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Abstract 

The study is intended to develop a decision model for capital budgeting decisions with 

application of the WP and the MAUT methods of the MCDM to choose the best investment 

alternative. This study puts forth a financial model proposal for the evaluation and comparison of 

long term investment decision making. The selection of one or more investment projects from 

the set of possible alternatives is an important and difficult task for decision makers. The study 

used a hypothetical case study involving selection of a machine with three alternatives available. 

The data was analyzed with the help of five capital budgeting techniques namely the Accounting 

Rate of Return (ARR), pay-back period (PB), Net Present Value (NAV), Profitability Index (PI) 

and Internal Rate of Return (IRR) with the application of the Weighted Product (WP) and the 

Multi Attribute Utility Theory (MAUT) methods of the Multi Criteria Decision Making 

(MCDM). The study has revealed that both the WP and the MAUT methods of the MCDM, give 

near identical rankings for selecting the various investment alternatives, thereby offering a more 

credible, smart and reliable approach to decision-making.  

Keywords:  Key words: ARR, PB, NPV, PI, IRR, WP and MAUT methods. 

 

Introduction 

The success and growth of any business enterprise depends upon the efficient 

utilisation of available resources. An efficient allocation of funds is an extremely 

important function of finance in the modern times especially in case of acquisition of 

long term assets of a firm, generally referred to as the capital budgeting or capital 

expenditure decisions. The introduction of technological improvements and expansion 

of plant operations represents a major factor in economic growth and increased 

productivity for a business enterprise. Some of the capital budgeting decisions generally 

include expansion, acquisition, modernisation and replacement of long term assets. The 

basic characteristic of capital budgeting is that it typically involves a current outlays or 
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series of outlays of cash resources in acquiring long term assets, also called  fixed 

assets, in anticipation of a stream of future benefits expected to arise over a period 

beyond one year. These decisions are not easily reversible. An element of risk is 

involved as benefits are expected to arise in future and future is uncertain. All these 

features makes capital budgeting very vital for firms involved in such decisions. 

The capital budgeting process starts with the estimation and determination of costs and 

benefits associated with different proposals. Generally many profitable and financially 

viable proposals are available but all of them cannot be under taken because of capital 

rationing. According to Weetman (2010), capital rationing means that there are limited 

funds i.e., capital is not sufficiently available to support all project proposals available to 

a firm. Thus different proposals are evaluated in order to select the best proposal for the 

firm within available funds.  

Capital budgeting is the making of long-term investment decisions. It is a four-step 

process consisting of the following: 1) identifying possible projects based on 

opportunities and/or needs, 2) collecting detailed information about each project, 3) 

choosing (and implementing) one or more of the projects based on their relative merits, 

and 4) evaluating the performance of the implemented project(s). This study was limited 

to steps one through three. A number of investment criteria or capital budgeting 

techniques are used in practice. These techniques can be divided into two broad 

categories: discounting and non discounting techniques. 

The discounting techniques are based on cash flows concept and take into account the 

extremely important concept of time value of money. Whereas non discounting 

techniques ignore time value of money and are usually based on accounting profit 

which is inferior to cash flows concept as profit has innumerable meanings like gross 

profit, net profit, profit before tax, profit after tax, return on investments, return on equity, 

return on capital employed and many more and is surrounded by accounting 

ambiguities. Still managers use these non-discounting techniques for its simple 

computations and easy understanding. 

Some managers may prefer a particular technique because of simplicity and 

understandability whereas others may not prefer it because of its simplicity and other 



Periyar Journal of Research in Business and Development Studies, 4(1), January-June 2019, ISSN 2456-0987(O) 
Special Issue: Proceedings of paper(s) presented in National Conference 

104 
Bi-annual e-Journal published by Periyar Management and Computer College, New Delhi 

 
 

drawbacks. Major concerns with the capital budgeting techniques are that different 

techniques may give different rankings for project proposals under consideration. 

A project proposal cannot be evaluated on the basis of one technique rather these have 

to be assessed from various perspectives (different techniques/ criteria) which may be 

conflicting in nature. For some particular (maximising) criteria like NPV, PI, IRR and 

ARR, the largest value is the best while for other (minimising) criteria like payback 

period the smallest value is the best. The units of criteria measurement are also 

different. It makes the results quite tricky to interpret. The use of single evaluation 

measure may lead to unreliable conclusion about the best performing algorithm. So it is 

necessary to find single integrated criterion to compare and evaluate each alternative to 

find out the best among them. To tackle this problem, two analytical methods of the 

MCDM, namely, the WP and the MAUT were employed for evaluating the alternatives 

comparatively. The study finds that the two methods have given identical results among 

the various investment alternatives.  

