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Abstract In this study, This study focuses on exploring the major factors influencing the successful
introduction of the cloud-based accounting information system, which is the top priority in the field of
corporate digital transformation. Therefore, theories were summarized based on the company's cloud
environment and related prior research, and the major performance factors of the company were analyzed
by dividing them into organizational factors, business operation factors, and technical system factors.
Considering that the cloud-based accounting information system is in the early stages of its introduction,
the research analysis method ranks major success factors according to their importance using the Delphi
targeting the expert panel, through the AHP method, the major performance variables were finally
explored through the mutual importance analysis of each major factor. As a result of the analysis,
organizational factors were analyzed as corporate sustainability, business operational factors were the
business solutions, and system scalability factors were analyzed. This study will be able to provide
additional useful information on the initial introduction strategy and operation for the introduction and
operation of the cloud-based accounting information system.
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1. ME
20109t 2EHEH HU(web) 7199 71 SAIAE
A& AP B 7] -2 5 FEA ] €714
Ql MZHE a+tota Stk E3F oheket uATe] A
A g 9l AAE ABF E(interact) 7]5°] $83t
HZYARE R FRASHL Qs A4RolA 7192 1L
7 g3t B IJAAFAE Al Heke AP E
AAERE A s k=sta ok & 4 qlth
7199 dF ZEAAE @ESHAL o|sjEAIRLte] A
FUACIAE S5l F-4 T+ E AHEY(stratup) 7]
A SHOE =9 & HEspr| ARRE STeE 7)Et
SAYEA| A (accounting  information  systemsk>
B85} gEo] glojEHlo]A(data base), AH(server),
J81 AR7&9 AZKinfrastructure)s A
23] & 4 Y= gAE H|ZYA(digital business)
o] AQRIoE QIASHA HITHL 2l ETE WA
2 HZUA HEYA(network) 3714 FHS AF
B ALEE 7S 71eE BSHAY ol& st
Ao AgHAQ] A4} glo] Al Fsle 7IeE WS 54
o A5F A AlARICRE B 4 Qloh EJF 7|A
< @717 Wofl AAjo EES TS0t HFY
AEE TR g g 4= Q= VeE 4EA
ot o] 2et 7|2 7199 34 9 AT A5 e
% &3 D/B A} Y EYA 1] 52& AA =0}
ST SR SETH 374 A9kl ¢l
= AFeAolA A= A7t 7hssieH3 4l
20109 o]FHE L AHIAE AT Qe
g E 29l 7|40 2= olufE(Amazon Web Service),
T2, [BM(SoftLayer), Q=Z+F, ©lo|IZ24AIE
(Microsoft Azure), =4 SAP, ¥=9] SK, SKT,
LG T2 & & Ut} 121l 2L 7|9k SAYE
AR AEetl Qe = 7o 2 HEY H2
2 HAER YU ATEH ZEY 5 BAE
= TU 7I9E0] 7198 BEEFAE ATt A
B]. Pl SACE g E9E 75 AR EAIAH
S AFstr e 7|92 2= Fresh Books, Zoho
Books, Quick Books, Xero, Pabbly, Sage
50Cloud, Quicken, Oracle+Netsuite, Tally ERP,
JD Edwards Enterprise 9] 7|g0] &A% 9 o
7198 L 7Y IAFEA A" S ATt

ATH4,5].

= AAsto] EA0 3835ttt ESF 8 WP
T2 23 293 vj2YA A g9l I V)&
A A" QR0 ERso] vt fidS o=
duto|(delphi metnod) 7IH¥} Excell, Expert
ChoiceE ©]-8sto] AHP(analytic hierarchy Process)
4 S o 8 AT 8% EAs6IGIH.

