of Use Privacy Setting 

0.7220 0.7095 0.6861 0.5655 

Website 

Attractiveness 

Interactiveness Site Performance Information Security 

0.2780 0.2095 0.139 0.4345 

 

The preference of the experts regarding sub-criteria for each criterion is displayed in Table 11. 

When it comes to content, they showed a greater preference for the first sub-criterion, advertisements, 

over the second, website attractiveness. Concerning functionality, experts favored content management 

over interactiveness. In the context of usability, ease of use was preferred over site performance by the 

experts. Similarly, regarding privacy, experts showed a preference for privacy settings over information 

settings. 

Finally, the ranking of the alternatives was determined by adding up the global weight values 

for each alternative and criterion. The highest global weight value was placed at the top of the table, 

while the lowest was at the bottom. This ranking was achieved through the application of the Fuzzy 

Analytical Hierarchy Process (FAHP) method, and the results are presented in Table 12. 

Table 12: Ranking of Social Networking Site 

Alternatives Global Weight Rank 

Facebook 0.3252 1 

Instagram 0.2204 2 

TikTok 0.1981 3 

Twitter 0.1423 4 

YouTube 0.1140 5 

 

Ranking in Table 12 was determined based on the global weight, which is shown in the leftmost 

column. Upon evaluation, it is evident that Facebook (A1) has the highest global weight value of 0.3252 

among all other alternatives. This outcome confirms that Facebook is the most favored Social 

Networking Site (SNS) among students at present. These findings align with a study by [25] on social 
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media trends among university students. The study revealed that the majority of students preferred 

Facebook over other social networking sites (SNSs). Meanwhile, YouTube (A5) had the lowest value 

for the global weight (0.1140), indicating it was the least preferred SNS among the students. Instagram 

(A2) ranked second (0.2204), followed by TikTok (A3) and Twitter (A4) with global weights of 0.1981 

and 0.1423, respectively. 

5 Conclusion 
 

In conclusion, this study proposed FAHP to achieve the objective of selecting the best SNSs. Five 

experts among students in UiTMCK who active users of SNSs and spend six to nine hours daily using 

these sites were selected to answer the fuzzy questionnaire to convey their own opinions. The fuzzy 

questionnaire consists of four main criteria which are Content (C1), Functionality (C2), Usability (C3), 

and Privacy (C4) followed by another eight sub-criteria: Advertisement (C11), Website Attractiveness 

(C12), Content Management (C21), Interactiveness (C22), Ease of Use (C31), Site Performance (C32), 

Privacy Setting (C41) and Information Security (C42). Besides, this study has been conducted on five 

alternatives which are Facebook (A1), Instagram (A2), TikTok (A3), Twitter (A4) and YouTube (A5).  

 

The FAHP calculations begin with generating a pairwise comparison matrix based on the 

responses from experts and then transforming them into a TFN. The global weights computed for each 

criterion were used to construct the selection score model. The results of this study indicate that 

Facebook has the highest global weight with a value of 0.3261 compared to other alternatives. The most 

crucial criterion was determined to be content, with advertisements as the preferable sub-criterion.  

Thus, the FAHP approach is a more systematic calculation method and the outcomes would be 

less biased and equal for all alternatives. Hence, FAHP has developed a model of the best SNSs. This 

ranking can help university management in decision-making process to select the best alternatives by 

considering all the required criteria. Besides, other additional studies can also implement various multi-

criteria decision-making techniques such as fuzzy TOPSIS and fuzzy PROMETHEE for related 

applications. For a more accurate and detailed outcome, this study may be conducted using additional 

criteria and sub-criteria. 
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