This paper thus attempts to develop a model to combine all five capital budgeting 

techniques along with the application of MCDM methods. 

Review of Literature 

Capital budgeting decisions are vital for a company’s growth and productivity. According 

to Viviers and Cohen (2011) long-term decisions taken with caution may result in the 

growth of the business and also in the maximisation of shareholder value. The 

improvement of shareholder value largely depends on the investment decisions that 

corporate managers make. Many companies have undergone financial hardship and 

even bankruptcy due to wrong capital budgeting decisions being made. 

For the selection of Investment projects, decision-makers can use a wide array of 

techniques for evaluating different projects to ultimately select a few out of them.  

Ryan and Ryan (2002) examined the capital budgeting decision methods used by the 

Fortune 1000 companies. They concluded that management views NPV as the most 

preferred capital budgeting tool. They also observed that firms with larger capital 

budgets tend to favour NPV and IRR. Graham and Harvey (2001) recommended that 

NPV is more appropriate for large companies which administer heavy projects within 
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restricted time. The PB on the other hand, is mostly used by smaller companies where 

the limits are more flexible. Batra and Verma (2017) conducted a study on 77 Indian 

companies listed on Bombay Stock Exchange and their study revealed that corporate 

practitioners largely follow the capital budgeting practices proposed by academic theory. 

Discounted cash flow techniques of net present value and internal rate of return and risk 

adjusted sensitivity analysis are most popular. 

During the selection of investment projects, the decision-makers usually have to make a 

choice between several available alternatives based on different criterion as the 

selection of investment projects can be considered as multi criteria decision making 

problem. Multiple Criteria Decision Aid methods are increasingly used in financial 

decision making in order to capture the multifaceted character of modern enterprises 

activated in a complex and versatile market environment. Many authors propose the use 

of MCDM methods for selection of the most suitable project. Ghasemzadeh, Archer and 

Iyogun (1999) proposed a 0-1 integer linear programming model for selecting an optimal 

project portfolio based on organisation’s objectives and constraints. Obradovic, Fedajev 

and Nikolic (2012) Studied the main factors attracting foreign direct investment, by using 

the multi-criteria approach, to rank the Balkan’s transition economies depending on the 

preferences of investors taking into account certain components of the business 

environment. Mavrotas et. al, (2006), proposed a multiple criteria approach for the 

selection of firms applying for financial support from public funds to find a set of 

alternatives satisfying the constraints and at the same time maximising the measure of 

performance. They proposed a model based on the PROMETHEE method of the 

MCDM and combined it with an integer programming formulation capable to effectively 

deal with the problem’s combinatorial character. 

Dey and Gupta (2003) conducted a project feasibility analysis with the selection of an 

optimal pipeline route by considering various factors. These factors were meeting 

technical parameters, government stipulations, expansion capability, constructability, 

approachability, minimal effects on the environment and so on. All these factors were 

analysed quantitatively with respect to a few alternative routes through the analytic 

hierarchy process (AHP) of the MCDM. AHP takes into account all the factors 
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interactively. Mahmoodzadeh et. al., (2007), conducted a study for ranking of ten 

investment projects based on evaluation of the overall risk associated with each project. 

They proposed the use of two multi-criteria analysis methods; AHP and Dominance- 

based Rough Set Approach (DRSA).  

 Popovic, Stanujkic and Stojanovic (2012) conducted a study on project selection based 

on financial analysis criteria. In their proposed model, the alternative projects 

performances were expressed using crisp and interval values, and then the selection 

was made using COPRAS and COPRAS-G methods of the MCDM.  

 

Research Gap and Rationale of the study  

The review of literature has revealed that several studies have been conducted to 

assess the capital budgeting decisions using capital budgeting techniques along with 

select MCDM methods. This study is unique as it employs the WP and the MAUT 

methods of MCDM for the first time in relation to capital budgeting decisions. Hence, 

this study tries to bridge the lacuna in this research arena to some extent. The study 

integrates capital budgeting techniques with application of the WP and the MAUT 

methods to choose the best investment alternative. An attempt has been made to 

analyse a case study aimed at assisting the investment decision with regard to 

acquisition of long-term assets. Expert opinion was obtained to determine the weights of 

the various criteria and sub-criteria.  

