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Abstract
Software reuse plays avital role when software crises occur along with the evolution of
software development. It is expected that policy makers of software reuse in software
industry will be benefited by this study.
As most researches in terms of software reuse effects focus on project and cross section
effects, the objective of this paper, however, involves alongitudinal study of the evolution of
software reuse effects. It compares the outcome of analytic hierarchy process drawn from
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the questionnaire done with expertsin 1997 and 2000. In addition, an evaluative model of
software reuse effects with 7 dimensions and 42 criteriais included in this study.
Thefindingsindicate that (1) the system (0.068) and industry (0.021) dimensions are
the leading main proportions; meanwhile, the project (-0.054) dimension is one of the main
proportions that are decreasing in the evolution process among 7 dimensions. (2) Low
frequency of system errors, low porting costs and high components quality are more
emphasized. The size of team members working on the projects and the time spent on the
project are losing their importance in the evolution among 42 criteria.  In other words,
more stable systems, high quality and quantity components have got more emphases than ever.
Furthermore, the effects of industry levels are evaluated prior to those of project levels. The
corporations among the software industry are about to ally to meet the more complicated and
extensive market needs.
Keywords: software reuse effects, analytic hierarchy process (AHP), software crises,
longitudinal study
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4 1
1997 |2000 {1997 {2000
1 1 0.059(0.055 |-0.004
2 11 |0.041|0.031 |-0.010
3 7 0.038|0.035 |-0.003
4 13 |0.036|0.029 |-0.007
5 2 0.034|0.055 |0.021
6 24 10.034|0.020 (-0.014
7 4 0.034|0.036 |0.002
8 5 0.033|0.035 |0.002
9 15 |0.033|0.027 |-0.006
10 |23 |0.033]0.020 |-0.013
11 16 |0.029|0.026 |-0.003
12 21 |0.029|0.021 |(-0.008
13 17 |0.028|0.025 |-0.003
14 12 |0.027|0.030 |0.003
15 38 |0.026|0.010 (-0.016 J
16 18 (0.025|0.024 |-0.001
17 32 (0.024|0.014 (-0.010
18 3 0.023|0.036 |0.013
19 6 0.023|0.035 |0.012
20 |36 ]0.023|0.012 |-0.011
21 |41 ]0.023|0.006 |-0.017
22 35 ]0.022]0.013 (-0.009
23 19 |0.02 |0.022 |0.002
24 |20 0.02 |0.021 |0.001
25 27 |0.02 |0.018 (-0.002
26 10 (0.019|0.032 |0.013
27 29 (0.019|0.018 (-0.001
28 37 (0.019|0.011 (-0.008
29 25 |0.018|0.019 |0.001
30 14 |0.016|0.027 |0.011
31 28 (0.016|0.018 |0.002
32 |40 ]0.016|0.007 (-0.009
33 |42 |0.016|0.005 |-0.011
34 |8 0.015|0.034 |0.019
35 |9 0.015|0.033 |0.018
36 |30 |0.015|0.016 |0.001
37 |33 ]0.015|0.014 |-0.001 (claim)
38 (26 ]0.014|0.018 |0.004
39 |31 |0.014|0.015 |0.001
40 |34 |0.012|0.013 |0.001
41 |39 |0.012|0.008 |-0.004
42 |22 0.011|0.020 |0.009
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