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Method of reduction to absurdity

Reduction to absurdity (or reductio ad absurdum) is a technique of
argumentation and demonstration used to establish the truth of a
/ proposition or situation by showing that assuming the opposite leads to a
contradiction or an absurd result. It can be applied in various fields,
mainly in logic, mathematics, philosophy and science, but also in
everyday situations and legal argumentation.

=== It consists of temporarily assuming the opposite of what one wants to
— ¢ @ prove, and then demonstrating that this assumption leads to a
contradiction or an absurd result. This implies that the initial assumption

is false, therefore, the original statement must be true.

o
® O
0@ °.
We startfromthe @ The opposite of  this A logical  reasoning - S Soncided
hypothesis that we want hypothesis is  assumed develops  from this Zf:;%%%hufdigggﬁd'cnon itsatfatlsee, n:c%attﬁz
to prove. (negation). negation. ' original or initial

hypothesis is true.




I \I I I WEB CONFERENCE International Symposium on the Analytic Hierarchy Process

Method of reduction to absurdity

Initial hypothesis (original):

The results of the general weighting vector of the AHP
are not linked to real estate market prices.

Alternative hypothesis (contrary):

The results of the general weighting vector of the AHP
are linked to real estate market prices.
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ANALYTIC HIERARCHY PROCESS (AHP)

Criterion 1

N
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From the origin, the concept and the objective
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The Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP) is a Multi-Criteria Decision Making technique
proposed by Thomas Saaty (1977, 1980), classified within the Multiple Attribute
Decision Making (MADM) methods, which combines tangible and intangible

aspects to obtain, on a ratio scale, the priorities associated with the problem
alternatives.

The main characteristics of this approach are the modeling of the
problem through a hierarchical structure, the use of pairwise
comparisons to incorporate decision-maker preferences, and the
obtaining of a ratio scale that is valid for complex decision-making.

Source: Moreno Jiménez et al (2019) EL INDICE DE CONSISTENCIA GEOMETRICO PARA MATRICES INCOMPLETAS EN AHP, Grupo Decisién Multicriterio Zaragoza, Facultad de Econdmicas. Universidad de Zaragoza.
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From MADM applicable to problems

Selection Categorization Sorting Description
AHP AHP AHPSort
ANP ANP

MUAT/UTA MUAT/UTA UTADIS

MACBETH MACBETH

PROMETHEE PROMETHEE FlowSort GAIA, FS-GAIA
ELECTRE | ELECTRE IlI ELECTRE-Tri
TOPSIS TOPSIS
Goal Programming

DEA DEA

Source: Ishizaka&Nemery (2013) Multi-Criteria Decision Analysis Methods and Software






fe AHP

Goal

Criteria
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Select the
Castle

Quality of the castle

State of conservation

Castle N° 1

Castle N° 2

Castle N° 3 Castle N° 4

Castle N° 5 Castle N
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Table 3: Reciprocal matrix of the alternatives for the quality of the environment and normalized priority vector

Quality of the A
. Castle 1 Castle 2 Castle 3 Castle 4 Castle 5 Castle N priority
environment
vector
Castle 1 1 3 3 1/3 1/5 1/3 0.0825
Castle 2 1/3 1 1 1/7 1/9 1/7 0.0328
Castle 3 1/3 1 1 1/7 1/9 1/7 0.0328
Castle 4 3 7 7 1 1/3 1 0.2069
Castle 5 5 9 9 3 1 3 0.4381
Castle N 3 7 7 1 1/3 1 0.2069
Consistency ratio = 1.96 %