Objectives of Study 

1. To understand the Discounted Cash Flow techniques (DCF) and Non DCF 

techniques of capital budgeting (APP, PB, NPV, PI and IRR); 

2. To develop an understanding of how to compare different Investment proposals. 

3. To compare and evaluate to rank the investment alternatives through the application 

of WP and MAUT methods.  

 

Research Methodology 

Sample Design and Data Collection 
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An attempt has been made to analyse a case study to illustrate the applicability and 

efficiency of the proposed model.  

 

Case Study 

Suppose the decision makers of a firm have to decide to acquire a machine to augment 

the firm’s installed capacity to meet the growing demand for its product. They want to 

choose that machine which will maximise the returns and ensure quick recovery of initial 

investment. There are three machines (alternatives) under consideration of the 

management which are to be chosen on the basis of the five capital budgeting 

techniques (indicators/ criteria) as shown in Table 1. 

Table 1: Criteria and symbols 

S. No. Criteria (C) Symbol 

1 ARR C1 

2 PB C2 

3 NPV C3 

4 PI C4 

5 IRR C5 

 

Weights 

To estimate weights, Wj of the criteria, the method of expert evaluation was applied with 

respect to condition: 

∑ 𝑊 = 1

5

𝑗=1

 

Cost and Revenue details 

The relevant details including estimated sales, yearly expenditure and other Input 

characteristics of available projects are presented in Table 2. 

Table 2:   (all figures in Rs. Lakhs) 

Machines (Alternatives=A) → Machine 1 (A1) Machine 2 (A2) Machine 3 (A3) 

Initial Investment required 500 1,000 1,400 

  

Estimated annual Sales  400 600 700 

Cost of Production (estimated)       

Direct Material 50 40 25 
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Direct Labour 50 35 25 

Factory overheads 60 40 30 

Administrative overheads 20 15 10 

Selling & Distribution overheads 10 10 10 

Total cost 190 140 100 

Economic life  5 years 5 years 5 years 

Scrap value at the end of life 50 100 200 

 

Assumptions: (a) All sales and expenses are in cash (b) Corporate tax rate is 30 %. (c) 

Cost of capital is 12 %. (d) Straight line method of depreciation is used. (e) Capital gain/ 

loss tax rate is 20 %. 

Performance evaluation measures 

In this study, performance evaluation measures are five capital budgeting techniques. 

All these measures are crucial for evaluating the various alternatives. The main 

measures are explained briefly: 

Accounting Rate of return (ARR) 
According to Copper et. al (1999), the accounting rate of return is the ratio of the 

project’s average after tax income in relation to its average book value. 

ARR = Average annual profit after taxes   X 100 
   Average Investments in the project 

 
Where average investments = ½ (Initial cost –Scrap value) + working capital + scrap 

value. 

For acceptance or rejection of a project, ARR is compared with a pre-determined 

minimum rate of return. If ARR is greater than the required rate of return, the project is 

acceptable otherwise not. 

The major drawback is that ARR technique does not consider time value of money. 

Another drawback is ARR is based on the concept of accounting profit which is inferior 

to cash flows concept. 

 
Payback (PB) Period 
It refers to the length of time in years required to recover the initial cost of the project. 

Payback period is computed as follows when the projected annual cash flows are 

uniform:              



Periyar Journal of Research in Business and Development Studies, 4(1), January-June 2019, ISSN 2456-0987(O) 
Special Issue: Proceedings of paper(s) presented in National Conference 

109 
Bi-annual e-Journal published by Periyar Management and Computer College, New Delhi 

 
 

PB =   CFO _ 

  CFA 

Where CFO refers to the initial cash outflows and CFA refers to the project’s average 

cash inflows.  

The shortest payback period among the various investment proposals is most 

acceptable. The payback period is more a method of capital recovery rather than a 

measure of profitability of a project. 

 
Net Present Value (NPV) 
NPV is perhaps the most important and widely used technique of capital budgeting. 

