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Abstract

The decision makers of IT projects are faced to situations to choose a best development method
between inhouse development and solution purchase when companies must develop a new system
or enhance the existed system. For those decision makers related to the IT projects, this study
provides them with meaningful results through the ISBSG project repositary, how each
development method, such as a development inhouse, a solution purchased, a combined method,
impact the function point, which is a critical factor to measure the required time, efforts, cost of

IT project development.

» Keyword : 7|Ss&==(function points), &FM70l(solutions purchased), ZZHME 728 (project
development method)
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Table 1. function and concept of Albrecht model
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2. SHEE 7158 7IsET(UFP) Akt
Table 2. UFP Calculation weighted with complexity degree

Isw8 s5&=x It E A JlswEd B
U F =l ChkE(low) X 7
H = (Average) X 10
ZZ&H(High) X 15 N
QI FlE{H 0| A
o Ba(low) X 5
el
HE(Average) X 7
ZZ&(High)y ___ x 10
__ X 38
Q| el £ (Low)
X 4
H = (Average)
S&(High) X 6
EEH ch(low) X 4
HE(Average) X 5
ZZH(High) X 7
QR3] EE(low) X 3
HE(Average) X 4
S&(High) X 6
Z JlsHEs A
(=™ ™)
(& 2)¢] UFP A=3gdx Agele Ses 598
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B 3. SN ofERIA
Table 3. Complexity Matrix

R T 1~19 20~50 51 ojat
1 Low Low Average

2~5 Low Average High

6 olat Average High High
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(& el vehd A3} Zo] Alzgle] AwhA]l 1474] 3}
Degree of Influence)E 04 57}

2Re ¥, A4 =9 DI a2 F
. Total Degree of Influence) & 714
Azpe} o] g2 AAHVAF © Value Adjustment
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mmJaO.u.,_l
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@ step 1 :
(General System Characteristics

@ step 2 : TDIE AH&317] $& 147 =&
£ "3t
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VAFE At
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VAF = (TDI*0.01) + 0.65

Ao old HAE 24%?;&% 3 VAFE UFPe]
EeA(+) EE vPlUA(O)R 35 % % WS WA
o] €.
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Zlo

H4.

£ oSt (TDIAES 9ISt 147H2] A|AE] &=
Table 4.

14 system items for output of total TDI

NAY B (=7) S 8k= (DI : Degree of
Influence) 0-5
1. dlole &4l
2. 2ddole e
3_ AliEﬂ A-I:
4. ABow Fx
5 EMMH|lg
6. =2fel Moy
7. =& ASA 284
8. =22fel HANE
9. Mzl 2%M
10. AN
11. A% golH
12. 24 golH
13. ks ARM
14. ®/X24 Eo0lM
% AHeE (TDI: Total
Degree of Influence)

IFPUG(International Function Point Users Group)
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A e 7] iR A Favt d 5 Qe A9E A
23] el Al 7 2% 1T Z2AES] /ERY

o] ATANLRIA, = HANERIA A whet 7Hd1e] A7t
oA trEA Uehde AlS BEsly] el dxw it

AF7A AR 7P S 712E i ol Ay 3
MR ZrAES] Vel AE dFRYeR
ghso] vehH (2" 1) 2t

KA LHE i
(development inhouse)
7H
2 | o ary 2
2 | tsolution purchased)
=
=l
=THE
(combined development)
| ATHE
E (new development)
2 |2zt
& | (enhancement development)
R B ek
Fig 1. study model
IV. ATHA
| A7 waol Fel

_\.,

J 7]“:@7‘ D % 24K (Value Adjustment Factor)©ll
ofd =¥ 7135 (Function Point Count)&
IFPUG "2l olaf Ahad gkt F2sio] Aol 2
SAFITE

o Py : ZZAE e 747 (solution
purchased) W22}, 2|70 (developed in house) =L
g £24 Fajet AA AL S &g B
(combined)®] Al 7HA &7 #eZ Yehfjoixi,

o MY : ZAE MYe e 7|2 Al2ES A
71 B770d(enhancement development)? A =&
Al2ElE s 4l E (new develop ment)2]

