™

R & D #E#Ee] sEtite] Bhah %

25

~FPEGE B WS Loz

& O oar

B %
I.F & I.R & D REmEx &Y
I. R & D REXE FRS B ¥t I i Eve Mg
I REBEe] FRAR 2. HEhE HRO HY
2 WEWE o LR 3. FEENE MROl PIEYE o A%
3. ammEs] EAM B Nk %
I.FF B

PEL J2E iy g

3 i v29] BHFERI B (Research & Development) i&Bholl o8l A <43l g8
BElZhet & 4 ook ¥ REFRAS Bomess BE #E:4AY A¥slo 9l R&D
$5ol o=eA eV

e A2 Wil LidEe N olojdol} R&D RHEEE MM« o= HEMmMSE
o, BB, W R ololAR, M S)9ke] BEIZE 1L 8LA] o] 3 A of Bl BRI A A 2 &)
TR 7] ol Bl SHY FRREBRS AAA Sl 23 24 AT B
st Aslolol s Af kol alfed dol 1 MRS MEEA oldY + Uk

T

* SRR @st

D D. ). Williams, "A Study of a Decision Model for R & D) Project Selection, " Operational Research
Quartely, Vol.20, No.3, p.36l.
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2 Azddm 54 A (AE-AHH)

Az R&D Bme FfEs Liley FE KMoy FE BEH FHRE ZT zgate oz
ol A S AFES) EHBHE 2 wod FHFME, PRHE FRIMZ BN 4 Ak X&) H¥2.

(1> R&D MR HA@m

L EWOER R R it ER
MR
B A, A A
ho& F M B, B, © B
£ % R c, c, c,

R& DRG] FiFol = (Kol R vlo} o] 6] MEC] Fested o & 2 WEel FRE
vy RS ERM FEE TR "ok B Bl B FRIYE EREH FRe o2
AnA e Axsn UATE dlojeh- AFEFe) 4 o] BiEsw et

i Ftiol 4 ofoltio] whAlol Mol FMLA, ALH [opol o] 1% Bl(screening)she] ¥
o BRI HES Foln, izl At A AL Rl thafo] whE BRgl A FER(L Rl
del lEstel BozA IR 4 Qb MEE o)l DAAA, RAS ANAS H22E
WA 4 oA Sl BEFEAAE SE(el o2 A B Mol Nele] Hkiey o2 M
a7 faitobod AlZalol 4g Fishn REfkol Y HiE N5 Fo 2ol WRMB KM K
gr}.

ol A4 R&D M fol cha H7et BUEMmy MR ik, MmNy 35 ik 3 OREY HE Ty
i Boz AMEo] R Yok oS FMEHEMES S0EMR Wik R o277 of2stA
Sha ez BEsY] ot REAMolsh: Ml de Be BEHE Adn A+ <
L

oS R&D MGk B ik HM(Scoring Mode) e REHH FRAHEoZA 2 A
SRS ERES JEstn @ity Wl od A % Krating® 32 R&D RSl
WfESA =t N (priority)® RESE A ECITh o] Kk HE A Batfel 2ol
A Aedslo] oA ZahwY @My Jikol AFeA =z Ry MiEe] ofFn FRES £
el R H9T 4 AoVE FEte] gt b, it BES KLl REA o

2) AFHEGE & HRME (Y 777, 1984, p.306.

3) John R. Moore, JR, and Norman R. Baker, "Analytical Approach to Scoring Model
Design— Application to Research and Development Project Selection,” JEEE Transaction on
Engineering Maragement, Vol. EM-16, No.3. August, 1969. p.90.

4) John E. Gibson, Yanagying Resecarch and Development, John wiley & sons. 1981, pp. 298~ 302.

