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A Study of a Scheme to Assess and Improve ESB-based SOA
Applications from the S/W Architecture Perspective

Chol Hong Im* - Do Seok Hong* - Jeong Joon Choi*

B Abstract ®

In both inside and outside of our country, the interest of the new generation S/W architecture, the SOA(Service
Oriented Architecture) is whooped up. We expect that the SOA will become general S/W architecure in several years,
but the most compaines of S/W Industry still think that the SOA have much risk to adapt as their s/w architecture.
In this paper, We performed the senario based verification of the SOA quantitatively and qualitatively, and presented
the validity of the S/W architecture view and the method of adoption of the SOA.
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