2. 0128 7 U My

2.1 S2RE7[HE AIS sigt & AR
7197490 oA FA € AF B AAHLS F
Z-29] Ado] =Y A7 AY 715 AFH
(Server Based Computing) &2 ESIHHA|AHO
2 FgEo] AYEH et ST AFEHL2 7

)
e T )

=
HAE 7L gloH, T2t AFY, /2
9, UEND A7% 5 A 388 Mde=
T JcH4.

Elmonem et al(2017)[2], Elbahri et
al.2019)[6], Hadidi et al.(2020)[515-9] A7l 25t
W FE AFHS AM FE9-E(private cloud),
I8 ZZ9=(public cloud), 3lo]E g E(hybrid
cloud), I8l AFYE EFHEE(community
cloud® EF= 1 Qe AMd S2ReE9 g2 71
oji} 7jQlo] EHe-E 74t 71&E AR R
Tt EFot= AlAFeRE E 4= Stk &, HHE
0w gt WR AREARtE 377t 7Hestal, 7]
A9l 4 HolElE HeEotn 9Fo] Hol YjPo RS
H 3T 5= Q= AAHoR A it} 38 &
QC &= olufEl] AWS, tlo]| 2 AT E 9] Asure, 2.2t
£9] Oracle Cloud’} tfE&olg} & 4= 9lo, & <
et 71ed JAS 9l FRAANA AFHE Al
HA R0 R & & Qlth AMd 2959 Hlg 7l&
Ag 9 A9} H|E 5olA o]xo] YA Am HE
T2 Hdo] A& 4 Stk sojEPE ERE= E
Z-E0F AMHQl EEE Tl Y5k 7Y
ojm, H]-g} FAA FE Fis HAT & 7 WiE
o Agste L WAOE & 5 Utk ARYE

o oY,
:Oé
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STHFEE AR AHIA R0 ARARE sl =9
Bl A 0= et BopolA S-8o] 7heet HHAle
E #REch

Hadidi et al.(2020)[5], Chena et al.(2015)[4] &
9] Ao EEE o] 84S thadt Zol Al 7t
A WFE FESIL Qlty Saas(software as a
service)= 7|90] a3t ALE (S FeeE A
AF B HY A ACE, FEAY ARA ASA
7b ofEEACl A TAY SHH, SaaSe AR A
4 Hyjo] QEoA o]RojR= EAJOE A= HSlI
ist A4S gH5o]of Sttt PaaS(platform as a
service)= 710U 718l A A|ARS FEsEAY 2]
HAHog g0 das o L AL 55t AL
9] A RAES Aot A0 E B 4 Qrt. #HE
A AEEAY 29T & = 71eE D77 g3t
7b 7hsRt HOE B 4 Utk ST 7199 B¢
PaaSE AT5HA "ot

laaS(infrastructure as a servicey= ZELE At
JA7} AlSohe AHY} AEHA| 5 T A U
2= AHA FEE 3% S 8ok ot
laaSHAE it 2204 &84E 4= Stk AlS+= 7]
9] ERP(enterprise resource planning system)2]
TEEZ 5o 9= lom, ERPY &Y HE2 &
T ALS B FRcks HRYA A Aot
A A Qo & 4= Aok B3 S 7IRE
AlS+= HsAol & 34 71en Alade 2719 HF
Ao g Fdsto] Hilsl= H|ZYA Hdo] A
83 A AT JEE GHT & Q. E dFoA=
STE A9 AISHA it 8212 EUE 8 4
T 8% FMstaA} g

2.2 AIS, ERP SE&EFM duthot o

B AFAE 45490 AISAAHE Y B3&ETAQ
ERPAIAEIS] 9 A3 291 F40F ERPAIAH
9] Q8 AT Q9(critical success factors) 1235}
1, 3% IAFEAARS I EFS TSATH
Gupta et al(2020, 2016)[1,7] Elmonem et
al.2017)[2], Parhiskar et al.(2015)[8], Hadidi et
al.(2020)[5] 59 A7l Y5t 714 3|A 9 52
HAIARS] 53 £549 Q7SS thgt Zo] £
A 89l dFF 82l 191 7[ed AlA” 89l