Table 2: Reciprocal matrix of criteria and priority vector 13 I Table 4: Reciprocal matrix of the alternatives for the quality of the castle and normalized priority vector I

it i : . Normal
Criteria g_?iﬂgﬁ::: Quai1at§t1:;ftha COS;::;J‘M ;:;:ct,; (t)hl:aaggﬂc:a f Castle 1 Castle 2 Castle 3 Castle 4 Castle 5 Castle N priority
ity of the environment 1 13 T4 0.12196 vectar
Quﬂé:;ht}r of the castle 3 1 12 0;3 1063 Castle 1 1 3 1/3 1 1/5 1 0.0890
State of consemation 4 3 1 033842 Castle 2 1/3 1 17 1/3 1/9 1/3 0.0343
Consistency ratio = | 1.76% || | - ! Castle 3 3 7 1 3 1/3 3 0.2355
Castle 4 1 3 1/3 1 1/5 1 0.0890
Castle 5 5 9 3 5 1 5 0.4630
Castle N 1 3 1/3 1 1/5 1 0.0890

Consistency ratio = 1.24 %

I Table 5: Reciprocal matrix of the alternatives by state of conservation and normalized priority vector I

State of Normal
? Castle 1 Castle 2 Castle 3 Castle 4 Castle 5 Castle N priority
conservation
vector
Castle 1 1 5 3 1 1 3 0.2559
Castle 2 1/5 1 1/3 1/5 1/5 1/3 0.0428
Castle 3 1/3 3 1 1/3 1/3 1 0.0947
Castle 4 1 5 3 1 1 3 0.2559
Castle 5 1 5 3 1 1 3 0.2559
Castle N 1/3 3 1 1/3 1/3 1 0.0947
Consistency ratio= 0.93 %
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Table 6: Global vector results and ranking of alternatives

Castle Qua!lty of the  Quality of the State ni? VCC[D!." pI'-IEII'It_Y Normalized Ranking
environment castle conservation criteria global vector
Castle 1 0.08247 0.0890 0.12196 0.1814
Castle 2 0.03282 0.0343 0.31962 0.0389
Castle 3 0.03282 0.2355 0.55842 0.1322

Castle 4 0.20688 0.0890 0.1966
0.43813 0.4630 0.2559 ] 0.3443 1]
Castle N 0.20688 0.0890

(="

As can be seen, Castle 5 was the one that obtained the highest value among the elements of the normalized global vector
(0.3443), being number 1 in the ranking. As for Castle N, with a value of 0.1066, it occupied the fifth position in the selection
process.

If a decision had to be made, the Castle 5 option should be considered, but this would not necessarily be definitive because
the Benefits, Costs, Opportunities and Risks would have to be analyzed for the final decision.

Up to this point, the AHP has been correctly applied in its original form, and for which it was idealized in the 1970s by its
author, and today, almost 50 years later, it continues to be studied by the scientific community as an alternative to empirically
support complex decision-making.
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Valuation Ratio as a mathematical artifice

Unit Value
[UM/m?|

 1.650.00
1,200.00

. 1 1,575.00
Y. Comparable property prices 2 040.00

Y.Weighting of comparable properties — 3,100.00

Valuation Ratio =

Normalized
global vector

— 0.1814
0.0389
0.1322
0.1966

— 0.3443

— 0.1066

Value of property = Valuation Ratio x the weighting of tI:; property being appraised
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Table 7: Castle N Unit Value Results based on Valuation Ratio

Valuation

Castle Unit Vahzle V\.rg Ratio va N Unit Valurze N
[UM/m*?] [adim] (UM/m?] [adim] [UM/m*“]
Castle 1 1,650.00 0.1814 , 10
Castle 2 1,200.00 0.0389
Castle 3 1,575.00 0.1322
Castle 4 2,040.00 0.1966
Castle 5 3,100.00 0.3443
Total 9,565.00 0.8934 » 1.0000

Table 8: Total value of the Castle N*®

Castle Construction area Unit Value Total Value
[m?] [UM/m?] [UM]

