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Abstract

This research applies technique of the grey relational analysis (GRA) to prioritize the
business reputation among seven software firms with different parameters and weights
settings. While evaluating various attributes among numerous software firms, the multiple
criteria decision making (MCDM) method is practically effective on selecting the best
company in software industry. Though using different parameters and weights could generate
different priority, the study has revealed that Trend Micro and Microsoft, were the two best
companies in software industry in Taiwan, as the other five firms still have room for

improvement.
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