Al 7WA & BRote] FAFEAIARS ekt 7]
£9 IAYEAAH 9 ERPAIAFIS w40t
Gupta(2020,2016)[1,7] 5°] A7e H4E FHOE
QoFstd thgat Zoh

AR, 22 2Hh9] gRloz 7|49 AR, 714
A% 9 Qlxe}, FA1H 891, N&rhs4, WsktE, i
SAY, H1HFT A, ZRAE #2] FO08 QoK%
4 Qi

A, 24 FYaR0R ARAY 58, 4579 &
A4, A, HIZYA Qd AL, GF9] 5, A
5o XA 9 A, R A, Are] 24, 9
AR 9 FRY AT 75, IR 58 TR £
& 4= Sl

AR, 716 AAE gRlog e AAEH I3, A
A8 A8 9 oA, AlA” fATE, AAH 53
3, NAE A, AA" o5, AETolA V)&, A
T 7le9 84 o8 Q9% 4 Sl

2 Ao A= ol2fgt AL} HEE EE &
A HPE Al 7 B & 244 89, AR ¥ 8
1, J83 71&3 Al2" gQloz HEsio] 9 4

-
Z 2912 2459,

o

3. 97 EAH

3.1 YIo|(Delphi) At

duto|(Delphi) RAHEAL 931 o] Q4%
XA, 22 £oF T2 HEAH FFoA H&E7t
9] wtolu HAshE 53l ooy BQlE AR
F&Eote] 24 9 Foole WHoR od9A o
[9.101.%, 95 7k Aolu 821 AAHCE =
E3lo] Fojd EAY F8E £02 AWNE AL £
9t "vo=z & 4 At} Sever et al.(2021)[11],
Goor et al(2022)[12] 59| ¥to] oJstd duto]
AZIHE AR7Fe ddeRE Yo s 35| i
of AEA 7+ tietell dish M o= loH, 2EF
o= Agste] oA gt HopE = L ¢ A=A
Aol Slth. 22 B4R E = (43 422 59 58k
E 24 Hedl, F8EE By SH4E HES
W&EFEA HlS{content validity ratio: CVR) &<
&l Bhdde A5t CVRIEE Tote W the
(4] 1% 2o CVRE: gd¥goe=
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Lawshe(1975)[13] 7} AR f-o]4=5 5% o]l 9] &}

oA ZHE, Bg Jof 71;6}01 A4 ol 2
etk 2 2 g
(Ne)- =
CVR= N (&4 1]
2

dulo] 7ML A2 Hok} o] WRF Holo]
A 71% Auto] Wby W 8 &g FAoR B
FEAA Uit s= 18t & Q1= o] 9lk uakA
gicte] tidt A} A=t RESAY 2A7} BES
0 o]2g EHE 544 WHg Agsto] A&422 1
THl S Ff A9 £RAS 25T 4 Stk

B oM MFYAToA AZo] | 37Hx] WE
9] gl g oz AR} HHLQJ JAS Edi= 2
A ZAF I 37 RARS B AEVF Hid9] o AS
=Lyl

[‘

3.2 AZE4 Y™(AHP)

ASEA HHL Saaty(1990)[14], Saaty(1986)[15]
ol 23 AT EC] AAH O] B AT £oFflA
AR 7o s BEHIL ok AHPRARS 7 Hijk
I kS AtiH)w(Pairwise Comparison)S 53
229 S5 FASH "ot w2 74 ASER &9
= ﬁxq'aP‘ TS E’O‘H 0] 71 gijke S

JMom B q.
a%} A F2E
sletal oot w4 Qe A H”%ﬂi
& 237} 7kt Aol itk AHP 24
AT AApo] oM Al e st -?4—
23Rl A2 gHske Zlo] F/3it o3t ‘ﬂ'
Ao ATA XEHE B EA49 994 4
AoH oz =4 219k Zol ALtE