] %7 gho.m tehfelaict,

42 BECH XAt= 9|

A7 B2ARS] 93] He 2w A8E ISBSG
(International Software Benchmarking Stand ards
Group)dlA A&dtn & =249 #8(data repository)

EX|
= o

A 55, T, 9, AR 5 A7 20 o le] % 7167
ZeAEd] S} FAsele AnSelrh maw A4

B 6 97 2%
Table 6. business ratio

Alg] & H|E(%)
AR 5.8
2UATF 234

AIR|fofiiF 5.6

AR 15.6
2R 7.1
Aozkz| 3.2
HEAT 3.4
FEUF 1.2
Mz 7.3

oA 0.2

QlAkZ| 29

AL 2.0

g 25
ST 2.4
JE} 17.5
A 100.0

3] 225744 E_X}E—g— AR sract,
A EEAA delus g

488 5

-2 (unknown) 52 F

E(outlyers) Tx= #do] glu
A not applicable) L#EAA]
EEAFF A A A AT

(irrelative),

B 7. BEXZo| /etes Ul uky By
Table 7. development type and method ratio of sample data

] 7Hera
Lhid | EZop | KPR | S5l SEHY
67 % 33 % 50 % 22 % 28 %

PSS 12,0 BARIAE el 7
7K el 7}1%63011 weh 7Hdlo] 98 WEAE $4
3 4

A7) Y&l o] dEAHEA (two-way ANOVA)= 433}t
HaL, e AR 7M7) frEste AEEYE EUR
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EAEE A BpERE Belg ol Z47te] 1Fo|
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>% TVAHSE SJaEl ARgEE Al Bat
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EPC- ME T AE gotrl dsiA Ay

Levene 774 Zzlo]t},

8. 7iURE0| E&E 29| Levene 4E

Table 8. Levene examination of mixed sample data in

development type

2x 242 Z2EM T Levenel] 28

Z&H - Function Points
F MEE] MEL? 22zs
1,325 b 208 =S
] SEtHAM E5H2 27 240 S2EtENEE
EHaIo
a, HE:

Inte_|cept+DeveIU|3mentType+DeveInpmentMethud

5] 3H,
IFEERE 0.2552 FolgEel 0.05 Hu} 282 23w
ko] Fhatths FF7Mdol A Et), o] F, o] YA
(two-way ANOVA)= A3¥slo] T (i 9)¢} 2ol Vehd
A3} N3 (develop ment type)2] Fake 6.671 ©]aL
2 0.010 22 {93 Aoz Yeyit), o9 7.%%
3]

A A3} Levene?| Fate] 1.3250.24 &

_1

¢

felsE
Ashz, AEHFe) ek ol 715 sl vixE 9%

A9 Aol7} Stk 92k A=A 1, 0§ 2AZ E
PARES RPN P A7) Felse)
Y F 1L AFI

9. JHUREe dF 24y
Table 9. impact examination of development type

HA-Zr =z 28

Z=5 = Function Points

RS
a HZE ASE BHHES F S2EE
EYsp=k) 203173 4* 3 [901057.813 2.947 034
28 EG027754 1| 55027754 180,001 .0on
DevelopmentType 2039298,9 1| 20332989 B.671 .0io
Developmentiviethod | B63874,551 2 (331937276 1.088 .340
27 B4198736 210 | 305708, 552
oA 121829723 214
= EG901969 213

a R HS =040 (=FE R AS =027

52 JfEwaH Jtdd

ol

5.2.1 AigolMel SAHZD 24

FEAEE At A Aol AAMNE
(development inhouse)< 1, &F47(solution purchased)
£ 2, 530 (combined) & 302 27 t3g e vy
LEAHEY (one-way ANOVA) S A3sl (i 10)7 22
ARE AUt

