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Abstract The recent emphasis on the importance of rapid acquisition for a weapon system reflects the
recent pace of technological development. Considering these points, the DAPA established a rapid
acquisition system for projects as follows: public offering, project selection, prototyping or deployment,
pilot operation, requirements determination, and full deployment. Project selection under rapid
acquisition is the most important part of the process in terms of project success or failure. This is a
follow-up study that calculates weights by analyzing the importance of each item in the rapid acquisition
project selection evaluation index developed by Eom et al. (2022) through the Analytical Hierarchy
Process (AHP). The main contents of this study are as follows. First, through an expert survey, the AHP
is used to analyze relative importance and to calculate weights. Second, the influence of fluctuations in
the weights is confirmed through sensitivity analysis of the calculated weights. Third, the
appropriateness of the calculated weights is verified through a group survey of other experts who did
not participate in the AHP. Applying the weights calculated to the developed project selection evaluation
index through importance analysis is expected to contribute to efficiency in government budget use by

deriving reasonable alternatives.
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Table 1. Evaluation index of Project Selection

Rapid Fielding
Military Applicability & Needs

Rapid Prototyping

Military Applicability & Needs

Capability Overlaps &
Redundancy

Capability Overlaps &
Redundancy

Domestic Technology Level Domestic Technology Level

Possibility of pilot operation -

- Localization

- Technological innovation
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Table 2. Rapid Acquisition Project Selection Contents
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Level 1 Level 2
Operational 1. Needs from Operational Context and Threat
Effectiveness 2. Capability Requirements and Gap/Overlaps
& Affordability 3. Life Cycle Cost & Affordability
4. Influence of Other Systems
Requirements 5. Performance for Mission Effectiveness
Stability 6. Other System Attributes
System 7. Interoperability
Requirements 8. Frequency & Electromagnetic Environmental Effects
9. Intelligence Supportability
10. Safety
11. DOTmLPF-P Considerations
12. Technology Readiness
Technical Technical 13. Technology Difficulty
Feasibility Feasibility 14. Technology Innovativeness

15. Localization (External Dependence)
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Table 3. The Hierarchy of Rapid Acquisition Project Selection Evaluation Index

Overall Objective Level 1

Level 2

Operational Effectiveness &
Affordability

. Needs from Operational Context & Threat
. Capability Requirements & Gap/Overlaps
. Life-Cycle Cost & Affordability

Rapid Acquisition Project System Requirements

Selection Evaluation

I T o e B Y A N R S R

. Influence of Other Systems

. Performance for Mission Effectiveness

. Other System Attributes

. Interoperability

. Frequency & Electromagnetic Environmental Effects
. Intelligence Supportability

10.
. DOTmLPF-P Consideration

Safety

Technical Feasibility

12.
13.
14.
15.

Technology Readiness
Technology Difficulty
Technology Innovativeness

Localization(External Dependence)
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Table 4. The weight of Rapid Acquisition Project Selection Evaluation Index

Level 1 Level 2 Weoi?ht Rankfing
Contents W?Xiht Contents W((e]IBE)éht C&n}t{eél)ts Conotents
1. Operational 1. Needs from Operational Context & Threat 0.562 0.185 1
Effectiveness & 0.330 2. Capability Requirements & Gap/Overlaps 0.284 0.094 4
Affordability 3. Life-Cycle Cost & Affordability 0.155 0.051 8
4. Influence of Other Systems 0.201 0.070 5
5. Performance for Mission Effectiveness 0.298 0.104 3
6. Other System Attributes 0.106 0.037 11
2. ?YStem 0349 7. Interoperability 0.143 0.050 9
Requirements 8. Frequency & Electromagnetic Environmental Effects 0.090 0.031 12
9. Intelligence Supportability 0.034 0.012 15
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12. Technology Readiness 0.503 0.161 2
3. Technical 0321 13. Technology Difficulty 0.190 0.061 6
Feasibility 14. Technology Innovativeness 0.139 0.045 10
15. Localization(External Dependence) 0.168 0.054 7
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Table 6. The Survey Results of Conformity Assessment of Study Results
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