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0.9 6.1 ± 0.8
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± 0.8 6.5 ± 

amouflage, an
ore acceptabl

ast acceptable
acceptable at 
l properties of

A but were stil
st rated mater
lowest rated c
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a significantl
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he features qu
n acceptance r
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Participants in
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indicated that
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Figure 1

controlled Eval

eployment m
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ployment focu
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SD
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Modular Fighti

operties acc
MFR A2 
Mean ± 

SD

M
M

6.3 ± 0.8 6.3
6.4 ± 0.6 5.9
6.7 ± 0.4 6.3
6.7 ± 0.6 6.5

easonably acc
with an overa
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± 1.6 5.5 ± 1
± 1.3 6.0 ± 1
± 1.2 5.9 ± 1
± 1.1 6.3 ± 0
± 1.3 6.1 ± 1
± 0.9 6.4 ± 0
± 1.1 6.0 ± 1
± 1.3 6.0 ± 1
± 1.1 6.3 ± 0
± 1.1 6.3 ± 0
± 1.7 5.1 ± 1
± 1.0 6.2 ± 1
± 1.0 6.2 ± 1
± 1.7 5.3 ± 1
± 1.4 5.8 ± 1
± 1.0 6.4 ± 0
± 0.8 6.4 ± 0

± 1.0 6.4 ± 0

± 0.9 6.3 ± 0
± 0.9 6.5 ± 0
± 0.9 6.6 ± 0
± 1.0 6.4 ± 0
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± 0.9 6.6 ± 0
± 0.9 6.4 ± 0
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MFR A 
Diff 

1.0 0.4 
1.1 0.2 
1.5 0.3 
1.2 0.2 
1.3 0 
0.9 0.4 
1.1 0.4 
0.8 0.2 
1.0 0.2 
1.0 0.3 
0.8 0.3 
0.7 0.3 
1.6 0.3 
1.0 0.3 
1.0 0.3 
1.6 0.4 
1.3 0.4 
0.7 0.2 
0.8 0.1 

0.7 0.2

0.8 0.2 
0.7 0.3 
0.7 0.4 
0.8 0.2 

0.6 0.3

0.7 0.3 
0.8 0.3 
0.9 0.3 
0.8 0.2 
0.8 0.3 
0.7 0.2 
0.6 0.4 

0.7 0.3

ing Rigs 

nt and post-
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Mean ± 
SD

5.1 ± 1.5 5
4.6 ± 1.6 6
5.6 ± 1.1 5
5.2 ± 1.3 5
5.3 ± 1.2 5
5.6 ± 1.2 5
5.4 ± 1.2 5
5.6 ± 1.3 5
5.9 ± 1.1 5
5.6 ± 1.4 5
5.2 ± 1.6 5
5.0 ± 1.6 5
5.7 ± 1.1 4
5.4 ± 1.3 5
5.4 ± 1.2 5
6.2 ± 1.0 5
5.9 ± 0.9 5
5.8 ± 0.9 5
5.1 ± 1.5 5

4.6 ± 1.6 5

5.6 ± 1.1 5
5.2 ± 1.3 5
5.3 ± 1.2 5
5.6 ± 1.2 5

5.4 ± 1.2 6

5.6 ± 1.3 5
5.9 ± 1.1 5
5.6 ± 1.4 6
5.2 ± 1.6 6
5.0 ± 1.6 5
5.7 ± 1.1 6
5.4 ± 1.3 6

5.4 ± 1.2 5
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Mean ± 
SD
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D

5.7 ± 1.2 0
6.0 ± 0.9 1
5.4 ± 1.1 -0
5.9 ± 0.8 0
5.7 ± 1.0 0
5.8 ± 0.8 0
5.3 ± 1.3 -0
5.8 ± 1.0 0
5.3 ± 1.2 -0
5.6 ± 1.0 
5.6 ± 0.9 0
5.6 ± 0.9 0
4.8 ± 1.3 -0
5.7 ± 1.0 0
5.6 ± 0.9 0
5.9 ± 0.9 -0
5.9 ± 0.8 
5.8 ± 1.0 
5.8 ± 1.0 0

5.6 ± 1.0 

5.8 ± 0.8 0
5.5 ± 1.1 0
5.7 ± 1.0 0
5.6 ± 0.9 

6.0 ± 0.9 0

5.8 ± 0.8 0
5.8 ± 0.8 -0
6.0 ± 0.8 0
6.1 ± 0.8 0
5.7 ± 1.0 0
6.2 ± 0.7 0
6.0 ± 0.7 0

5.8 ± 1.0 0

age 43 

nt

FR B 
Diff

0.6
1.4
0.2
0.7
0.4
0.2
0.1
0.2
0.6
0

0.4
0.6
0.9
0.3
0.2
0.3
0
0

0.7

1

0.2
0.3
0.4
0

0.6

0.2
0.1
0.4
0.9
0.7
0.5
0.6

0.4
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Criteria 
Overall Ca
Load distr
Chaffing
Pressure p
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Compatibi
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Compatibi
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Compatibi
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parka, etc
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etc.)
Overall Co
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Depth of th
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Durability
zippers, et
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shockcord
Ease of re
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Overall M
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Un
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ulk 
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ncontrolled Eva
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ack
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ather gear (jack
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oaded
oaded
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ckles, snaps, 