— 356 —



R & D RERES REMYA Itk g 3

Gratell dste] Al EEtES 7 4 da Kol @My folstd BEREHELZA o
EREEZE W & 4 Qe

A R olo] BB JPEALE RS BG BES 55l AiEETl Boz M BN &%
o M EKE A BAHREZAY BES Fz -k

I. R&D REEE FHES B2 55t

R&D i JFRE ofei7ha) chbdt iizdfeg Zaich 23¢ 7% $& BmE BEGE
¥ 4 Y€ BRS Aot U 45 ok 2oz WHRES A2

e e § A0z EmnE 4 ook ‘

% GFRAmEA REH REHORY REel RaEEREN FMkeA

A, EIEX RES = H#fo] 3t KM TR BRERIFRE mEkslA "Hd.

BRMES A dcs 2L FEe] B8-S melo Kb kme RS duistn I ALK
o FHRE EfEsel A4doz west Aolch ,

i S S ARsl (i3l Mol - WRMR 83l AR Mk 3 Bl.ool o) #i
1+ Hi#hel M fi(Seeds Push Mechanism)3} HRE o & %iF o EEs £3Ho] HE
fW@(Needs Pull Mechanism)e] 91L& 1) # 2. Seeds Push Mechanismol| &= i # % Hol &=
ow HRMBIEEE K M8dA 25 REDIBEEY tRETS B2 MEIERS &% 93
FiGPEIL BLR o] Yeldch 83, Needs Pull Mechanism 9| ol = st &) TS 9} iHBE2
M= jokel sesol o3 HEe FMRgt, BE KB 2HLS B2 HENH ERS 2%
2] g} *ﬁﬁ‘l"ﬂbﬂ. 2 3 Q. oled RStk BRE THsledl e Hwd £ R e
sbe] A Al of goll B3 BpEEYQ HHERS 34"“3]'.31 HmEmH e AELE 43 MHER
I EERS 333 SIS 9T Wiay BHER Rxdle Aol LES)c)

B¥e] AT ¥ METHS BET o rﬁi*%blF_?} Wale MR £ Aol
3 Ao Azete AL gk BAY A9 p¥ol HKMRIHS BT L do BHhE

5) Wm. E. Souder, Project Sellection and Economic Appraisal, Van Nostrand Reinhold Com-
pany, 1984. p.60.

6) NREEAE, WAEA WRRAO FML SEAE, 1982, p.83.
7) B3F M. BOERE SO ¥, 4R, 1984, pp.100~101.
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s Azogn =8y A2 (LAY

e M= g Mz | WREY NJ=)

(Social (Industrial (Consumers

Needs) Needs) Needs)
-k |l

(Seeds Push (R&D Program)

Mechanism, Seeds
Push Impact)

-

BRE LT - 3. X
- BRES * RE
(Production/
sales) (Needs Pull Mechanism,

Needs Pull Impact)

(M1 OlicHO|ME (RESIE WMot O KR
CRED RIF . BB %, 408, 1984 p. 101

60% o] Aol ol Mg =l mstn Fa) #gslcha 47t jolz THAREBEEKY FRE
Z15heh 7} 33.3%, MO M BdiEe) ffkiEs Ackirl 25.3% 2 Jehvda k(K2 H=

(&®2> BRAH REEH

® = B K (%)
wErId et 2 AW fesice A4Ed 240 60.8
B TN B 7 131 t 332
SRR TS T3t} gl 100 25.3
EEN G-k ShmEELE Z1ES 75 19.0
oty HNSS AR Ag 73 18.5
K o =EE 48 12.0

(3) 1) m&EE 3958
2) T2 ol W] HEEET o] 7] AF" AFtE 100% ool Hrh

8) AFER 27 o AR, REGCXO HWAEL LEABL #1772 v it 1983. p.4l.
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R & D RBEES] REMMW BT H% 5

| Ideas rl

No Pursue No
ldea backlog idea Abandon idea

Education and

) Urgent Screening
selling process 1tem

Develop project
proposal

Evatuation
Amplify

proposal

Yes

Review all
proposals

l Prioritizing

Assign priorities

Assign resources

Develop portfolio
Review portfolio

Portfolio
analysis

Recycle, based
on problem

I Initiate effort '

(N2> BERE B2
(®¥) Wm. E. Souder, op cit., p.6l.
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6 Aladda =83 M2ey (LT-AHH)

