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On Computer GO Program Design Description

Young-Sang Kim and Chong-Cheol Lee

Abstract

Like computer GO, in complex problem solving system, design description of

program specify an ability which a player decides a next move accurately because planning is
intermixed with execution which changes the environment at each move. In this paper, we
discuss fundamental design concepts for software product and suggest a document format of
software design description for Compuper Go program. Suggested software design description
could be used for the GO program revision conventionally.
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Fig. 1. Modularity and software cost.
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