Rowe et al.(2001), Saaty(1990)[16,17] 59 A+
of W=, I H]E&(CR: consistency ratio)Z
94 AHE(Consistency Index : CDE F&Y A4
(Random Index : RDZ Y= 39 A= 10510

G AP A =24 AW g Aos W

g

3 “‘l° r
ol rfr rlo ofm o>

o

o
mO
4

goa ik &, CR=-S10,1 o]l HokgolA] ek

Cr= Amax—mn 24 9]

n—1
1] A4 Ri(random index)= 15E 9Ao]9]
WYAIA /g v do] tigt CIgte] B3k
A

A ax ~0)/(0-1)E AZEHH, A o= Ol
Au|wPHoA 71} & 1-8A(largest eigenvalue)
o g AyErt. B3 n HuEE 7|29 & v
Stm, AHP o ¥R WPHo|N= A e = no TATF
AEEth 191 SHsH daAdol fAIE= A vl

IFPFL A = no & ALEY, dBHo] 245

o 21T max

N max 7t 190l 71217 ek, AHPEA who]
o thg (44 313} 2o Ak

L1 Lyg v - Ty

Lop Lgg -« . Ly

D= 31 32 3n ‘/l\‘él?)]

AHP 2 oAl A= A=, A A DA o
M AHEA ASS 45t + A dAloA=
EZAg A5, Al WA, JAASA S5t
She B3 giet o] A
SAA = B2 25 FAbete] A g} she, ot
Ao g 7MsAE B At $_EE FESHA €
. &, A 52 o]Yulw HE W (pair-wise
comparison method)22 AkEE PO
(Eigen Value Method)= A& Z3HEL Q= 9l
=9 #Z 59l A S84 & 7AE F45t
8 +=9E Z24sHA doh

EEEY

4.1 apHS0] TS BIH0|(delphi) 24

AISAI 28] 9] Z2heE 23t Tsto] o] E+<t
SOl S EY AYATE SHOE Table 1
o o] W27t HEdE ez AR
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Table 1. Experts of Respondents Var. Me_Fac. M. | SD.| OR R | TR
Category Status & Position Engg?ng & No. BHS. 2-3 ggg -631 ! 1
5 k 591 1
Researcher &
Instructor 9 BF. 27 891 340 5 6
Respondents More than E— 22 .808 431 6
(Korea) Consultant 10yrs 3 Op.Fa) B 40 856 581 2 5
System 9 Kor. ) 40 870 503 2
Manager A 8 39 | 92 | 53 | 3 5
Sub-Total 15 ) 38 910 521 4
Researcher & 9 Blt. 35 880 470 4 4
Instructor 37 894 451 3
More than 22 923 .361 6
Responde-nts | Consultant 3
America) Sontsu o 10yrs BP- 23 | 882 | am 5 °
ystem 3 44 | 867 | 58 2
M
anager SS. 43 | 880 | B0 1 !
Sub-Total 15 TA 36 930 01 4 .
Total 30 ) 34 921 .3 4
42 882 .508 1
S—oer‘Fa) M 4.1 .893 512 2 2
Table 2. Delphi Analysis of Primary Factors Ay < ;18 ggz ;2)8 2 3
Var. é\/leasur.e.ment F?ét)c))rs References - 36 ) 150 5 .
titl 5 .
ompetitiveness AegZo2Ne] 35 e ) 5
Economics(Ec) N
Digital Dwivedi(2017)[19], SMo 25 .850 412 5 6
o gl . Gupta(2020, 2019)[1,20], - 23 | 912 | 380 6
Organization | Transformation(DT)
Song(2018)[21],
Factors Change
Dubey(2019)[22],
OFa Management(CHV) Pabedinskaite(2010)(23], - o =
Sustainabilty(Su), lis01024] o|gAToA A Dol 7S B 14 F2
Infrastructure ] - -
Management(IM) Goor(2022112] }\é:g— 202 k]ﬂ 0}01 }—A}E Z]’“O}%;} HE7 ]’ -“HH
Business Hosting oT =1 7}o 7]_7 AT I 2
. 2 Table 1 3 " =l
Solution(BHS), Hnadid(2020)[25], _ 2F 2ol T3t vl 4 gt ~L d _l
Business Amalick(2010)[26], 2 7k 1398 AASI] FAF B4 13 AEE
Operation Flexibility(BF) Dewei(2012)[27], e lo] AL Yol 227 A
Pt Business Stability(BS), Gupta(2020, 2016)[1.7], RAFO] WigX Table 29} Zo] XA a1do] AAY
Business Shao(2019)[28], ol A& 5ol P A Zo o
(Op_Fa) Intelligence(Bl) Francoise(2009)[29], 719 1z}, A 759, A&7ke 52 oA '9""‘4‘
Busines.s Remus(2007)[30], %Eq' o = ‘{f(_)_‘dé O" %E;]Q % = O @ ]:H_/\L. H]ZSL]i ‘Zé\‘
Integration(Blt), Goor(2022)[12]
Business Process(BP) A oFFA, 84, B £9] ¢/f 8Q1o=F A
System Scalability(SS), = A - —
Technology 019161 skt 71ed AIAR QR12 AJAH A, S8,
Adoption(TA) uan '
Systzr'gn( ) Chandrakumar(2014)132], H424, 484 %—4 67/ 89102 2ARE JPstect
Technology ! Aaskari(2012)[33], H o 20 =2 =210
Factors ﬁ?;?ancdSM)‘ Kumar(2002)[34], 12 e 8 e 89 B 85 FHoR
e | Compativiy(s0) et 27 W4 XA}W_} o= JYsjgor, YAZE
RS, Goor(2022)12 A A5g AMgSte] FAE £S5 2ABAC v
Syem WobiySe) °2 23} drjo] ZA= CVRRo] Solalel W4E g

