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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.
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Table 2. UFP Calculation weighted with complexity degree
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QEOIE{H O A .
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Table 3. Complexity Matrix
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(& 4ol vehd 27 Zo] Alzrlel gwtall 14719 3
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IFPUG(International Function Point Users Group)
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Table 6. business ratio

A E H{E(%)
AT 5.8
24U 234
AR 5.8
HEAR 15.6
HEHAR 7.1
Ao 3.2
HEUR 34
Anuay 1.2
HEGF 7.3
oA 0.2
Ak 2.9
paad £ 2.0
A4 25
Shge 24
7IEH 175
Z Al 100.0
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‘3—‘_}%83 2= 0H ° . (<]
sl & 22509 BEARE AT o Bl 2Al

& AFEFNA Holuls ZE (outlyers) v Feo] glu
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Table 7. development type and method ratio of sample data
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Table 8. Levene examination of mixed sample data in
development type

N BM9 ZUSN St Levene HHE2
Z £ 2 Function Points
F MEE]

MSE2
5 208 .25
el SCHHA B35 28 X 240| S22 2014
EEHLC
a. M=
Intercept+Development Type+DevelopmentMethad

pra |
=]
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57 A7} Levened] Fato] 1.32508A4 83 A4, #
AFHEE 0.2556% el 0.05 Bt 282 »yde
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(two-way ANOVA)S A3sle th3- (F 9)¢} Zo] VeRd
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Table 9. impact examination of development type

MHH-2 T 2F
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24 H=gr AT | BIHES E [uE
23 1 2703173.4% 3 [901057.813 2,947 034
il 55027754 1 55027754 180,001 .000
DevelopmentType 2039298.9 1| 20392989 6,671 uil]
DevelopmentMethod {663874,551 2 |331937.276 1.086 .340
X 64198796 210 | 305708,552
©H 121929723 214
=T EAH 66301369 213

A RME =00 (ST RHUS =020

52 MHUREY JMAS
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€2, BN L (combined) 2 322 747 add the, €
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Table 10. Comparison of impact on FP in new development

O3 Wi
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EEREER]
() DeiMethog () DewMethod | Bt - | EZen | selws [ gy | sergr
T LI T8 RS

7

3 36,578 71,530 .610 -104.84 178,00

T 167312~ 76,569 031 1589 31873

3 203,890« 77.863 019 4895 357,83

1 -36.57% 71.530 B0 -178.00 104,84
2 -203.890~ 17,863 .01g -357.83 ~49,95

= 05 =ENAM B2 ELICH

3

(£ 10>9] LSD AZAd 23 fel 0.05904
AN AT 71FHS HEAelsh flshA o
ez, 53 $3A7n)e} B3t 71Fie HaAlel
£ ol 0.05800M Feads ¢ 4 Atk 28y AA
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5505+
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-] 5001
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2 4504

400+

350

T 7 T

2
DeviMsthod

8| 2. oA sHdld FP HrTE
Fig 2. FP average chart for development method
in new development
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Table 11. Comparison of impact on FP in enhancement
development

O35 H2
Z &P FunctionPoint

95% NP2t
() DewMethod () Deviviethod | BN (-0) | EEST k=] B i
T Z -2358 36,033 517 96,17 4807

10

50
3 -83 438~ 3,093 2% 156,06 -10.82
1 23,549 36,099 517 -43,07 %.17
3 -53.889 45,102 19t -160.62 30,84
i
2

2

3 83.438- 36,093 025 1082 156,86

59,859 45102 RE]] -30.24 150,62

H 12. 7\of chst AS Zn}
Table 12. examination results for the hypothesis
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Fig 3. FP average chart for development method
in enhancement development
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