2005 &7 g 2ets]/ ekt ets] A1 gk
200559 13 ¥~14 &, F5Hsta

3]

UML &-& Al AT
A Case Study on UML Utilization

7
ZFHieta A4 QR

2=
wooddE =Sy Oy ST gAY

UML(Unified Modeling Language)®] =3 &

AHEE 2oh%keE 1990d dlell AT EY o] et
s 2 T}l o] WA A] & W 2 (object-oriented

paradigm) 2.2 &7AZk3, UMLE ZAAx g 43}
AAE f3t 2dd dojz2 A MAAHA xiFo=

Wopsox]ar gl

Al

(o3}

da o
|

©

= =
ie oo S

i Qi
oo -

o,

EEECE R
= 7Y@,

Al 2 0]
UML

UMLE AH&o =M
A7, B S ST A
Z1d7F - Atk
UMLo] o= Jr=
[l R e R = S R4 )
A maAze] %
Atk 3], [7].
A2 = Brian Dobing©] OMG(Objec
Group)¥} AA|ste] =243}
o= UML9 7]&4 &&

Ao, SYA

A~TEY

oX o o
(o
2 o

=2
R

A |

%
2

e
O]

1,
K
e
-

rr

50

2
rlr
X
e

i

o
=

oy

o

&
e
oo
-3
o

—

=z =2 = =
FHE °olFa

—

)

K
e,

L
i

)
rr
N
N
il
:?L_',
 H
ST A%/
>
off
ol
rr

t
ro
o

Lx}

ulll
°

UML®] 87
S doln =
Aury] 9 2 Ao e
o3 SI gA(oz “AXE A3 UML
4 3} ol #HE AsE
e o aelEs Hfsta
SIgAlel 7] wEell,  AAle A9
A E Qo] A A

>~ [e)
s AL

it

=

ro,
o
Rl
s
rr
N
)

A%

A/}
i

ol =5

L

=

_PJ._E

=

28 5

o2

=
P
T

o

&

ol

Hel

skt AEH

= =
= =
TAE

rr

AAL A9 200
W& UML9
S8 gk 14,
UML® =¢%&7], UMLS

o)k Folr}

s

ot N %O

i)

o

=
o
ro
1>

op
o

)

= A9 4
oAl Ae] UML &85
T Aer, AZo] UMLE
goid Aol UML =4
2 7|t AAZE =Y
o, AxFe] UML
ol AAEF A7
|75 7ol

UML&

(¢}

3

X pr
[l
[
_(

sl R
o & 1o
(m

%
E)

b
[d

=)
=

e

PN
N



2005 =7 g 7}etsl/oietiteaatsl FA18-s ket )
200559 13 ¥~14 &, F5Hsta

R tholoj 1 &7 o] A3 (consistency)?]  UHE
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2. 2T E o] mdPe] ZaN

UMLe] md™S 93 <oj(language)?] A 2~ES B o] S
HaflE w, 3 AZE o] Ao UMLS g shpes doz FHT AL EY O A|AH 9]

q4e 1
ARE Rt ARl Zts A% oul= I dAlelA AAE BolF= AA Ab%(specification) & 24
AZEO] IS 93] AZESS REH, = RdS AgE & Adnk (8], A AA @AY
AZECl wdS  FEHE dus= Aot AEERQ AZEY Rde thgd o] E8E F
AXEgO] Ay <dojrk UMLEYT de 2 Ut
ofbym  UMLe] 7F¢ S  E7]'*H(notational AXEl RdUlSs  ARgEle] Hie
system)oltf = Aol =T AX7F S F AZESOE B fA odE + U 75
o, UML Zgo] AZEY ndxys 93 I Edo]e Frryt F55  FIdolde Rt
ZYE WEeitt. mebA  UMLE  A5%o= FAAQ Y FAste mdlo] Hgasirt. HAgh
g8t A2 AXESS RHEY9 FoAMHS A 2="E oldfslr] 4l 22 @92 EEstar, 2
A2 sk e Aeolgal & & Al @RI A AAS FU1H FEAES BEe,
mdo A AA(real world)el Z4A|, &7e] olgstr] HA mAsFE= EPo] Hastth [6].
7reFsl E A (simplified  representation) — EX T3 AT EYOr EARsu F42 /)9
S-S (analogy)elgtal geojdrt [11]. durz o= TRAE W 1Yol YL, 7 A= 22
mdlol EAHLE A 7F#], AR  HE3A(information s ol sidatd, v ApEApr) she REE
presentation), A~ computation), g9 E3sfor  3dltl, AXE9 REL A}&35d
o= (investigation and prediction) &% Y&t} [9]. MAEA7ke] QREGS 3 4 Q) olH AL
ojFoA AZEg RS FH A AR RE BRI AA AFYFORAY AZES O
Fdolgtar & Qv AZESS RHE 753 Rdof gkRo] ks o dkn, AXEo] RS
LAEEYOIE FAAAYA FEodAM mdstolgozM, A oldfsior itk NEHAZN  AZES O
HE o]& stodg Higsh AZEOE odd o] tigk o]aj7t M2 dEbA= QhET] wiE
NEF EobF7] wZolth. T3k AZE o a2 &0 REH dolE Ab&Ste Zlo] upsEA st
get oS = ARgE 0 Ut AZEd HHE-2] 7Nk 2 A ~(iterative
RHoA AAFIEE A5 e FEoz AAFIA] development process)E F3q3AY, == Uk &
= ITREES H2ESo 24 T5E ATy s Ellof sk Afed, 89
AT EY 0] FH(behavior)E BEAst o =3 £ Abek(requirement  specification) I A3ZE |
7] wigelth, = N gAY {fARS Rdo]l  gtHEo] glojof WAT HiIES A
Al ZEE S SRS olyd Wt gropl 4w, w3k WAE AdE oA 8T
LEE 9o R dlof Wl = = S B AtFIE A Ee] R A wgd & g
AxYol & (reverse engineering)o] 7}sdbar, 7 el ATEgE  mue  amu o)
EAA FEEHa2 U dE W, UML fAESF H Sk ujg Fdgsirh. ARk
CASE(Computer Aided Software Engineering) £¢I HAAXoRE AMXE9S wdHe Ayt A
FAIE (Together)=  F=E ®SA7ZIH g~ AMGoEA 9 oS 3 Fol= FAIHL HEAE
tholoj 19 78518k ar, 7§51 % S ks kol A Fdvh [4]. ket Z=e] WA o]
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