Castle N 1,500.00 1,150.00 1,725,000.00
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Table 9: Normalized priority vector of the alternatives by criteria, priority vector of the criteria, global vector and

ranking.
Castle Qual.ity of the Quality of State 01.‘ Vecto‘r pr‘iority Normalized Ranking
environment the castle conservation criteria global vector
Castle 1 0.12196 0.190210
Castle 3 0.31962 0.130446
Castle 4 0.55842 0.205383
Castle 5 0.370109
Castle N 8

Consistency ratio =

2.28 %

Table 10: Castle N Unit Value Results based on Valuation Ratio (without Castle 2)

Valuation

Unit Value Vv . Vvg N Unit Value N
Sl [UM/m?] ladim] Rato, fadim] [UM/m?]
Castle 3 1,575.00 0.1304
Castle 4 2,040.00 0.2054
Castle 5 3,100.00 0.3701
Total 8,365.00 0.8961 1.0000
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Table 11: Total value of Castle N (excluding Castle 2)

Castle Construction area Unit Value* Total Value
[m?] [UM/m?] [UM]
Castle N 1,500.00 1,455,000.00
* Rounded
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Table 12: Normalized priority vector of the alternatives by criteria, priority vector of the criteria, global vector and
ranking.

Quality of the  Quality of State of Vector priority ~ Normalized

. \ . Rankin,
environment the castle conservation criteria olobal vector 8

Castle

Castle 1 . . . 0.12196 0.236831
Castle 2 . . . 0.31962 0.048475
Castle 3 . . . 0.55842 0.158130
Castle 5 . . . 0.419759
Casillo N | reamryed I e
Consistency ratio = 2.20 % 0.94 % 2.20 %
Table 14: Castle N Unit Value Results based on Valuation Ratio (without Castle 4)
Castle Construction area Unit Value* Total Value
[m?] [UM/m?] [UM]
Castillo N 1,500.00 1,200.00 1,800,000.00
*Rounded

Table 13: Results of the Unit Value of Castle N based on the Valuation Ratio (without Castle 4)

Castle Unit Value Vvg Valuation Ratio  VvgN Unit Value N
[UM/m?| [adim] [UM/m?] [adim] [UM/m?

Castle 1 1,650.00 0.2368 8,717.61 0.1368 1,192.61

Castle 2 1,200.00 0.0485

Castle 3 1,575.00 0.1581

Castle 5 3,100.00 0.4198

Total 7,525.00 0.8632 1.0000
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Table 15: Normalized priority vector of the alternatives by criteria, priority vector of the criteria, global vector and

ranking.
Costle et cae_comsevtioncriteri - globl vector "B
Castle 1 0.12196
Castle 2 0.31962
Castle 3 0.55842
Castle 4
Castle 5
Castle 6
Castle N

Consistency ratio =

10.96 %

4.40 % 6.79 %

Table 17: Results of the Unit Value of Castle N based on the Valuation Ratio (with Castle 6)
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Table 18: Total value of Castle N (considering Castle 6)

e Construction area Unit Value* Total Value
[m?] [UM/m?| [UM]

Castle N 1,500.00 1,320.00 1,980,000.00

Castle Unit Value Vvg Vag;?itcl)on Vvg N Unit Value N
[UM/m?] [adim] M2 [adim)] [UM/m?]
Castle 2 1,200.00 0.0323
Castle 3 1,575.00 0.1133
Castle 4 2,040.00 0.1436
Castle 5 3,100.00 0.3011
Castle 6 3,000.00 0.1472
Total 12,565.00 0.9051 1.0000

*rounded
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Table 16: Comparison of ranking of alternatives by case

Original case Case 5A Case 5A Case TA
6A (-2) (-4) (+6)

.3 3 2 J 2 |
Castle 2
Castle 3
Castle 4

__

Castle 6

T 1——

Castle

[y

Table 19: Comparative results of the unit and total values for each case

Case Unit Value Total Value
[UM/m?| [UM]
Original Case 6A 1,150.00 1,725,000.00
Caso 5A (-2) 970.00 1,455,000.00
Caso 5A (-4) 1,200.00 1,800,000.00 36.08 %
Caso7A (+6 1,320.00 1,980,000.00

| 1.740.000.00 |
Standard Deviation 145.37 218,059.62
CoefTicient of Variation 12.53% 12.53%

