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Problem Statement

A lot of different JavaScript preprocessing languages can be found on the Web
nowadays.

Therefore, choosing the appropriate language for a certain problem can be a very
difficult decision.

If the choice is not made with litile forethought, it might lead to possibly serious
problems later in the projects.

Many of these problems could be avoided, if developers had a way of
systematically evaluating alternatives.

Research Question

Which specific JavaScript preprocessing language

CofteeScript, TypeScript, LiveScript, Dart =G

is best suited for a new web application project, depending on some of the projects
properties and its environment?
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Group of interest: Management and Development Team

Project scope, goals & objectives
Resources
Technology

CoffeeScript TypeScript LiveScript Dart | Weighting

Development Time
Language Features

Code Reuse | 3 2 4 [X]
Tool Support
IDE Support 2 3 1 3 [X]

Conclusion & Future Work

Though the answer to our research question depends very much on the used weighting factors, the
result of our two example analyses show that Dart and TypeScript might be the best option to
choose, followed by CoffeeScript and LiveScript.

Since the cost-benefit analysis template can be seen as the main contribution of this thesis, it would
be kind of interesting to expand this template in some future work in several ways. E.g.:

- expand number of features
- divide given features into subfeatures
- add new preprocessing languages

This given suggestions would enhance the cost-benefit analysis template and help providing better

results.
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