NPV is the difference between the present value of the cash inflows and the present 

value of cash outflows. NPV is calculated using the following formula:  

NPV = ∑
𝐶𝐹𝑡

(1+𝑘)𝑡
𝑛
𝑡=1   - CFO  

Where CFt is the net cash inflows in time period t, k is the cost of capital and t is life of 

the project in years. 

The decision rule associated with NPV is accept the project if NPV is positive and reject 

if NPV is negative. If NPV is zero then it is a matter of indifference between acceptance 

and rejection of the proposal. 

 
Profitability Index (PI)  
PI, also known as Benefit cost ratio, refers to the ratio of present value of cash inflows 

to present value of cash outflows. 

PI =  ∑
𝐶𝐹𝑡

(1+𝑘)𝑡
𝑛
𝑡=1    

________ 

     CFO 

The decision rule associated with PI is accept the project if PI is greater than one and 

reject if PI is less than one. If PI is one than there is no difference in accepting or 

rejecting the proposal. 

 
Internal Rate of Return (IRR) 
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IRR of a proposal is the discount rate at which its NPV is zero. In other words, IRR is 

the discount rate at which present value of cash inflows is equal to present value of 

cash outflows. It can be calculated using the formula: 

  ∑
𝐶𝐹𝑡

(1+𝑘)𝑡
𝑛
𝑡=1  + 

𝑆𝑉+𝑊𝐶

(1+𝑘)𝑛  - CFO   = 0 

 
The exact IRR can be found by interpolating between two discount rates. For 

acceptance or rejection of a project, IRR is compared with a pre-determined minimum 

rate of return. The decision rule associated with IRR is accept the project when IRR is 

greater than the required rate of return. An investment in projects with higher IRR is 

more acceptable.  

 
 
Muti-Criteria Decision-Making Methods 

MCDM is a very well known branch of decision making. It is a branch of a general class 

of Operations Research models which deals with decision making problems under the 

presence of a number of decision criteria. MCDM is the process of finding the best 

alternative where all the alternatives can be evaluated according to a number of criteria 

or attributes which are usually conflicting in nature. Many methods of MCDM are 

generally used. Of the many methods, two methods have been used, namely the WP 

and the MAUT. These methods have been selected for various reasons like simple 

calculation algorithm, because of their simplicity and popularity, non complicated 

procedure and ability to produce easily understandable outputs which can be performed 

without requiring any special software. 

 

A. WEIGHTED PRODUCT METHOD (WPM) 

The Weighted product method was developed by 

This method is very similar to SAW method with the difference that in SAW method 

decision matrix is transformed into a dimensionless scale through normalisation process 

whereas in WP method normalisation of decision process is not done. 
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In WP method, each alternative is compared with other alternatives by means of a 

number of ratios which are raised to the power of relative weight of the corresponding 

criteria and are connected through multiplication. 

The process of WP consists of these steps:  

A = (a1, a2, a3,…., an)         (1) 

Let A = (a1, a2, a3,…., an) be a set of alternatives. 

C = (C1, C2, C3,…., Cn)         (2) 

Let C = (C1, C2, C3,…., Cn) be a set of criteria. 

Step 1: Construct the decision matrix: 

d11 d12 - - - d1n 

d21 d22 - - - d2n 

dij = - 

- 

dm1 dm2 - - - dmn 

 

 

 

Where dij is the performance rating of alternative Ai with respect to criteria Cj and i refers 

to number of rows and j stands for number of columns. 

Step 2: Compare each alternative with other alternatives. For comparing any two 

alternatives AK and AL, the following formula is used: 

R (AK / AL) = ∏ (dk / dij)
𝑛
𝑗=1          (3) 

For benefit attributes / criteria 

R(AK / AL) = ∏ (dij / dk)𝑛
𝑗=1          (4) 

For non benefit attributes / criteria 

 

Step 3: Calculate the weighted product of each alternative. 

R (AK / AL) = ∏ (dk / dij)
𝑛
𝑗=1

𝑊𝑗
        (5) 

For benefit attributes / criteria 

R(AK / AL) = ∏ (dij / dk)𝑛
𝑗=1

𝑊𝑗
        (6) 
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For non benefit attributes / criteria 

 If R (AK / AL) ≥ 1 then AK is preferred over AL. The best alternative is the one that is 

better that or at least equal to all other alternatives. 

B. Multi Attribute Utility Theory (MAUT) 

MAUT is a part of MCDM methods. Under this method, integrated utility of each 

alternative is computed and decision maker ranks the alternatives based on the 

compiled integrated values. 