International Symposium on the Analytic Hierarchy Process






@@ AHP_ 2
! ERENCI International Symposium on the Analytic Hierarchy Process

Table 20: Value of Castle 1 using the Valuation Ratio (Original Case)

Castle Unit value Vvg Vai:teilf)ion Vvg 1 Unit Value 1 Unit price NRRT
[UM] [adim] M /m? [adim] [UM/m?] [UM/m?|

Castle 2 1,200.00 0.0389 11,063.26  0.1814 2,007.09 1,650.00 22%

Castle 3 1,575.00 0.1322

Castle 4 2,040.00 0.1966

Castle 5 3,100.00 0.3443

Castle N 1,141.17 0.1066
Totals 9,056.17 0.8186 1.0000

Estimated value — of fered price
NRRT = -
Offered price Table 21: Comparison of the results of the unit, total and NRRT values for each case

Original Case Original Case (-A2) Original Case (-A4)  Original Case (+1A)

Unit Value NRRT Unit Value § NRRT § Unit Value

Castle Offers [UM/m? [adim]  [UM/m?] i [UM/m?]

1,650.00
1.200.00
1,575.00
2,040.00
3,100.00

2,007.09
384.63
1,390.80  -12% 1,164.02 1,672.53
2,120.60 4% 1,885.37 1,764.75
3,994.44 3,663.18 5,102.38

1,878.27
NA 1,141.17 0% 1,192.05

22% 2,326.96

[ne)
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I Table 23: Reciprocal matrix of alternatives by strength criterion and normalized priority vector 20 I

Normal

Strength Castle 1 Castle 2 Castle 3 Castle 4 Castle 5 Castle N priority

vector

Castle 1 1 1/5 1/3 1/2 1/3 1/5 0.0498

Castle 2 5 1 3 4 1/3 2 0.2331

Castle 3 3 1/3 1 4 1/4 1/2 0.1156

Castle 4 2 1/4 1/4 1 1/5 1/3 0.0578

Castle 5 3 3 4 5 1 3 0.3805

Castle N 5 1/2 2 3 1/3 1 0.1633

Consistency ratio= 7.88 %
Table 22: Reciprocal matrix of criteria and priority vector I Table 24: Reciprocal matrix of alternatives by Securily criterion and normalized priority vector I

Criteria Strength Security Access Vector r'lor‘mahzed , Ncl)mlml
priority Security Castle 1 Castle 2 Castle 3 Castle 4 Castle 5 Castle N priority

vector

Strength il Castle 1 I 7 5 3 I 3 0.3550
Security 0.54693 Castle 2 1/7 1 2 1/2 1/2 1/3 0.0747
Access 0.34454 Castle 3 1/5 1/2 1 2 1/3 1/5 0.0715
o — = Castle 4 1/3 2 1/2 1 1/3 1/2 0.0864
onsistency ratio=_3,16% Castle 5 1 2 3 3 1 1 0.2143
Castle N 1/3 3 5 2 1 1 0.1981

Consistency ratio= 7.80 %
I Table 25: Reciprocal matrix of the alternatives by access criterion and normalized priority vector I

Normal

Access Castle 1 Castle 2 Castle 3 Castle 4 Castle 5  Castle N priority

vector

Castle 1 1 4 1/3 173 4 0.1740

Castle 2 1/4 1 1/3 1/3 1/3 1/5 0.0501

Castle 3 3 3 1 1 3 1 0.2399

Castle 4 3 3 1 1 5 0.3087

Castle 5 1/4 3 1/3 1/5 1 1/3 0.0692

Castle N 1/2 5 1 1/3 3 1 0.1582

Consistency ratio= 9.79 %
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Table 26: Results of the global vector and ranking of the alternatives

