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Abstract Recently, it is expected for requirement for more scientific research of weapon systems acquisition
alternatives with reliability and objectivity. For these needs, study on methodology of weapon systems
acquisition alternatives is but on—going, but it is still in its early stages and is unprofessional. We compared
general decision making methods, government development program decision making methods,
methodologies of weapon systems acquisition alternatives research such as AHP, ANP, KAAM and proposed
AHP as weapon acquisition analysis. This study guarantees objectivity and derives scientific research results
reliability by analyzing and comparing comprehensive elements such as cost, effectiveness, deployment
schedule, program management risk. Further study on AHP weight and other decision making methods is
needed considering category of weapon systems and program characteristics.
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Table 1. Advantages and Disadvantages of Decision Methods

Methods | convents(atingity) | Comentolaoris) | SN | Sidinent | ludment | Rehabiiy
AHP O X Easy O X High
ANP X O Complex O X Low

KAAM O X Complex X O Low
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* TRA : Technology Readiness Assessment
**TLC : Total Life Cycle

Fig. 1. Procedure of Acquisition Alternatives Analysis
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Table 2. Proposed Comparing Contents for Analysis of
Weapon Acquisition Alternatives

Level 1

Level 2

Total Life Cycle Cost

Economy
Ripple Effect

Performance of Operability

Deployment Supporting

Effectiveness
Elements

Functionality

Deployment Schedule

Project Management Risk
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Table 3. Weight of Comparing Contents of OO System Acquisition Alternatives

Level 1 Level 2 Domestic Development Foreign Purchase
Total Life Cycle Cost(0.66) 1(W00.008) 2.7(¥00.008)

Economy (0.15) (0.41)
(0.23) ) 1 0.35
Ripple Effect(0.34) (0.08) (0.03)
Performance of Operability 1 1.36
(0.47) (0.23) (0.31)
Effectiveness Deployment Supporting Elements 1 0.57
(0.48) (0.17) (0.08) (0.05)
Functionality 1 1.38
(0.36) (0.17) (0.24)
1 1.90
Deployment Schedule(0.17) 017 (0.32)
. . 1 0.19
Project Management Risk(0.12) (0.12) (0.02)
1 1.38
Total Score (2nd) (1st)
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