Step 1: Identical to WP method 

Step 2: Compute the utility function of each criteria.  

For beneficial criteria: 

Uj (dij) =         dij  – min (dij)____               (7) 
         max (dij)  – min (dij) 

where i = 1,2,3,…,m and j = 1,2,3,…,n 

For non beneficial criteria: 

Uj (dij) =         max (dij)  – (dij)____        (8)         
         max (dij)  – min (dij) 

Uj (dij) is the normalised criteria values determined from single attribute utility function. 

Step 3: Compute integrated utility function of each alternative, which refers to the sum 

of the single utility function multiplied by respective weight within the decision context.  

Uj (Ai) =   ∑ 𝑊𝑗(𝑢𝑗𝑑𝑖𝑗)𝑛
𝑗=1          (9) 

Select the highest value  

DATA ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION  

The questionnaire for estimating the weights of the selected criteria were submitted to a 

number of academicians. Seven fully filled in forms were received. The experts were 

asked to assess the weights of the different criteria in two steps: first to estimate the 

weights of the criteria inside each particular group and then to estimate the weights of 

two groups namely discounting and non discounting techniques. The ultimate weight Wj 

of the jth criteria was calculated by multiplying its weights, WSC (weight of sub-criteria) 

inside the group by the weight, WC (weight of criteria) of the group in the integrated 

criteria: 

Wj = WSC . WC 



Periyar Journal of Research in Business and Development Studies, 4(1), January-June 2019, ISSN 2456-0987(O) 
Special Issue: Proceedings of paper(s) presented in National Conference 

113 
Bi-annual e-Journal published by Periyar Management and Computer College, New Delhi 

 
 

The ultimate weights of the evaluation criteria are presented in Table 3. 

Table 3: Weight of criteria on MCDM 

Criteria 
 

Description Weights (Wc) Weights (Wsc) 
Ultimate Weight 

(Wj) 

C1 ARR 0.30 (Non discounting 
Technique) 

0.40 0.12 

C2 PB 0.60 0.18 

C3 NPV 
0.70 (Discounting 

Technique) 

0.50 0.35 

C4 PI 0.20 0.14 

C5 IRR 0.30 0.21 

    TOTAL   1.00 

 

As straight line method of depreciation has been assumed. Annual depreciation is 

computed for all the investment alternatives as shown in Table 4. 

Table 4: Computation of depreciation 

Computation of Depreciation 

Machines → A1 A2 A3 

Initial Cost  500 1,000 1,400 

Life in years 5 years 5 years 5 years 

Scrap realised 50 100 200 

Annual Depreciation = (Cost -Scrap)/ life in years 90 180 240 

 

From the information as per case study, five capital budgeting techniques have been 

computed in Table 5. 

Table 5: computation of five criteria namely ARR, PB, NPV, PI and IRR. 

Computation of ARR, PB, NPV, PI and IRR 

Estimated Sales  400 600 700 

Less: Cash expenses 190 140 100 

Profit before depreciation & tax 210 460 600 

Less: Depreciation (D) 90 180 240 

Profit before tax 120 280 360 

Less: Tax @ 30 % 36 84 108 

Profit after tax (PAT) 84 196 252 

cash flow after tax (CFAT=PAT + D) 174 376 492 

PV @ 12 % of CFAT (3.605) 627.27 1355.48 1773.66 

PV @ 12 % of scrap realised (0.567) 28.35 56.70 113.40 

Total PV of cash Inflows 655.62 1412.18 1887.06 
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Less: Initial cash outlays 500 1,000 1,400 

NPV = 155.62 412.18 487.06 

PI =PVCIF/PVCOF 1.31 1.41 1.35 

Payback Period 2.87 years 2.66 years 2.84 years 

IRR =  23.60% 27.17% 24.64% 

ARR =  30.54% 35.63% 31.50% 

 

The result of five capital budgeting techniques in relation to the three investment 

proposal are summarised below in Table 6. 

Table 6: Consolidated results of five criteria 

 Criteria A1 A2 A3 

ARR 30.54% 35.63% 31.50% 

PB 2.87 YEARS 2.66 YEARS 2.84 YEARS 

NPV 155.62 412.18 487.06 

PI 1.31 1.41 1.35 

IRR 23.60% 27.17% 24.64% 

 

 

WEIGHTED PRODUCT METHOD 

Step 1: Construct the decision matrix. 