Castle Strength
Castle 1 0.04980
Castle 2 0.23309
Castle 3 0.11560
Castle 4 0.05777
Castle 5 0.38047
Castle N 0.16328

Consistency ratio= 7.88 %

Security

Vector
Access priority
criteria
0.10852
0.54693

(0.34454

9.79 % 5.16 %

Normalized
global vector

Ranking

Table 27: Results of the Unit Value of Castle N based on the Valuation Ratio

International Symposium on the Analytic Hierarchy Process

Table 28: Total value of Castle N

Castle Unit Value Vvg V%l:tlit;on Vvg N Unit Value N
[UM/m?] [adim] Mo [adim] [UM/m?]
Castle 2 1,200.00 0.0834
Castle 3 1,575.00 0.1343
Castle 4 2,040.00 0.1599
Castle 5 3,100.00 0.1823
Total 9,565.00 0.8194 1.0000

Castle Construction area Unit Value* Total Value
[m?] [UM/m?] [UM]
Castle N 1,500.00 2,100.00 3,150,000.00
*rounded
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Table 29: Comparative table of the total value of the Castle N

Unit Value Total Value  Percentage

Case (UM/m?) (UM] difference

1,150.00 1,725,000.00

2,100.00 3,150,000.00 82.61 %

«As can be seen, Your Highness, there is a significant difference of 82.61% between the two
cases, which is sufficient evidence to conclude that the results of the global vector of alternatives
are not binding on market prices. Although the AHP is correctly applied, the mathematical artifice
does not guarantee reliable real estate market values. That's all, exclaimed the Wise Analytical. |
now give way to the Wise Regressor to expound on his knowledge of the controversial

procedurey.
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For a greater empirical foundation on the inadvisability of using the AHP+RV in the real
estate valuation, I expose to you, with all respect Your Highness, an analogous situation
considering econometric models, which must follow these steps:

1. Define an economic function to explain real estate market prices.
2. To structure an econometric model considering the explained and explanatory
variables.

3. Characterize the variables involved in the model.

4. To raise a market sample based on the variables that the researcher assumes are
important in explaining real estate prices.

5. Econometric modeling using multiple linear regression models (MLRM).

6. Analyze the results and conclude on the point and interval estimation of the real
estate value.

In order to fulfill the first step, the economic function is proposed:

PU=(AT,AC,CEN,CED,EC,FOR,SEG,ACC)

The regression equation is now posed:

Y: = Bo + B1AT; + B2 AC,+B;CEN; + B,CED, + BsEC; + BsFOR, + B,SEG, + Bz ACC; +¢;, para i=1...n (5)

International Symposium on the Analytic Hierarchy Process

Table 30 - Explained and Explanatory Variables of the MELM

. . . Type of Scale of
Variable Nom Description Unit Variable Moasiwement
Explanatory
AT Total Iar{l;:;:':a ofthe ha Quantitative Ratio
Continuous
: Explanatory
AC ;?éaal gf&sehggzﬁg m? Quantitative Ratio
Continuous
y Situation of the Exp|anat0r}r
Erﬁ:-il?:!lr:ymz;t CEN surroundings: Adm.  Dummy Ordinal
Good: 1 Bad: 0 Discrete
Quality Scale
} Very good 4 Explanatory
Qaly o el cap  Good 3 Adm.  Qualtatve  Ordinal
g Regular 2 Discrete
Bad 1
Conservation scale
Very good 4 Explanatory
ECO Good 3 Adm.  Qualitative Ordinal
Regular 2 Discrete
Bad 1
Strength scale Explanatory
Strength 8 CEN “Superior:  Normal:  Adm. Dummy Ordinal
1 0 Discrete
Security scale Explanatory
Security CEN Adm. Dummy Ordinal
Extreme: 1 High: 0 Discrete
Access scale Explanalory
Eco | FasY 3 MM Qaltatve  Ordinal
Normel 2 Discrete
Difficult 1