E 10. Apiigiol FPofl ojxl= Afo| H|w
Table 10. Comparison of impact on FP in new development
CHE Hiw

Eop Jlsns

95% Mg A2

() DevMethod _ (J) DevMethod | BZ2% (1)) | BF2A | So|%= [ Exdiy
5D T -167.312% 76,583 031 -318.73 N
3 36.678 71.530 610 -104.84 178.00
T 167,312+ 76,589 031 15,89 318,73
3 203,890+ 77,863 .01 49,95 357.83
T -36,578 71,530 JB10 -178,00 104,84
2 -203.690- 71.663 010 -357.63 9.9
= .05 SEMM BZAT SLICH

?

3

(X 10)¢] LSD #AsA7ol oJshd ol 0.05014
AAN ST E2APu] 7|5HSG PiERtols} vg] a4 U
ik, 59 &aTleh Bahtel slssel Pl
€ frelgE 0.0530A FEeRS & ¢ Aok 2y A
Ak Bipgslel 7)15eel Badole BAA Hel
3 e Ao vEtrh okl (28 2)E AAdelA
7_| Huhﬂ]—\:ﬂtﬂ 7]::;4/\4 bz R = = 1/}5}‘44 7_15‘ &

FZAT7 2 PR R Y A5 =4 TAE T )

i
H
k1
]

600

JI0 450
~

400

i : :
DevMethod

T2 2. ARPHLOIN i FP HREE
Fig 2. FP average chart for development method
in new development
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5.2.2 BZiolMo| EAHZnt 24 F 12. 7Wdol| chet A4S Zn
TEATGA AErgalo] AFALE A|ejs B ke Table 12. examination results for the hypothesis
FEole] TUF o dPEAEH (one-way ANOVA) » A=
= — 7} A
= Agslo] (F 117 22 435 92 = &
01 Jhdebo| w2t Z2ME J|SHeo| olils ge e
—_ - - X
E 1. 227l FPof| ojxl= xfo] 5] = |Hzo| Ko} kg Zolck
Table 11. Comparison of impact on FP in enhancement
development 7Hd12 iRl wel o APt ciEA| LEet
- = Zolct.
Tp— B - ATHE R SRMToRe] ISR
[EREEr d TR =] 2sphudio —XiA0 xHEH
{3 Devbethod {43 Devbiethod | B35 () | B35 | gol=g ﬁmzz/ &gt 72 Jé;ﬂxrol /i_'_ﬁ?uHQ} _‘F':'7HE"| 7ISETe A
-23.549 36,099 Blf -9B.17 49,07 I X Ol L]
3 -03.438~ 36.093 025 156,06 -10,82 %EXPOPFW—IOP‘” |—E|-‘15
H T 59 | %090 57| -0 %17 - HZbHgt - XpApielnt SR 7 1SE e
3 50,889 45,102 191 150,62 30,84 — - -
Ej T R ] &R | 1506 o WAXO[7} FolstA| LIER
2 53,883 45,102 191 30.64 150.62

= 05 EHM BIA SLICHL

(G 11>¢] LSD A543l elap Alqtieale ge, 2
ZNEANE FrelgE 0.050014 AANET} B3 el A gt
7IeRls iAok felahAl vebstar, 1 o)) sy 3t
dAE felaE 0.058104 Aol7h g Yebdas &
Sieh. ol (2" 3)2 B TN Z /i 715
o Hits =R Yehd AoR, b A7l &R
w7k B ARG @A = vehd ke 2,
HA o= Eg70e] 73 w7 EA1E L 3l

A

o]

o £

220~

200~

180

FP2| ®i?

160

140

120

: ! !
DevMethod

037 3. BZolidiolA JHUEHY FP HREH
Fig 3. FP average chart for development method
in enhancement development
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