Decision matrix is shown in Table 7 in which elements dij indicates the performance of 

alternatives Ai when it is evaluated in terms of decision criteria Cj. 

Table 7: Decision matrix as per WP method 

               C 
        A 

C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 

A1 30.54% 2.87 YEARS 155.62 1.31 23.60% 

A2 35.63% 2.66 YEARS 412.18 1.41 27.17% 

A3 31.50% 2.84 YEARS 487.06 1.35 24.64% 

 

Step 2: Compare each alternative with other alternatives using equations 3 and 4. Multi 

utility ratio is shown in Table 8. 

Table 8: Multi Utility ratio of Alternatives as per WP method 
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            C 
        A  

C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 

R (A1/A2) 0.85714286 0.926829 0.3775535 0.92907801 0.86860508 

R (A1/A3) 0.96952381 0.98954704 0.31950889 0.97037037 0.95779221 

R (A2/A3) 1.13111111 1.06766917 0.84626124 1.04444444 1.10267857 
 

Step 3: Calculate the weighted product of each alternative using equations 5 and 6. The 

multi utility function R of Alternative Ai is shown in Table 9. 

Table 9: Multi Utility function of Alternatives as per WP method 

R (A1/A2)Wj 0.66168 

R (A1/A3)Wj 0.65822 

R (A2/A3)Wj 0.99477 

 

 If R (AK / AL)Wj ≥ 1 then AK is preferred over AL. The best alternative is the one that is 

better that or at least equal to all other alternatives. From Table 9, it can be seen that A2 

is preferred over A1 and A3 is preferred over A1. Similarly A3 is preferred over A2.   

A3 > A2 > A1,Therefore, (Machine 3) is the best alternative among the three 

alternatives which means that this proposal can be characterised by the strongest state 

of performance and A1 ranks last as per the WP method. 

MULTI ATTRIBUTE UTILITY THEORY 

Step 1: Identical to WP method. 

Step 2: Compute the utility function of each criterion using equations 7 and 8 as shown 

in Table 10. 

Table 10: Utility function of Alternatives as per MAUT method 

            C 
        A  

C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 

MACHINE 1 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 0.00000 

MACHINE 2 1.00000 1.00000 0.77408 1.00000 1.00000 

MACHINE 3 0.18861 0.14286 1.00000 0.40000 0.29132 

 

Step 3: Compute integrated utility function of each alternative using equation 9 as 

shown in Table 11. 

MACHINE 1 0.0000 

MACHINE 2 0.1200 
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MACHINE 3 0.0226 

 

According to table 11, by selecting the highest value, the ranking of alternatives is A2 > 

A3 > A1,Therefore, (Machine 2) is the best alternative among the three alternatives 

which means that this proposal can be characterised by the strongest state of 

performance and A1 ranks last as per the MAUT method. 

COMPARISON 

Comparison between various alternatives on the basis of two methods of the MCDM 

namely the WP and the MAUT are shown in Table 12 which shows that the rankings 

given by both the methods are not identical.  

Table 12: Ranking by WP and MAUT methods 

ALTERNATIVES WP RANK MAUT RANK 

Machine 1 (A1) 3 3 

Machine 2 (A2) 2 1 

Machine 3 (A3) 1 2 

 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS  

The study has revealed that the WP method gives best rank to Machine 3 whereas, 

MAUT method gives Machine 2 as the best rank. Machine 1 ranks last by both the 

methods. The WP and the MAUT do not contain complex procedure and are easy to 

understand so these methods can be utilised by the decision makers for selection 

problems.  

LIMITATIONS AND SCOPE OF FUTURE RESEARCH 

Since the topic of study is very vast, the current study covers the evaluation and ranking 

given by the two methods. As the ranking provided by the two methods are not identical 

but decision has to be made as to which method is more appropriate. This decision 

making depends on various parameters which may differ from industry to industry. In 

future research, various industry specific parameters can be identified and analysed so 

as to find out which method is more appropriate in a particular situation for a given 

industry. In future studies, exploring more cases and conducting more empirical studies 

are recommended to further validate the usefulness of the proposed financial evaluation 
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model. Other analytical methods of MCDM can be employed for evaluating and 

comparing capital budgeting decisions. 
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