Table 3. 2" Delphi Analysis of Primary Factors

Var. Me_Fac. M. SD. CWR R. TR
43 | 92 | 501 1
co. 40 | 891 | 52 1 !
, 38 | 910 | 573 3 5
: 39 | 812 | 543 2
33 | 845 | 430 6
<K%rr Fa) OT. 32 878 | 423 6 6
A, o 28 | 912 | 379 4 .
) 29 | 906 | 3% 5
40 | 934 | 50 2
Su 39 | 890 | 501 3 2
37 | 876 | 403 5
M. 35 | 907 | 412 4 4

AR, A=

t}S Table 49 2t}

Table 4. 3" Delphi Analysis of Primary Factors

Var. Me_Fac. M. S.D. CVR R. TR.
c 38 912 601 2 5
0.
©r 33 890 587 3
Fa) - 37 911 543 3 5
Kor. 4.0 812 621 2
A S 44 94 645 1 :
. 42 801 670 1
(Op_Fa) 3.2 860 556 3
Kor. BHS. 3
Amr. 4.1 .829 50 2
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Table 4. Continued

Var. Me_Fac. M. SD. CVR R. TR
45 | @6 | 50 1
(KC(’)?_—Fa) BS. 0 | e | 55 3 !
e o 38 | o2 | s0 3 ,
44 | 93 | 50 1
42 | es | 6 2
SS. 3 | &1 | s® 1 !
(Te_Fa) 44 | e | 58 1
Eﬁ;_ S 41 o0 | 2 2
« 36 | o7 | s 3 Z
39 | %4 | 500 3