LLE loops, velcr

ntainability
, rubbing, etc.)

ies 

aluation of the 

MFR A 
Mid

Mean ±
SD

6.1 ± 0.9
6.0 ± 1.1
6.0 ± 1.1
5.7 ± 1.3
5.6 ± 1.3
6.2 ± 1.0
6.1 ± 0.9
6.2 ± 1.0
5.6 ± 1.3
6.2 ± 1.0
6.0 ± 1.3
5.7 ± 1.4
5.5 ± 1.3
6.4 ± 0.9

et, 5.2 ± 1.4

, 5.2 ± 1.6

6.0 ± 0.9
5.9 ± 1.0
5.8 ± 1.2
5.8 ± 1.2
5.9 ± 1.1

6.2 ± 1.0

6.4 ± 0.8
o, 6.3 ± 0.8

6.0 ± 1.0
5.6 ± 1.2
6.3 ± 0.8
6.1 ± 1.0
6.2 ± 1.0
6.4 ± 0.9
6.4 ± 0.8
6.3 ±0.8

Modular Fight

MFR A 
Post

Mean ± 
SD

9 6.2 ± 1.0 
 5.9 ± 1.2 
 5.9 ± 1.1 

3 5.6 ± 1.5 
3 5.8 ± 1.1 
0 6.5 ± 0.8 
9 6.2 ± 0.9 
0 6.4 ± 0.8 
3 6.1 ± 1.0 
0 6.3 ± 0.9 
3 6.2 ± 1.1 
4 6.0 ± 1.1 
3 5.8 ± 1.2 
9 6.5 ± 0.6 

4 5.5 ± 1.5 

6 5.9 ± 1.3 

9 6.2 ± 0.8 
0 6.1 ± 1.0 
2 6.0 ± 1.1 
2 5.7 ± 1.2 
 6.1 ± 0.9 

0 6.2 ± 1.1 

8 6.4 ± 0.9 

8 6.3 ± 1.1 

0 6.2 ± 1.2 
2 5.9 ± 1.3 
8 6.5 ± 0.7 
0 6.3 ± 0.8 
0 6.4 ± 0.7 
9 6.6 ± 0.5 
8 6.7 ± 0.6 

6.5 ±0.6 

ting Rigs

MFR A 
Diff 

MF
M

Me
S

0.1 6.2 
-0.1 5.9 
-0.1 5.8 
-0.1 5.1 
0.2 4.6 
0.3 5.6 
0.1 5.2 
0.2 5.3 
0.5 5.6 
0.1 5.4 
0.2 5.6 
0.3 5.9 
0.3 5.6 
0.1 5.2 

0.3 5.0

0.7 5.7

0.2 5.4 
0.2 5.4 
0.2 6.2 
-0.1 5.9 
0.2 5.8 

0 5.1

0 4.6 

0 5.6

0.2 5.2 
0.3 5.3 
0.2 5.6 
0.2 5.4 
0.2 5.6 
0.2 5.9 
0.3 5.6 
0.2 5.2 

FR B 
Mid
an ± 

SD

MFR
Pos

Mean
SD

± 1.0 5.8 ±
± 0.9 5.6 ±
± 0.9 5.7 ±
± 1.5 5.4 ±
± 1.6 5.8 ±
± 1.1 6.2 ±
± 1.3 5.6 ±
± 1.2 6.0 ±
± 1.2 5.8 ±
± 1.2 6.1 ±
± 1.3 5.8 ±
± 1.1 5.1 ±
± 1.4 4.6 ±
± 1.6 6.0 ±

± 1.6 5.6 ±

± 1.1 4.8 ±

± 1.3 5.6 ±
± 1.2 5.1 ±
± 1.0 5.4 ±
± 0.9 5.6 ±
± 0.9 5.4 ±

± 1.5 5.7 ±

± 1.6 6.0 ±

± 1.1 5.8 ±

± 1.3 5.3 ±
± 1.2 4.9 ±
± 1.2 5.5 ±
± 1.2 5.5 ±
± 1.3 5.5 ±
± 1.1 6.2 ±
± 1.4 5.8 ±
± 1.6 5.8±

Humansystems

R B 
st
n ± 
D

MFR B
Diff 

1.0 -0.4 
1.1 -0.3 
1.2 -0.1 
1.4 0.3 
1.2 1.2
1.0 0.6 
1.0 0.4 
0.8 0.7 
1.0 0.2 
0.8 0.7 
1.2 0.2 
1.4 -0.8 
1.7 -1 
0.9 0.8 

1.2 0.6

1.6 -0.9

1.0 0.2 
1.3 -0.3 
1.1 -0.8 
1.0 -0.3 
1.0 -0.4 

1.2 0.6

0.9 1.4

1.0 0.2

1.4 0.1 
1.4 -0.4 
1.1 -0.1 
1.1 0.1 
1.1 -0.1 
0.9 0.3 
0.8 0.2 
0.8 0.6 

s®
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