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€2 SPI €% 4%F& nAe 7199 gg
A5 g olslirt Hasot

AAH SPI &5 A7 7199 BABHE F4
A F e B FAF AtddTFI TR
olth. [Haley 1996, Krasner 1999] 3}x gt SPI
g5 FYsts e 7IgEol 29 5HE ¢
Aete AL oplth. Ay, IR, =3, SPI
Y 23 9 gy A} ool
lomg FU AZE o 7HE‘—-_} AyY g

Bt E74AQA SPI 85 AdAE I
ZEo] B 9 SPI%%OH g a4
SPIZE ] AFo dFE vAE & A&
T7b wt=A Hesda & F o

B AFdXE SPIZY Y aFfdd B &

f

rol 3o,

T 5

ATFE FHA ¥ 13 2L RYPE FHIn
229 OU (Organizational Unit)e @3z
FHoE HdEASE FHsd BEATo2ZA 4F
2 A8E B AZEH T2AL EY9 a5
e B4 dHolt.

2. £&

SPI9] &dAgd A AT

SPI 239 A4 a4 A< 94 =3
o] 370 w& SPA 239 EIFGAHELE =F3}Y)

-‘?’]513 AT7Ho] g} ol SPI RPN L F
< A% 7‘Z‘°] @G FEE 48 =34

B]?SH B & A 3H(performance)& 2433}t

i1 USE u‘n 3]'-1—1} e Aot B =&

ot g olgd WAL Fumstel 1Y 13 2
e Ede ANsgen 433 428 wyes
A7E ARG o Folh.
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Performance

[2¥ 1]1-SPI g9 aatyd A+

AT EYo] TZAAH AT Eoj9) #E 4=
& Mg, FARFEY] A5t dd9 &5, ¥
9, A% 5 FHs= AL gt AZEY
of T2 Are FAAHL SHIE TN 29 HY
2 ggo] 4FH AZEY it ad I
A et AEd =79 A #8488 5
o8 AZAANZA F glon, AZEHojY HE, o
A, 38 23 & dxv d43 8<09] H7I
u] Zo]c}. [Paulk 19941

CMM, SPICE 53 2 SPIEYL2 O 204
o} go] AXEY] T2 M2AA}L (SPA: software

Process Assessment)E& &3 &d efo] oig &
g8 sjete Axsm olg ZzAx A
(Process Improvement) E& Z2Z A2 7}

e

(Process Evaluation)& 93 AM8%
T 5o 9t} [ISO/IEC 1998]
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Z2Ax AAE M E AXZES AL =
Ho] FPstoof & o FHQA T2 A2 3o &
g 2go] "yt CMME AXEY] ANF

Eol #£Ysta Qe oAH ZaAX 53
TES #Asd FAsT. BT AZEH

W 249 H&EATE 27| (nitiaDAN A F
A 3 A (Optimizing)7HA] 5BAZ FE3IQ o,
Zt gAlo| A Fastojof & ANH TE A2 Y
(KPA: Key Process Area)S 1933 Zo] A
ate] 239 T2AX JJHAE AT TAH AFe
A A8} o} [Paulk 1994]

Optimizing

Defect prevention
Technol change
Process nagem

Managed

Q ag it
{sdtware quality management I

Defined ’

Organization process focus
Organization process definition
Training program

Integrated software management
Software product engineering
Intergroup coordination

Peer Review

Repeatable f

Requirement management

Software project planning

Software project tracking and oversight
Software subcontract management
Software quality assurance

Soft confiauration

Initial K2R Paulk et al. (1994)
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AE BEsa2 gt Humphrey® %7] CMM A

K

Aol Al Hughes Aircraft A E o} LR E o]
SPI Al#|E& 3] SEPG (Software Engineering
Process Group)® A, AFH Tz M2 g
AA =4, 28§FEE T2a49 HF, aH4F
HE T2 HY, 2XEYO Fo PPEy
AL T MAEEE ANFLEHA Level 3U
Ad (Defined) BAZ 24& 4428 3.
2 A3 vLdiy AH&EHQ ROl (Return On
Investment)7t 54 o]4o2 YedE 45 F
A}k, [Humphrey 1991]