Wm. E. Souder: REZEAFY 32L& (EWolxMet o] dhtel Telelrie] 7}
ED(Screening), FE(Evaluation), %MALLRE (Prioritizing), ¥ 2 E¥ 2] 257 #(Portfolio Analysis)
f20l 4xYs srHEtz At
olulx o 2 HAME otoltio]y) R&D M o) }=| RMi(sourceXol & £, 284 1A, 232
o SO HE £ 4 Qo ol2ld HNLT B ofoltloldl W EEE st RS
SR D) GEES T argbe) 15hA BRI BERrol A & ololtlol & ik FER sl AR 43
AZol} EAL 7|2 s, Ea o] Bpsol A £ otelriold] N Al4d AEE 173l B0l
o w8 % o] A % BiEH B ¥ 4 Aok o] BRgolME o ofelrleiz} kol
gl7) Aol AR 4% glon] =3 HE otollol 7} ko]l MMy 2 W] wfd fu

45 9lef, olml A folt Totolelol 7 ol AFS2 AR AEol ohE Axct 52 it
e 748 +E ek

2e)m 2 o] FBsol A oheltlelol et of 708 M-Sl wAslolok s A g BRIIE
ek,

Cofolt]o} o] HMiE-S BEFAMe} AHME hiro] ¥ & Adl, sl T8 HBKoZ = BB
ol 154k BE, FIEKE, SHR/RM W BRES 52 5 Aok A9 A #%d AA

(%3 MRS BE

Mz A it X (%)

HRRmEEE LM AR 146 37.0
S-olA e ofojre] 107 27.1
iR HEd BEHE 38 9.6
HRAEGRS 1t WAk HEE 185 46.8
RS- RE S HE 45 114
SR T RS HMEE 39 9.9
EH3A gv RES oEIN HE 11 2.8
—i HREe] HE 6 1.5
BRte R, #BARE 31 7.8
BELOR, BMES XMER 9 2.3

® it 13 3.3

& |B = 2 0.5

(3) 1) @& 3k
2) T2(8 Wl B EET Ie]l7] ST AFtE 100% o]4e] Rt

9) Wm. E. Souder, op. cit., pp.60~62.
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R & D SFHRES] REMA] A3k 25 7

otolejo] 7h-gul HEAMZLE 36.2%, HAEARHRAA 29.7%, REKE— A 14.7%, HH 5
Bol4 7.5%, £BE 9 7lel So2XE 11.9%9 ofojrjolr} A FE = Ao g HHsPch®
HAS 7 So B olelt|ol & MKl Mifol 4 46.8%, BFIABIRE Lol A9 #Ho
37.0%, ¥ -HUAMESL olo]r]o] 27.1%, KKK HifolA 11.4%5VS el et
(E3H A=

Seivtele] F§ (EHol A B A79 20.3%, AF£419.3%, AFAA 15.3%, A} Ao
% 11.0%, Aol gddyT A2 9.0% 9 o3 etz ch

(&) ENMER) OloICIof P (%)

4 2 ¥ lasz |4 |8 9 |53: |2 A |anaxae s 32
7] 4 | 71| 21| 30 | 88 | 82 69 | 5.0 6.0
t A4 A 94 % | 236 | 64 89 | 11.3 | 116 | 108 | =21 11.0
d F &£ F | 154 [ 186 | 198 | 94 | 21.1 | 238 | 207 | 193
d F 4 #F | 130 | 164 | 148 | 250 | 125 | 188 | 57 15.3
] + 4 | 179 | 314 | 196 | 190 | 181 | 127 | 336 | 20.3
Py u] A | 22 | 290 | 16 | 25 | 25 44 | 29 2.7
BRIy ¥ EZ AL | 82 86 | 8.1 45 | 1.1 | 162 0.0 9.0
4AEFAA | 38 | 71 | 50 | 128 | 3.2 3.3 | 107 5.8
ALFFEFAA | 34 | 79 | 150 | 63 | 75 31 | 93 7.7
¥ 7 % a4 26 | 00 | 34 | 06 | 14 | 08 | 86 2.3
L | 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

