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Abstract The defense venture support program supports development so that it can be applied to the
defense sector based on their technology and ideas to revitalize the private advancement of small and
medium-sized enterprises to the defense sector. Since 2015, it has been operated with contributions
from the Defense Acquisition Program Administration and has supported 84 projects. Moreover, it is an
early stage in which results have been derived after 2018. In this study, the R&BD efficiency derived
according to the budget for each project was compared using data envelopment analysis and classified
and analyzed according to the characteristics of each project to identify the performance factors for
each outstanding project. Based on the analysis results, this study considered support plans for efficient
support programs and continuous performance creation in the future. As a result, it is expected that the
effectiveness of the defense venture support project will be strengthened, and excellent performance will

be expanded based on this study.
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Table 1. Summary of defense Venture Support Program

Distribution Details Description
Objective Providing ‘op?portu‘nities for private
SMEs to Participate in Defense Industry
Proposal Method Bottom-Up
Target SMEs

(Max.) 300million won & 2years

fund & Period * within 75 % of total cost
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Fig. 2. Defense Venture Support Program Budget Trend
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Table 2. Status of Completed Projects Performance

End Year 2016 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019 | 2020

NO. of Project 0 8 15 9 11

Status of R&D Performance(NO. of Project)

Total R&D Cost W 15,206,908,000 (43 projects)

Sales ¥ 5,388,640,000 (14 projects)

Patent 23 patents (16 projects)

Journal Papers 8 papers (6 projects)

Recruitment 50 people (16 projects)
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Table 3. Descriptive Statistics of Variables

Table 4. DEA results by Staged Analytic Model

Variables Min. Max. Mean StDev. Distribution Efficiency | Effectiveness | Productivity
[Input] Total Cost 1.8 6.37 3.54 0.9 Mean 0.313 0.214 0.208
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Patents - 5 0.7 08 Efficient Project (44 %) (30 %) (37 %)
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Table 5. Spearman correlation coefficients among
three stages

Distribution Efficiency | Effectiveness | Productivity
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Table 6. Project distribution by technology classification

Electrics Optics Mechanics Biotech
18 ea (42 %) | Sea (12%) | 6ea (14 % | 1ea 2%
Radio comms Chemicals Materials Inform.at tion

Service
5 ea. (12 %) 3 ea (7 %) 3ea (7% | 2ea (47 %
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Table 7. Project distribution by relevance to weapon
system & demand based in advance

Relevance to Weapon sys. Force support sys.
Weapon system 30 ea. (70 %) 13 ea. (30 %)
Relevance to Related Free proposal
Demand 15 ea. (35 %) 28 ea. (65 %)
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