Yo Explained
UnitPrice | PU l;'f‘f';f;('f{fa"sf”t:f UMm? Quantitalive  Ratio
Confinuous
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Table 31- Values of the MRLM variables

Casllo AT AC CEN CED ECO FOR SEG ACC PU Casfilo AT AC CEN CED ECO FOR SEG ACC PU
1 20 1500 1 2 1 0 1 1 1650 3% 25 1531 1 2 4 0 1 1 2332
2 15 2500 1 1 2 1 0 2 1575 37 3% 1615 0 1 2 0 i 2 25%
330 3500 0 3 3 0 0 3 2040 38 21 2626 1 4 2 1 1 2 1815
4 20 4000 0 4 4 1 1 2 3100 39 3% 3100 0 1 2 1 0 1 2451
5 2 27%2 0 2 1 0 1 3 2208 40 21 382 0 3 2 0 1 2 2130
6 17 3202 1 3 2 0 1 3 2469 M1 2 34712 A 4 1 1 1 3 2320
T34 2266 1 3 4 0 0 3 2878 42 37 2307 0 3 2 1 1 1 2291
8 23 1678 1 3 1 0 1 3 2089 43 18 2602 1 3 4 i) 1 2 2025
9 20 193 1 4 3 0 0 3 1840 4 29 2381 1 2 1 0 1 3 2676
10 39 1814 0 2 2 1 1 2 2679 45 40 2876 1 4 3 0 0 1 3047

F ro m t h e ra N d O m M7 8% 1 1 2 0 1 2 2560 % 3% 67 0 4 3 1 0 1 1653
12 19 2487 0 4 3 1 0 1 2046 7 24 3195 0 ] ] ] ] 3 2158
oo 2062z 0 4 1 0 0 2 20% 48 M 39%6 0 3 1 1 0 2 253

d at a b a S e 14 28 2693 1 3 3 1 1 2 2213 19 31 3458 0 s 9 ) ) 5 1788
1: gﬁ i-g‘ 1 ; ; ; ; ; ;z‘;‘: 50 2 3478 1 2 3 0 1 1 2479
: : 51 31 2566 1 4 2 0 0 2 2661
g ;‘: iﬁg E 1 ; E {1} i i;ﬁj 5 17 393 0 3 3 0 0 2 2280
19 20 3186 0 4 3 0 0 3 1846 :j ;: ;;’2‘; :} § 42 1 :} f ;:05:;
2 16 377 1 4 4 1 0 2 27m3 5 2 255 s ) o L as
21 18 3102 0 4 1 0 1 1 243 s o003 0 ) 5 1 o s 1oe
2 23 178 1 2 4 1 0 2 177
23 2% 2082 1 3 3 1 0 2 28% T2 1 S 0 ! z 230
4 2 2967 0 3 3 0 1 3 2488 8 31 dres 0 ! 2 ! 0 2 22
% %9 2043 PRI ; . 59 28 2463 0 2 1 1 1 1 1750
% 39 193 o0 2 1 0 1 1 2158 60 ¥ 333 1 31 1 1 3 1658
7 2 3e A I ) 0 2 260 61 24 1916 1 4 4 1 0 3 27
2 2% 2603 0 2 3 0 0 2 247 6220 1% 024012 24M
% 3 3430 1 i 9 1 0 1 1949 63 32 3440 O 2 2 1 1 2 2490
0 38 3763 1 11 10 3 2749 64 30 3rer A 3oz 1 2 2486
M 29 2977 0 4 1 1 0 2 2382 65 24 28271 1 4 4 1 1 1 1755
32 2 277 0 4 1 1 0 2 1827 66 29 333 1 2 2 1 1 22647
33 35 382 1 4 4 0 0 3 2720 67 2 17s 1 3 1 0 0 3 2583
34 37 1644 1 2 2 1 0 1 2804 68 30 30 1 1 2 1 1 3 273
3 15 2933 0 1 2 1 0 2 2658 69 34 3485 0 4 2 0 1 1 2182
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PUest = +1.899,28 + 8,71 * AT+ 0,07 * AC+ 82,63 * CEN- 50,73 * CED+ 51,37* ECO-76,59 * FOR- 59,95 * SEG+ 29,02 * ACC