2808 R T dASZ Aol v el A4 BEe] Wit mas S
FLog ZAEc) o] BHlAE REL BREE £5 3 29 45 Aot o] FEBFNAE
fFeo] HHM o2 FRSD 2E ololtolo] i MMM FIHS iRatdedor &

SExPE o) HENAMIRE BfZol A& d27hA 2Kl HNF HBY %% HRS TEYA FRK
Aot ZE RET BHY BAES o] Bbgold REDT Mobolto] & Tila o3¢ =2
Eft stevle MATES AN MBS g A=l ok g

10) N. Goslin, The Product Planning System, Richard D. Irwin, Inc., 1967, p.3. (=M, &%
BE. st 1985, p.162. ®35|H.)

1) AXEE > = 7~ KARit, FHS, p.51

12) SR 5 2A, " S ve CEMBWER Y HASE BN kTR 19859 4A 8 RBESHKER
He. p.62.
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8 AFdda £ 4263 (VL AYH)

2o ARES) Tow o) QBRgol A E AZo] UYL Rt WA Tl TS
Zgele] dertA RBERPIA T4 BET ANS BAFE M T HiES WESHE B
ot

Buton V. Dean® R&D BB ol ik Hme) B2g (Eol s} o] 3HML Al

gzt AW

T CHNYRRA @ %7 ® %R | | @ %R
154 AR a3 flol =
15HA|
© RE Bl |
HR ER N
© ®E B R
2%A # FR i
v
@ J:E F R
A% R
i v
3 %A mES W © FMel uhola
FHR E
l__j R
@ ] Mar
Aol M

(H3 F: A% RERE SBX

A HAE BEBEEAQNA & FEvic $EAES LEYQE RiEH BREolct o] Bl
ZEe AV BAL e dAd

13) B. V. Dean and M. J. Nishry, "Scoring and Profitability Models For Evaluating and Selecting
Engineering Projects,”: Operational Research, Vol.13. p.553.
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R & D SREBES] REMYA B 1% 9

Sl chlle REE RS @EE RES BRD AdMA A REEESARNA
AW FEE HEo] Kzt MES HE Do)

(@3 REWBESSEANA ¢ 4 A& vio} o] FEk BV FEY BER L — KBkl A
H ol TR&E g Motoltiol 7} Ry Ebgol 4 BEol slw AR oboliolol
ABAo)n AAH FEo o)Ak Feh L cheol: FMEHY BEH FREKS 2 0|0
REFAFE o) YA bl ¥ Holdh.

2. FREH ¥ FREHE
.

R&D RES &AM 2 NS AL 2 FRAAS BRE, Kb SMay &gl 4 5 e
RAmel B, B, @ Aol o277z FAAY YA o] ot WIRBIMERE S} FH
A A O iam THl @ ¥m EH O Hkw T#H © HEm BH O 8AM
T, ® BRIM @ O wHe B Sof AWild uy (K59 o] ek 4 g W

FRAE S WRME B ZRo o84 %ol ojaz BHEZ 3= WERMRS KR 2R
ol& 59, AAoly) T2, A lfgh, NGRS BE HE X899 oln Zle g
ZR7L 3 4 ook o] 5 BERES WRMBEEL] Mo o3t Bmo 2 FREA L RE
& LEs} Aok FEHEAS UF AEael EEe Feks BME) 4D HAMS BRME
o) MMMES BRscER, EHsolY £824 BALE Y 5 Aok

FREEES FREAL 2 B L] o8 FEL AA7} 3 MMt dHoz ofF
Fo}, o}, v&, Jmc}, o3 Jmr}, £ 3210 53 2ol FAH KL KA L7
g3 Afam, MRMOEZ AAsdE wFAY H$E Ak

FREAS BEXEES &3 o] A gl

AA, F8¢ #WHEHA] @S ANE ¢k

A, 3934 g FREES #oF doh

AA, 7 FEEES 4A FET + At MEHFE] lojof Ak

oA, FHEOEEZS &KL Hiz Fool dch

oz 884 2R FEAEA S O RMEE @ RERA, @ KA % KRB, © KA
2 REEEY B, ©® AFEokol Y Bkl FEY AL, @ RAKE @ HHRE,
SR, @ WMy TU=,5S S, FEMEE S KE 5~10707 F¢sctz ANz Uch®

14) BAREEGE, B ATRRRO FR: $83E, 1982. pp.108~110.