RaytheonZ 87 CMM$& =Y3dtd 22X ES]
o] T2 AL 7IkrE 9 SPIRE Y ul&3 o]
< AFHoE FAs= SPIREE FYsgd.
953 A3 (Optimizing) @A =gslgon
F 2 8]-8(Cost of Quality)2 87'd 45%) 4 95d
6-7T%2 AEF1, ATEYo] HBAAHL 190%
9] L GAE T, At A3 AFgAHL 88
d 40% z=FoA 91dolF 3% oWE A s}
dRon, AFFZL Z2F¥EE7E 17.2/KDSIA
4.0 /KDSI 7/} =& SPI& 59 A%y 438 <4
oJuyiAch. [Haley 1996]

AtdTE 249 TAH SPI FAWY 2
v A g 50 dig 4% d& BHo] 7H5skA
g dEe 239 AHEE FAHoE HHIE 29
H22 SPl a7 oist Askd(biased) AT+2AH
7t 229 F e FAEE AYau Y. [El
Emam 2000]

SPI &30 A& 454 A+

SEI(Software Engineering Instititue)= 92-93

d F< CMM AALE 33t 2ol 567 23
AU AT RAIE AAIGtd T2 A2 A&
=9 =9 Ao JAA/AE BMFHAY. As
EE 0UY CMM &0 2 Hstgon xA 9
Ade 67 F5 (didESF, IR 24, AFE

2, gz Ay, aARSE, JAUER) g
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Z39 HA&x ZZ A3}
OuU T2 AA I Y B/AH
g — i)
CMM Level 5?%?{%3}1(325
KPA 243 & S X209 5=

e EED]

(79 4] - A7E2Y
AT7H4
2 d7E Beg /1BA e Felgo,

- 0U ZE2A A9 AHarrs 229 Ao H(+)
o] 43S v Ho,

£ 229 FRE FHUFE HYsld 1 3}

ol Aw &

- 239 R W OU TZAA A5 2
2o Aol FFE v A=vt @A F
2.

ZA9 A&

CMMo] 7+ €8 &85 glE SPI 2o
2 CMMY KPA YAATE QUY TIZAHA
A2 Frteiglth. SElE KPAY gAARE
W= (satisfied), B9 (unsatisfied)d] 2717 @&
HAZ Brteta Yot sHA T AAMEO] 9 KPA
o g F7tE FIP&A Fu AE @A
KPAS BAARAEE A7) HslXE 594 Likert
Scale® AHg-ale ®WHo] A4 B& AnE ¢
€ 4 Atk [Krishnan 1999] & dFME=
CMMe] & 244 $F 57129 187 KPAY
3o 3] OUZt @4dste AXE 597 Likert
ScaleZ £33}t

& OUE Hlaste 4353 dFdys AR
TH0] ol F, OU 3t AE & AR ALE,
SPI&F o9 Tt Q2o] ROI 59 FZR
Fo 4&E ulAd ot 3Fad (Confoundi
ng Effect) o] @& ZEH A9 HE 5 g
Aol 28E 5 Q7] "o APH o
E9d o2 o] A}t [Goldenson 1999] & &
TFol M Goldensond ATFoNA A& 671X
z24 AA4gEd digt 0U9 58 2 /X Ax

g F 7IA &9 A AFEE 5 @4 Likert Scale
=

aTE% 4
2AEH

2 =AM SHHETE H43 4709 WS
(CMM Level 2, Level 3, Level 4, Level 5 ¢
KPA Goal) ¢ F&HRWFE A 2719 W5 (2
29 dA%Y, A 347 T AAAE)
€ 94835t 9AEA 3 A <HE1> 7 go] 2
Al 4788 8108 ERHAC

379 4E94 (a)

e
1 2 3 4
I-1-1 .696
I-1-2 .386
I-1-3 .552
-1-4 .136
-1-5 .745
I-1-6 779
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-2-1 .801
n-2-2 811
n-2-3 .247
n-2-4 727
n-2-5 .594
o-2-6 426
n-2-7 .246
o-3-1 .805
-3-2 751
n-4-1 -807
I-4-2 .780
1-4-3 791
m-1-1 .500

m-1-2 244
m-1-3 179

m-1-~4 719

m-1-5 .708

m-1-6 .698

m-2-1 615
m-2-2 771
m-2-3 .830
m-2-4 .535
m-2-5 .702
m-2-6 704

<E 1>- 8984 A3}

z349 AH=x& S CMMY Z #EE
KPA Goal ©°] 2/|2 FHoles ZAIAE IS0/
ICE15504°] &3t EL Emam (1998) ¢ 4+4
9} w)s2stc}, EL Emam (1998) & o] F g9l
£ 7tz =2 A2 F% (Process Implementation),
AFH 22 M2 #d (Quantitative Process
Management) &t #HEslgen B 43
4olE A&7 & BT