Table 4914 H= vi2F Zo] A/ M= CVR
gro] .5 ol A9 Hr 79| A 89, 24
o] BAIA =&el, J2al 7149 A&7 M A
et vl2yA g EHeRE H2YA 5
A, 47 794, 29 H2Y A EEdA aRlo]
247 e R AGEIH. 71ed ALE 2]l He
2+ CVR#o] .5 ol A& eHd, A" fA]
oo, AlLE 28 7k AFE I WA 33 2
mto] FAME HIFOE AHPEAS 53 23 Y, o
29 A B Ve AlAE 89l A 84
290E HFHoR 44 9 E4stalAt .
£ AdFolde A=de 245171 flsh th= Table
59F go] =AA aRlEAMS AT A HAAA
Hintet o] 2214 gRloM= A&7k, AA

oK

2 QIRLolE Mgl HRUA 424, HzUA
e, Y w0 A Hol rjgo R 71a
2 A5E Ao S, fARE, T34 SoB
29lo] AAEIGor], RRHO Lehd A8} &
ngte] A9 B, 72 Asleka QoiN 2 ale] SUE
of tigt Allge e Row BAY 4 Ik

Table 5. Reliability Analysis and Exploratory Factor
Analysis Result

Var. Or-Fa Op-Fa Te-Fa Cronbach's a

Su. 845
Ec. .857 0.753
Co. 843

BS. 825
Bl 803 0.723
BHS. 780

SS. 790
SM. 783 0.703
SC. 778

Organization Factors:Or_Fa, Operation Factors:Op_fa,

Technology Factors:Te_Fa, Competitiveness(Co), Economics(Ec),

Digital Transformation(DT), Sustainability(Su), Infrastructure
Management(IM), Business Hosting Solution(BHS), Business
Flexibility(BF), Business Stability(BS), Business Intelligence(Bl), Business
Integration(BIt), Business Process(BP), System Scalability(SS),
Technology Adoption(TA), System Maintenance(SM), System
Compatibility(SC), Network Accessibility(NA), Sytem Mobility(SMo)

O M
o oo

42 201 #20] THt AHP 24

£ AT ML dnjolRAoE o =51 o9 %
243 % HBLAUSE Edfet AHPEAS Sl o}
2 Fig. 13} 20| 3439 A7Rge 2. o
FRFOIA B ulg} Zo| 17} AZL FHSE At
SAYEALT F8 4T 802 B Goof o
Hu, 24 AL 2%, 29, 714 80102 T4
o 3% 4SS A% 290w Y19 A4 89, %
o AAH &, 12T 7199 Adhsy WrE
Fsiglon], AL 4R eguATL HAYA
S24, 9T 994, 291 2~ AheEs 29
oz TREE. vho 7144 A2d 20l W
2 ALY SR, A2E GATE, A2Y E8Y

A5 P,

‘ Cloud based AIS CSFs ‘

[ Organizstion | ‘ Operation ‘ ‘ : ‘

‘ Factors ‘ — | Technology Factors

' Compefitiveness | Solution | Scalability
Sustainability Stability Maintenance
Economics Intelligence Compatibility

Fig. 1. AHP Research Model

dfo] ZALE B9 YEH WSS B2 AHPEA
£ Agsiitt. A WA A5 24 23 VsAe #
50014 B ute} o] 222014 3242 Urehdtch CI
Z3} CREE B% 93 4202 BAjgjo] AR} 1
g 2ALY] SOl tiet A9e SHE AoE & 5
Utk AAASEANAE S} vl HRvt Wy
< B F9Joto] E4stqint. o2et £42 & At
o fii 7FEAE B F JE vwshe Ao Bt
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7-5i0| g2 Hwe 27