15) John R. Moore, JR., And Norman R. Baker, "An Analytical Approach to scoring Model
Design— Application to Research and Development Project Selection,” JEEE Transaction on
Engineering Management, Vol. EM-16, No.3, Aug. p.93.

16) Ibid., p.93.
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RN HENEME | RMOEBE | SROTME | RE0THE -
HBOMBE | RGORRE | RRORRE | SRORGE | oXeRE
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2xelola | agelulxl | £#®elmA | &gelwn -
LR R EEEE - -
IR EENTEE RN R - ® ot
TR [CT) (5 ) (i 1)
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¥R oE | FoAR - - -
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(Tgett, (oTgett. (arget, (rpets
BEE) REE) HEE) ®wEE)
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BRAR | BRBHR |HRVDR |HRYR -
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HBEEE
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- (i) Gestey) (et
- - LR - -
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ES - o & | @ oA - -
= - - B W ot g A et | g ok geer
| EENE - - xR B % R % £ R B
- - S B
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- ;H é fi“t a -ﬂ Xé“‘ ;ﬁ ,% E'l' —_
- - B B ® B 5 & -
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‘R HURGY EsE

SERRN gl

¢ ¢ - EIFﬁ‘é&tEIQﬁ AijiRM, p.110.
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R & D RERES REREN I3 % 1)

ol o}

GodES 2 FEAE o FE Lk ga) FMEA 25 F —ESHR2E itEsta HiEEA
SIS Hibd BIF 9 £2 £3skE Hikol o MiEs FHAFRE 7H53 R oER{L FR
fgels rhteldtn & + Aok

(E6)0) oatad FEME S FHEMTA AL ity Bl T4 slw gleon HABREHR
o) i ABER Y W Bl Fa4 Hu -

(E6) MRAHE RERTEE

AR B T SR aaaz | 743
g LA 243 29 7 32
s o 4 4 & A & £ 9 15 18
:"; o A B oW 7 F R 10 59 17 52 26 98
- A % 2 & 5 3 7 10 11

4 2 % 3 1 4 3 11

7] 4+ 2z A a1 33 26 13 16
jé]_ EEEEEEE 28 9 2
A |7 £ 3 A F 4 4 68 21 60 5 69
£ A g B oo A A7 4 14 20
S TEYTEEEY 6 3 8

% 8 % 6 23 P
I B 1 18
= & L] 7} 0 32 5 58 3 74
;’3 2 2 @ QA F 4 15 7

i 3 / ¥ £ ¢4 # 10 16 17

9 o A x 3 9 14 18
z-dk % 7 2 % 22 %
= % 7 B E 9 51 7 51 14 86
L A4 o ®m A 7 6 18
V A4 agad1 3427 T 17 5

@) 43t 2 AF§PE 2 1T AbEe A4 45 Hehddh

17) =&/ % 2A, #iB&RX p.65

~— 365 — .



12 A Fddn =23 ABN (JE-AHH)

3. REEESY EARY Bk

REBE N MBREL NS chol o) & @izol ok Tofol o] o) 7, FE, BEMMIRE
#fic) MFMmeEt oJHA = AL ofuch AT Tolo|tjo] o) HB, AW pEEE
Bib, d2E B BH2 miol AYY REE BIERHA I A ¢= YA Lot

a3 p¥els B AFEo] HFMAH LM Efige] FR Bl FA2 Aot HE
ik, cholsl®, ol M5 L EEANSC] FEAR Fo3A W FHe] HE &S B
BrE boll oA RMERE olold 4 AUk o871 Tofel)oly F @ 714 & EBREIGE AL
BE Mol oA o7 8ol JFE AAA Hoh 24 wtek R&Doll #ad ow Hpio)
A 23 Tofelt)o] 45 A W37]1-& A=detd 2 Mofolrol j& 2 o] % st dl Fo]l A= 2 88
A Aol

