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A Study on Survey and Applicability of Evaluation and
Selection Models for Software Products

Ho-In Park' - Ho-Won Jung'!

ABSTRACT

The rapid increase in the use of many commercial software products has necessitated a systematic and objec-
tive method of their evaluation and selection. Our study focuses on the assignment of weights and choice of
proper models. First, the wcights of attributes are assigned consistently by using the analytic hierarchy process.
Second, many models, which can be suitable for the structure of evaluation and selection for software product,
are collected, categorized into two types of model, and compared in terms of their strength and weakness. The
models involved are four compensatory models and seven noncompensatory models. Finally, they are analyzed
through the application of specific software products(database data modelers) in terms of their attributes. Our
study enhances the applicability of models to a variety of user requirement utilizing the evaluating procedure and

applications.
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(Fig. 1) Software evaluation system
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(Table 1) Comparison between models in term of strength
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Aevlnag v B4 ygstAs 2y 7
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E3] vBA 23 3 EBA, 4 28, vH & 0y
2 AEZ} FA ) vnEdE AEH 58759 v
¥E T Wit AYHE 5L 22 o o
A 8871 Ee] A2 wE) AF o] EAEA ¥ e
FE AL, B2 B4 HF o] A £
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5. 4712y &

2399 gL HdA R85 E $% F7t AAE ug
o2 RYPZL UL R F L4 A & vl
AHg-Abel & Ry o] A LA 8 387 % Folt

A719] dHE 23] $8-¢ 93l Infoworld(Feb.
5,1996)o1 4 ¢ A AFE A AFG v ol &
Z¢ dolgo]X 2dg AT EY o] A E2] HAHR
EE AH4-3oh 7] o4 Al -2 Bachman’s Solution,
Erwin ERX 2.5, S-Designor Enterprise 4.2.1, 28] 3
Vivid Clarity 1.1.0]t}. 37} 4= 104 J £y 9
8] 10.0 (excellent), 7.5 (very good), 6.25 (good), 5.0
(satisfactory), 2.5 (poor), 22] 32 0.0 (unacceptable)o]
vt 2t £ Wt 479 AF) HE YL ol
(% 2)$} 2t}

Bt 4 %3 AY R 7HHoz FAHEG.
A d 39 £4L =2 dolERd AL, =

(B 2) 4l ¥y
(Table 2) Rating matrix
A ar. - .
AZEA A Bachman’s| Erwin SE:;:I:::: Vivid
i ity 1.1
% 4 Solution {ERX2.5 421 Clarity 1
%
=] "lelel Ry
12HDLDM) 625 | 7.50 6.25 5.00 |
=g dolgny
HAZYRLDM) 7.50 | 6.25 6.25 2.50
£ 3 dolgry
23(GPDM) 625 | 6.25 5.00 2.50
B3 dojgny
4 Z5(RPDM) 7.50 | 6.25 6.25 2.50
o o] Ejuj o 2
A7} 25(GDS) 750 | 6.25 5.00 2.50
of o Ejuj o] 2
0 . . 00

24 BE(DM) 5.00 | 5.00 5.00 5

A4 2 7Hg
EA3H(DOC) 6.25 | 5.00 5.00 2.50
] Y(SUP) 625 | 6.25 5.00 2.50
7}Y#(PRC) 0.00 | 7.50 6.25 10.00
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Bt B8 H8& 93l Infoworld(Feb. 5, 1996)
A8 E ulF o sto] AZE o] YA ASH
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A 39 £49 2§ 1(4%)F 2§ 20AY 2 714)
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B"' sEENe WAEY
E’z" 4 % TR
E;' DLDM | |[RLDM} | GPDM RPDM GDS DM DOC SUP PRC

(28 2) Bt 49 AIEH =T
(Fig. 2) Hierachical structure of evaluating attributes

283 A ¥&-L AHPE §838td (X 3,4, 5)
oM g ol T & Atk @A 39 2§ 19 YV
B) o] 0.0072 vJep ul, o} AF-&g7ke] A
Zr7hvl$ 9RF o2 o|FoH ke A& vdTh
(3,4, 52%H 39549 AAAA 7HFAE
&9 (F 6y 2ok ANAQ 7HFAE Zw,;=10]

CE 3) Bl 29 WoiH| D #E
{Table 3) Pairwise comparison matrix for levie 2

A% (AL 274 7+ A

3% 1.00 3.00 0.75

P U 2 0.33 1.00 0.25
Aax = 2.00 C.R.=000

(E &) B 30iAM 28 19 Wrhelm S
(Table &) Pairwise comparison matrix for groupl in level 3

DLDM |RLDM |GPDM |RPDM | GDS | DM | 7183
DLDM | 1.00 | 500 | 1.00 | 500 | 1.00 | 1.00 | 0.25
RLDM | 020 | 1.00 | 0.33 | 1.00 | 0.33 | 0.33 | 0.06
GPDM | 1.00 | 3.00 | 1.00 | 3.00 | 1.00 | 1.00 | 0.21
RPDM | 0.20 | 1.00 | 0.33 | 1.00 | 0.33 | 0.33 | 0.06
GDS 1.00 | 3.00 | 1.00 | 3.00 [ 1.00 | 1.00 | 0.21
DM 1.00 | 3.00 | 1.00 | 3.00 | 1.00 | 1.00 | 0.21
Aax = 6.04 C.R.=0.007

(FE 5y CHA 30IlM & 29| Mroiu| @ M
(Table 5) Pairwise comparison matrix group 2 in level 3

A3 A ¢ 7t 4 & X

A8 1.00 3.00 3.00 0.60

A ¢ 0.33 1.00 1.00 0.20

7t 3 0.33 1.00 1.00 0.20
Amax=300 CR.=0.00

(E 6) jRR Mol S0{8 ISR
{Table 6) The weight w; assigned to the jth attribute.

4 4 [DLDM[RLDM|GPDM|RPDM|GDS | DM |DOC| SUP |PRC
7k | 0.17 [ 0.05 | 0.16 | 0.05 |0.16 0.16/0.150.05]|0.05
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ED 28 M A
(Table 7> The final results of models through their applica-
tions

35

kd

o ECIR ¥

MY 7 24 | Erwin ERX
A% ujA 23 | Bachman’s Solution
7} o] 28 | Erwin ERX

B Erwin ERX p=1,2, 0 AL
A} 23 Bachman’s, Exwin, Vivid

3o)3d) 2% | Vivid Clarity

AP &4% | Erwin ERX @z
EBA Bachman’s Solution |33z =
452y Erwin ERX S T -
884 23 | Bachman’s Solution | 31¢t Z2 e

%2129 2% | Erwin ERX T,=0.5, Tg=005,T;=0.5

yd £ 4 €98 v, O 471589
«:DLDM, GPDM, GDS, DM, DOC, RLDM, RPDM, SUP,
PRC
«:DLDM(6), GPDM(6), GDS(6), DM(5), DOC(6), RLDM(6),
RPDM(6), SUP(5), PRC(6)
= : DLDM(6), GPDM(6). GDS(6), DM(5), DOC(5), RLDM(6),
RPDM(6), SUP(5), PRC(6)
== DLDM(6), GPDM(6), GDS(6), DM(5), DOC(6)
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