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The selection of computerized manufacturing
control system using MCDM model
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Abstract

The purpose of this study is the optimal selection for evaluating alternative computerized
manufacturing control software packages.

The evaluation and analysis of the alternative computerized manufacturing control
software packages is based on a model for Multi-Criteria Decision Making(MCDM). The
ultimate of MCDM is to take the best choice among the alternatives or to rank them and
the procedure depends on the decision maker's subjective judgement.

An example is given to illustrate the application of the MCDM model.
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