48 A7EY 2 A7

SUEY 2R 27 ERWEFE AL CMM
Level 2 ~ Level 58] 4742 Edd4E= 2719 o
Qo2 BHFAT. CMM Level 2~3& 2911 (X
ZAH& F%), CMM Level 4~5& 2212 (A%3
z2A2 #e) 2 UERY. FEUSFLE QG
2709 Wl 2R AT, FA 339 T
g MAARFEE 893 (FA 3dzhH 2AFHY
ANRE, a4 (A =39 TH)Z EFHAL

2 =F94= 71€ 4 [El Emam, 1998]1&
#aste 8U1& T2AH2 1%, 3028 HFA
T2A2 B2 Aosum 29032 H}A 349
ZAFE MAAE, Q4= A =229 ¥
oz 3ot B xHo A7 BRUTFE F
o] A9 A7]d W& 2AAFNE FAsI%

(29 5] 89 FFIFEYolH,
z39) J&E 249 4
D2HA RS RS 93
DA 32
Hun ZRSHO YMEE
azxA 2 XD

X237

(24 5] - +38 3% 4T7=2¥

<E Do AANA 4789 & 8<9A Loading
Factor’} 0.3Rt} & 3EvrE 31 AgE &2
Mg AAFT. 249 2FE <E 29 A
At

Mg N of Cases | N of Items Alpha
22911 84 10 9138
892 84 5 .8940
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293 84 6 8911
2914 84 4 7884
<E 2>- A= 4 2% A2
8 z3%5
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T Aa FHE 2A9 Augd )9 7t A 2259 (26.7%) Ho w2 A& &
i 4gg md Rolth. T o
Z2As T5E A 347 23599
ML agsa 39 99 08 2oy, | <239 3710 24 A9 508 olsd B>
L, | ERAS TEE @A 249 52 P Fak R AH
T A3®)9 9% vg Rojnh H1.1 000%+x 04575 406
0 A ZeAx BeE 2 Ao Hz.1 002+
A+)el 9L vA Aok, H1.2 060 eema s
AFH T2 gt HA 34y 23 H2.2 007+
H2.1 | 589 MdAx AH)Y g uH * 1 P<0.04, =*x: P<0.01, #*=**:6P<0.001
Rolt,
HBH TzAAx Bt A4 229 <z A7)+ 27 A4 50% oI F94>
192 s 309 9ve 93 20, Pgk Fat R AF
s Z3A9 Arle A9 J&E9 =79 H1.1 009#= 10.909 438
AF{ge] 24 EFHE J1E Rolh H2.1 .003+x
H1.2 0212
5.349 276
<E 3>- 9374 H2.2 .083
* 1 P<0.05, =**:P<0.01, =*+:P <0.001
dole 24
. <E 5> H3° W& TAEN 2%
H1Z H2& #3387 flstd 534 £4& 3
At H3ol Wid 7HdaFE A8l =4 94 509
7Hd P F & R AF ojate] 4o del 509 ole A4z TR
H1.1 .000% %+ 55,375 466 st 2t F2o Wses AR <X 4>9 <
H2.1 000+ FE oA AAE AXNYE Z2A2TFH3 Gy
H1.2 002+ ZeAx #FY7t AA 3d% 2A5Y HHAE
22 | ooome | o | At 2D} HEUA FAAD A 24
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o &, 50 oldte] AFE FAdNE HH




ZTEA2 st 508 ol XA AT T2
& FEo AAY 2A5APYel FFE FE 2
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<E 6>- 714AZ

3. 28

AZE 01 ol S Aol A=A HF
& AAHez Fustz Yok FATE g Ao
Hlglo] AXEgo] Agle) ZAl A4 L AAE

7b g Sol S HQ Ao AN H oS
Ax A oY} FAFE IHEE] HsAE

E&3A SPI 85 53l sAFo2 IF 2=
SPI g9 & Asx=E @435t 71d9 34

gol FHH JFE st FZ, A, EF

‘success”

589 Pl FPH o Fdo. £ AFNAN=
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