aypHo)7] fZoltt. A HMA AZolAE 71ed Al
g 89lo] FFHQE sjute] AISK AR EUT &9
o oA 7 FQ3F gQlo g 71FEt 311— Ao
2 % Stk J3 % wA A A SHeE 22t
HzY2 2geels 24eQloR BAF9I,
= WA SHAASEAS] At H 7HA] Hpof His|
=t w59 A7 T EA e ol=e 2
JJrL =] Fe- S 7IHEe] AISAIAE =)
CJAIZI7t =R wlea, SRR Vs gigt 4
ol #Zkel7] 3471 'IHE_E 4T 4= Qi sHelA
E4L Table 6914 E+ He} Zo] 23 2949 7
=2 AE7RsAdo] A WA 9ol AT vl=o] 7
AF qgAdo] AL Z Yebgtt H2YA
Q‘ﬂOIWE =714 Aol 1=flol ATt
9] A9 H2Y2A £THo] 1292 BAHLL,
HW‘% 02 71&d A2d QAR Be] A9 A
28 e 7 gRlog AAHIAT, v §
Age] HRo] A WA £92 RAEY ojzist 2
S 9IASe] 17 B4 At Zo] Fees vk
o] AISK 2819 =T 28] 9lojA] vle] A9 %
% Wi 2ol 4% Sof QlolA eHgst Yamct
< AR &9l WA 1EHE Aor & 4 Ut 5t
AASY AA £HE 71ed AL" M FolME ot
3, SAB, 394 ¢ Yepton] 3 WA 2
8 8 29l 237 adlo] vaUs GA Ui
HOE e FRE 97 £ Aow BAHEg.
Al AR Z FAASY 7%%]% SHASY 7HA
ETHE }Z Table 73 Zo] H&F =8 4% 82
£ TZ&5Hith Table 7004 E& Hiel Zo] 23
dﬂr% Oha $8%= 971 Aot e Aoz &
g AUtk WA 71ed AL Q91 23t #AT} 2fo]
7b QUAIRE, Bl ZYA AR 22017 22 Q012 Afo]
7F Qe AR & 4 Atk & AFA aRloMe S
QT 7]8k AIS A|AEL v wA 2L v 2YA 2
of A-gstoiof shrf, HFARI L= Al Hg o]
OA-]/\] 0],_71_011— ﬂoii P o] .E‘:’l' _;}_;gl _1?1_1,1:_10"
M AR SHo] $AeAE AFEH . ol=et 2
e Mz AlLF 0 =AM 7 1BE=
7Ie4 a]lojghe AgAT ARt o= A= 7
sl A7z Bag ety 9 e st

o] 714 A8 380l AoM B 2 Ve

ok

_ 41 o Ho o[}lt ni' r
Ho o,

r{m r.& i

>-&E| et opyt A B AJAR EF4 Fopofl 4

Moz A% Het WAT A0 ¥ & Utk

d

Table 5. 1% Criteria Priority Analysis

s 1st Tier Factors

Weight Rank Priority

Organization Factors 0.222 3 3

Operation Factors 0.268 2 2

Technology Factors 0.324 1 1

Sum 3
Cl =0.0370 CR = 0.0706
Table 6. 2™ Criteria Priority Analysis

e Korea America Total
We. Ra. We. Ra. We. Ra.
Competitiveness .530 3 480 3 505 8
Sustainability .640 1 570 2 605 4
Economics .680 2 660 1 602 5
Solution 460 3 520 1 490 9
Stability .590 1 460 3 525 6
Intelligence 533 2 480 2 505 7
Scalability .680 1 654 2 665 1
Maintenance .620 2 670 1 645 2
Compatibility .593 3 638 3 615 3

Sum 30

Table 7. Result fo Final Criteria Priority Analysis

e Korea America Tota
We. Ra. We. Ra. We. Ra.
Competitiveness 117 3 106 3 A1 9
Sustainability 142 1 126 2 134 7
Economics 128 2 146 1 137 5
Solution 123 3 139 1 131 8
Stability .168 1 123 3 140 4
Intelligence 142 2 128 2 135 6
Scalability .220 1 21 1 215 1
Maintenance .200 2 217 2 .205 2
Compatibility 192 3 .206 3 199 3
Sum 30

£ AFolA= AHP ASEES S AAE 47
/RCJ—EH ol O}Htﬂ 0" I:Ho]-%_ _g_ 1_%7]_ r’H@ }_}\}%

53l F2&ol gt SARAE BAT & AT
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