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Abstract 

 The objective of this research is to purpose an approach for selecting road transportation 

routes using “Technique for order preference by similarity to the ideal solution” (TOPSIS). 

Decision criteria for routes selection are transportation cost, transportation time and potential 

level of each transportation route. This approach is tested on a case study of electrical wire 

manufacturer. The results show that the route A2 and A3 are taken the best alternative routes 

with the relative closeness to the ideal solution values at 0.550 and 0.551, which are not 
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significantly different. The route A1 is taken the second alternative route and the route A4 is 

taken the last alternative routes. Moreover, the purpose approach which is a proactive method 

for transport route selection can be applied to real-world problems. It overcomes the subjective 

decision-making and respond to the requirements of decision-makers effectively by determining 

the relative weights of decision criteria. 
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