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A Study on Selection of R&D Supervision Institution of Weapon
Systems Using Delphi and AHP
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Abstract Based on the characteristics of the weapon system, a government-funded research institute or
a defense industry company is selected as the R&D supervision institution. On the other hand, research
for the selection of a R&D supervision institution has not been conducted actively. This paper proposes
a methodology for selecting R&D supervision institutions, such as procedure and indices. First,
candidates of the index were obtained using data investigation and consulting, and five indices were
deduced using Delphi. The weight of the indices was set using AHP. The high element consisted of
'Technical elements' and 'Business element. The low element of 'Technical elements' consisted of
'Possession and readiness of critical technology' and 'Experience of similar R&D'. The low element of
'‘Business element' consisted of 'Base circumstance of the project, 'Risk management’, and 'Will for the
project’. The total weights of the indices were 'Possession and readiness of critical technology' 0.405,
'Experience of similar R&D' 0.297, 'Base circumstance of the project' 0.124, 'Risk management' 0.127, and
'Will for the project' 0.047. The indices were applied to the 00 weapon system and the result was
deduced.
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Table 1. Investigation of past preliminary studies
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MND : Ministry of National Defense
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1 Possession and readiness of critical technology i -

2 Complexity of technology L 54 ArE ALY o HJEA o= oA AT
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6 Technical and economical ripple effect
7 Efficiency of budget execution Table 3. Respondents for delphi
8 Will for project
9 Basiness to collect investment cost Spec. Respondents Percentage(%)
10 Development cost and period Professor 8 17
11 Subject of investment (SNU KNDU etc)
12 Risk management Civil researcher 4 9
13 Base circumstance of project (éMI’ KPMI }eltc)
- - - . ov researcher
14 Mutual cooperation v;/gr}; prﬂeﬂllz;me organization and (DTAQ. KIDA) 14 30
15 Connectivity to system development (S];)/I;;izr S{} ;(egrveitcce) 16 35
Accessibility to military data and probability of security —
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DAPA : Defense Acquisition Project Administration
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N | invaie | % | in value
10 062 20 042

11 059 2 037

12 056 30 033

13 054 35 031

14 051 40 029
15 049

Table 5. Index for 2nd delphi

No Index

1 Possession and readiness of critical technology(PR)

2 Experience of similar R&D(ES)

3 Accordance to policy(AP)

4 Will for project(WP)

5 Risk management(RM)

6 Base circumstance of project(BC)
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Table 6. Respondents of delphi

Spec. Respondents Percentage(%)
(KXDY ) ’ *
i 0 : ?
Gov.( S?S;S;Cher 2 20
ARy § z
“oarn 1 N

Total 10 100

* KNDU : Korea National Defense University

* KPMI : Korea Project Management Institute

* DTAQ : Defense Agency for Technology and Quality
* DAPA : Defense Acquisition Project Administration
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Table 7. Weight of indexes
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High element Total
Item Weight Item Weight weight
PR 0.577 0.405
T 0.702
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BC 0.416 0.124
B 0.298 RM 0.427 0.127
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Category Gov Institute Company
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Table 9. Change of method

Spec. Past case New method

Selection of indexes By researcher Delphi, CVR

Multiple(AHP)
AHP

Weight of indexes Equal
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