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Abstract Various manufacturing companies are performing FMEA for Reliability Assurance. FMEA
provides a means of preventing possible failures during product development and manufacture. Risk is
calculated by multiplying severity, occurrence, and detectability. However, the relative importance of
these factors depends on industry, product, and process. In this paper, the relative importance of
severity, occurrence, and detection of military pyrotechnics produced by o o Corporation were
calculated using AHP. In addition, a case application of FMEA was applied to the manufacture of an
electric detonator. As a result, the relative importance of these factors was ranked in descending order
as; severity, occurrence, and detection. Furthermore, the study shows that factor priorities derived by
FMEA and FMEA plus AHP differ.

Keywords : AHP, FMEA, Detonator, Pyrotechnic, Defense

1. ME FH4S HATC RN, 29 878 FFAV= ;%O]E}

(1. E3 I50] FEUTE A8l AgE=lE AR

T FEESE FYFEAEY shEA Ak AdHeE sl g2l 2ol 719 sl P H|

A3} A& D ZI2AA A, AFAA 9 EZAAH I¥H7HFailure Mode and Effect Analysis, ©]3}

Y, A o, 1A Evt J mEw JHE Edi®E 9] FMEA)= 19509t AARS] @54 #AE A6l

de Adska, FolA AMgske ZaEol el 2ol & #iste] e AlFAd IgelH2]. B3, AENE 3

Foh= AlEdsel FEEUMETRE glstal FEo A FAoNA WD 5 e IS I8t ARl
*Corresponding Author : Gang-San Lee(Korea Research Institute for defense Technology planning and advancement)

email: 1ks0977@krit.re.kr

Received June 14, 2022 Revised July 21, 2022
Accepted August 3, 2022 Published August 31, 2022

156



=54 33F AXITH9 FMEA At

Aot HHoltt. thA] WalA WA 7hsdt BAIKO] of  Fotedl ARgETh dYie] ®efo] ARBEE XS
| Zo] 3lom, ojZlo] oA ofH FF= mA=A  (High Explosive)?] £ 9182 v &4 b ¢
B4 1 AR 2 A0S ol sjaste W o ¥ReAE vl RA AR whgAdo] B 1Eof
oJth3]. = ZIAF)7] Aol eofuith Zxd A|A”lo] 25t
@®o ooA= A7 A=Y HIS ol FMEAE &= =1 ol 5-F0] A== Aot #58 I339
ool glom, EH IHEE gt 24 4% HEAQ] 2= A7]4] H@o] glom AvkARl H7]4]

=

5 Asl7] Y8 A4 Risk Priority Number,
olst RPN)9] 7Hd& ARGl Sloh. RPN wHd<
el A24%, 3R E Yeils T8, dE7t

54 Vel 2250 Fog AtEr] vz tie
3t Holol W] A8 7Rtk Aol YA, 54 4t
/A3 & 2 ST olhrks W] 9l
th old] AHPE A83 AtiERwe] Hde Agstu

Eopda AT AFTHE & S Sk

gt ATAES oY PR AUFeEE S
o} AHPE H-83F v} QltH4-6). 3+ 9] 1WLS AHP
718 AREoto] EAEE AFAL ALk Hx AL
o FFE A= 8AEFHE, BHEA, 84, HAA,
ALEA) 9] A FRFdS ATotatHAlL w9 9 1
H2 AHP 7| 9 Fuzzyol2& &850 AE7E o
Ao AF AAl gt kGBIt 7ol s AT
SHATH5]. E3L ol 9f 4782 AHP 7S &85t
UG A 75 g H7L 7L BRI

A olRaL, WRY 59 Jeid JepgS AToIALHGL

£ A7oAE dubzel FMEAS] B Heslr] ¢
s AHP7|HE #-8sto] -88k8F =opoll 23et

FMEA WHES AAotort. WA 48 3h3F Eof
AE7FE o g AE7E AES AASHE, AHP 7]
S ARgele] Az, TE, HAEEY AtEarE

AREStolth gt AEVF RS 43 AIST AAlst

ot g e 2 Fg SRl 41 W4T

FMEAY] 97 23S 2g 9 B45lo] 979 a84S

AEstArt.

=1}
=

2. 1L

13

20|

rhu

21 522

SEEE S Ho 58 41§ 2] et /i3E
wopul(7] P4, QU] 5 TRt Rl Wel
oIk PRI 4 RO ASEE B3E
= doluelo|=rt k. 2480 ASEE 8
o gurHoz 23A717] 9ol oeixE B

o
o=

o
TES =

157

H#o] F&2 Fig. 13 £
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Fig. 2. Procedure of AHP
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