Equagio Regressio: ::'i‘VEI S 15,00
- AC 1.500,00
& : Table 32: Results of the MRLM test statistics
e = Statistic Value Observations
Minimo (9,64%) 1.930,32 i i i
Mado . 2193 Correlation coefficient (r) 0.30 A weak correlatlol_l between the explained variable and
Maximo (964%) 234234 the explanatory variables.
_ man S S 8.82 % of the variation in unit values around the mean is
= BT I— T — 320449871 Coefficient of determination (R?) | 0,0882 | explained by the independent variables included in the
s e woses | e predicio 31108 model. 91.18 % of the variations are unexplained.
' 2 Minimo 238823377 The level of significance of the model is 66.87 %, which
5 ST . T is greater than the significance level @, so the null
u “wim Miximo (2547%) 268051 Calculated 0,7251 | hypothesis is accepted, therefore the independent
Durbin Watso = Campo de Arbitrio . . . .
e o b e ] 6 1@ i @ [ W [ w L w I o I Ly iy r— P variables included in the model are not important for
e pad - e . = : 5 '. : G on | RLMxime 245678 explaining the variability of prices observed in the market.
_— CEN x ] 3 0 J 19 o 0 -1 Parametros
] : - : “ “ | Mivel de Confianga  80% Significance of population 19,79 - | The regressors of the wvariables are not statistically
o : = I — T - estimators 66,39 % | significant for the Level III Foundation.
: L _ N — o P - _
u ; e T Correlaca 1-0296%032 [~ Standard deviation 388,69 Represents 18.19% of the estimated mean value of the
: o property.
/ \ Outliers 2,90 % | Within the tolerance of < 5%.
g Cook's distance 0 No presence of influential points.
: — | Given these results, the MRLM is rendered invalid without the
E R - S ——— | need to assess further basic assumptions or model
specification errors.
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Table 33: Total value of taxable property (Castle N)

Castl Construction area Unit Value* Total Value
astie [m?] [UM/m?] [UM]
Castle N 1,500.00 2,200.00 3,300,000.00

*Rounded

«This result obtained does not have a valid empirical basis as was explained in the
presentation of the MRLM calculations, as well as the one determined using the
AHP+RV (3,150,000.00 UM).In spite of a percentage difference of +4.76% of the Value
using the MRLM with respect to the Value using AHP + RV, it is a mere coincidence of
results, both are biased, thus proving that the results of the global vector of the criteria
are not binding with the prices of the real estate market, even if the AHP method is well
applied, the Valuation Ratio as a mathematical artifice does not guarantee market real
estate valuesy.
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Alternative hypothesis (contrary):

The results of the general weighting vector of the AHP
are linked to real estate market prices

Contradiction or absurd result

h Initial hypothesis (original):

The results of the general weighting vector of the AHP
are not linked to real estate market prices.

9
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Discussion:

 There is no doubt about the effectiveness of AHP in decision
making. But the valuers have the obligation to consult the
original sources of knowledge, never accept a methodological
procedure as valid, there is always a need to prove its empirical
foundation because that is where the discovery of information
enhances the investigation into the science of valuation.

Conclusion:

 Based on the ad absurdum argumentative strategy, and with the
results of the investigation it was demonstrated that the
alternative hypothesis is false, therefore, the results of the
general weighting vector of the AHP are not linked to the prices
of the real estate market. Therefore, the valuation ratio as a
mathematical artifice does not guarantee market real estate
values.
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