Folelo] o] RBEH B DEfboll o] 27|73 149 HYK ] K3+ sl & 6049 ofo]r]
o7t LBk Pt !9 o) 9h3to] HUMBMB IR vlolA ol Aol flkm BEY B =
Aojol A 4At2] )3 4 v tHi5E 7P A, FHm EBolE utdoz B A
o] £8 8L & AY =7} olF £7] Aol %ol vllE dE R NRAEHKS IT HY
shFAE i@ o] o) F R 7] of7lch FHWSBB Y RIEES 32 o] 3AAE E2 9t

(1) ¥ HHD EHAE(high attrition rate)

(2) m&E9 Wi KMF(high rate of market failure)

(3) WM Eintt(shorter life spans of successful products)

FMGe Mofelr)o) i} 22 Ale R%e FHRS) BEMRELS o7t HEMKRSY TR&E TR
ZeALz FAY 53443 Aol o AL A sofo} sl thRe Bk ol E ARE 2
2 3o Fu Rl Y AW S -He) 22 58 WLz ok o] fEHholE TBM
ol FHERY Aol gk Mofolro] 1= FES o= AFolA FR57E 33 v A7 s g}
=g FREAYD REo} dobfoll BEsVIE stz REsD B8 A2 HEY BES $7
ol wte} 44 FMASIE ok

2|2 HATRER BEoly A9 dudiold il Mol RERE B FIHER 7=
goh. vbefoll ZhA QU Azsle £4 REol Bfol TEER Xica] 2 BEE KR Ay
o] 29 +5 Adx Aolch 2§ Aol REE FHE —EHA BRITHEE
HolA 92 #2423 $5 e Aoloh =23 Al Ho 2 Hikey Kigo] Fe A folx FiEAU

18) David B. Uman, ANcw—~Product Programs: Their Planning and Control, American
Management Association, 1969, p.67.

19) cf. Kottler, P., Marketing Management, Analysis, planning and Control, 1967,
pp.315~316. (&g, vlolA U HERE, £, pp.497~499 HE| M)
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R & D FERES REEN] Jy FH% 13

t REE 4954 T Ho
II. R&D HEERE EHY
1 ZPEEE: Rl By
REBET AT FRAN ol AAHE dbRo g ofals} o] s Ut D
—— FF2(Scoring Model)
o RERH FR/E [ 2L F(Profile Model)

— A Z- 8] A= 5(Check list Model)
B ¢ €7

E B ORE

R WS B
(A LA

r— WA #I(LP)
OR FFRix — Sh9EH#3:(DP)
T EERERRE

saw FRE-9 Hksd #He

ghel Kol 25t A% 5T AUz Aol HRER det 2 Kk AAEs 92
gz & 4 gk (EDolAE o] & o] WERKZ o9 od&stE veba et

FE: UL FRT HAN FRLES e 24 WAvYG & Ko Hd HEMoE
Mool olste] FfRsled F&S F3n & HEY BKE 43 &AM 93t R&D RES
AN E REI}E Hikolo '

20) ®N. R. Baker and W. H. Pound, “R&D Project selection: Where we stand,” /EEE, Transation
on Engineering Management, Vol. EM-11, No.4, 1964, p.126.
@ D. ). Williams, op. cit., pp.362~363.
® AXpEREE §it#, pp.99~103.

21) Ze A, "WRARERE; A 108, HETR 1984, AR GEEZHKERGA, p4T.
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(#7)> BB BESREHRT 1915

HWR B MIEER o] M WL Kt
13RS E%E WR Bhif F(check list)iE% A&y, TERE SHRSY
2R MBWR z2¥ @, FEHERY 33 5] Ky EEt

[ A7l AT BHAEK

36 BMBHR ERER WYEtE 715l 4% ER
A% g0 TY¥H

R SRR 43EE AN BEA 44 7
S EAEECEL:

AR, DRILERE ke EEGE FN EEme R Y EEE S

of e o) Ao 2B C.M. Mottley2} R.D. Newton®, B.V. Dean™, J.R. Moor® 5o}
o8 Ausigdor @ HEEHS REHE @ FMEH BE ¥ @ HAFRS ¥ Hikse
ARG HES A7) At B BERS AHASa ¥ & Uk

o] R WAMLS 3, MIS So] T8y ZT2Ae AP T F& 838 29le] nAl
Atz Fa el 2 ERel = EEES

o A e idAY RES] KES y.2 Boh A idA FE) AN BB BN
w2 o
W.r='§w,-y.,-

o5 BEHEE o] BN MEFRE £ct. A RWol hE ANREFHE7 m 2 Jehhn
SWANKHS FBANC Moletn slel BEBRES) MME =0 or 13} gmm.éMol DR
F ol 4)

max g ;iﬁ_’;_lx..w.}q "}

Aol A r=0 & r=l9) L iMAS) BEsL BESIEA AHER Al o8 A3

e},

22) C. M. Mottley and R. D. Newton, "The sellection of Projects for Industrial Research,”
Operations Research, Vol.7, Nov-Dec, 1959, pp.740~751.

23) B. V. Dean and Meir J. Nishy, "Scoring and Profitability Models for Evaluating and Selecting
Engineering Projects,” Operations Research, July—August, 1965, pp.550~570.

24) J. R. Moore and N. R. Baker, "An Analytical Approach to Scoring Model-Application to
Research and Development Project selection,” JEEE Transalion on Engineering
Management, Vol. EM—-16, No.3, August, 1969, pp.90~98.
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o] YL AHRBHMEA chdte] Folxl B—REmiel 2 &5 cholrhn) =2 aaol ofs)4
A4 4= o
°JRE A3 Hey EE vlolAlY) MEe BEREE AxYels] REo FRol HEY 4
Utk
it REo] MEKE
W=W;+Wyp
= ?W,: oYt +b§, Wi Vour
of 7] o] 4
Wi idA RE] MuK
Wo o itdH &9 Hikny 2K
Wo o iWlsd REe] vloldle B
Wil BRERC g mEs
Wer; keld] mlols| e ol wH§t MnEE
Yo 3 iAol I S BE jol Y Rl
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Summary

A Study on The evaluation Model for R &D Project selection
—with emphasis on the Scoring Model-
Koh Jae—kun

Methods for evaluating individual projects range from single checklists to complex
decisions trees which indentify interrelationship a‘nd account for risk.

Selecting an appropriate R&D decision methodoloy to support program management is
to some degré® a dynamic process wxce the research environment is subject to continual
change with time.

The futrure situation of the organization thus depends in part on the research and
development activities which are proposed and embarked up, and the selection of such
R&D projects is, in turn, dependent on the amount of effort and resources which the
organization devotes to these R&D activites in the form of financial investment and
manpower. .

A literature search showed that many studies have been made of the R&D project eval-
uation and selection problem and various formal project selection method have been
proposed. These method have been classified into three type according to the basic ap-
proach used, these being called the "decision theory” approach, the "economic analysis’
approach and the "Operations Research” approach.

The decision theory approach suggests certain factors in terms of which aproject proposal
might be evalluated, and derives a scoring model whereby a rating on an empirical scale
is made for each factor considered, and these rating are combined either by multiplication
or as a Reighted sum or accordign to heuristic rules to derive a numerical score for each
project proposal. The projects then selected are those with the hightest scores, the number
of projects selected being determined by constraint of the total available budget.

The scoring model uses project scores as a basis for project selection and in a linear
model. Since project are evaluated on the basis of linear funtion and are ranked using
an ordinal scale, there is no way to measure directly how much one iproject‘is better
then another. The scoring model does not enable management to evaluate the profitability
or risk of project in the usual busihess terms.

Due to the absence of a formal and operational structure, the scoring model is often
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thought of as being considerably less accurate in its ability to process project data than
ROI or mathematical programming approaeh to project evaluation.

However, the scoring model does provide a simple and useful cheeklist of all relevant
factor, inctuding some intangible factors. The model uses a consensus of the judgement
and experience of knowledgeable personnel, along with information that is gererally
avaibable scoring model can be adapted to changed in competition and technology by the

modification of facfors and scale.
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