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 a Difference?

 Like John F. Kennedy

 and Richard M. Nixon, Ronald Reagan assumed office having vowed to

 further increase defense spending and strengthen America's military posture.

 Like Kennedy but unlike Nixon, Reagan could look forward to cooperation

 from the Congress and general public support for his defense initiatives.

 Though procurement, research, and development had been increasing in

 recent years, numerous weapons development and procurement proposals

 accumulated during the preceding decade were awaiting Reagan's go-ahead.

 The stage was set for President Reagan to deliver on promises made by

 candidate Reagan.

 The issue would not be quite that simple, however. The President's deter-

 mination to balance the budget and stop inflation in large measure by re-

 ducing social spending began producing congressional defections from the

 Administration's defense-spending plans, and more are sure to occur when

 heavy outyear defense obligations come due. A more serious problem for the

 Reagan Administration looms, however. The Administration confronts the

 Pentagon's propensity, deeply ingrained over three decades, to buy weapons

 of steadily higher unit costs and increasing complexity, propensities well

 documented by recent critics of the weapons acquisition process. To increase

 defense spending without correcting these underlying propensities will,

 these critics argue, be wasteful and dangerous. Because their arguments have

 won a sympathetic audience among thoughtful legislators of both parties,

 failure to make headway in solving problems with weapons costs and per-

 formance could prove embarrassing to the Administration and ensure deep-

 ening involvement by congressional committees in defense management.

 Other administrations have confronted this same problem of high cost and

 The authors are indebted to William W. Kaufmann, Philip A. Odeen, and Russell Murray II for
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 poorly performing weapons. A major impetus to the desire of Robert S.

 McNamara and of most subsequent defense secretaries to keep the manage-

 ment of weapons acquisition within their grip was out-of-control weapons

 costs and the unbearable pressure they put on the defense budget. Mc-

 Namara tried total package procurement and the development concept paper.

 Melvin Laird and his deputy David Packard initiated a "fly-before-you-buy"

 policy and created the Defense Systems Acquisition Review Council. The

 results have been mixed at best, the most apparent ones being, unfortunately,

 complexity, confusion, and delay in decision-making.

 Indeed, many critics of the weapons acquisition process are identifying the

 very management approaches that were designed to control costs and per-

 formance as the source of recent problems. Echoing many of them, James

 Fallows, in his book National Defense, argues that "managerial minds" and

 "managerial logic" are the root cause of poorly designed, excessively costly

 weapons. Substituting the abstract logic of cost-effectiveness for common

 sense and experience acquired in combat, he believes, guarantees an ineffec-

 tive military posture. In apparent sympathy with this perspective,

 Reagan's Secretary and Deputy Secretary of Defense, Caspar W. Weinberger

 and Frank C. Carlucci, have promised to decentralize defense management,

 leaving it up to the Army, Navy, and the Air Force to manage their organi-

 zations and the resources under their control, while top civilian officials

 concentrate on financial management and overall strategy.

 This critique of previous defense management, and the Reagan Adminis-

 tration's apparent disposition toward it, raises an important issue. Are critics

 correct in identifying the managerial thinking and centralized decision-mak-

 ing of Defense Secretaries such as McNamara, James R. Schlesinger, and

 Harold Brown as the cause of current weapons acquisition problems? What

 kind of management would produce a different, and more satisfactory, out-

 come?

 In the following sections, we assess the evidence from two recent periods-

 those when McNamara and Laird served as Secretaries of Defense-to de-

 termine how the contrasting management approaches of these two officials

 affected the development of the U.S. military posture. Specifically, what

 influence did these two officials exercise over U.S. military forces, capabili-

 ties, and costs? Determining whether a particular official has altered the

 course of the defense establishment requires judgments, admittedly specu-

 lative, as to what would have happened if the bureaucratic and political focus

 originating in the services and Congress were allowed to operate without
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 interference. In particular, we have searched available accounts of the

 McNamara and Laird administrations seeking answers to the following ques-

 tions:

 Did missions and weapons traditionally accorded low priority by the ser-

 vices enjoy higher priority and vice versa while a particular official held

 office?

 -Did interservice coordination and joint planning increase?

 -Did those unambiguously expressed views and decisions of key leaders

 that went against the grain of service preferences get systematically imple-

 mented?

 -Did serious proposals originating outside the regular weapons acquisition

 process get full consideration within the Department of Defense (DoD)

 and were they ever adopted and implemented?

 The concluding section summarizes the lessons of their experience for

 current and future defense leaders. What kind of leadership might succeed

 where other approaches have failed in changing organizational behavior that

 had become ingrained over three decades? Can the Secretary of Defense

 affect the weapons acquisition process at all? Are either more or less stringent

 procurement regulations or any other kind of organizational devices likely to

 affect the costliness and performance of U.S. military forces?

 Beyond Creating Offices: The Sources of Authority

 Creating appropriate and ready defense capabilities at an affordable cost

 requires several different types of decisions by senior national security offi-

 cials. Judgments are required concerning basic national security policy and

 strategy, i.e., the basic assumptions concerning the outbreak and conduct of

 war to be used in force planning; the size of defense budgets and their

 allocation among services, weapons systems, and functional categories of

 expenditures; and operational design, testing, training, basing, and employ-

 ment of forces. In the post-war period, debates concerning the organization

 of the national security establishment and the Department of Defense have

 focused on the allocation of authority or influence over these decisions.

 During the Eisenhower era, for example, authority over basic national

 security policy and over the defense budget, both the total and its allocation

 among the services, rested more or less securely in the Executive Office of

 the President, with considerable influence exercised by the Secretary of State
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 and the Secretary of the Treasury. The essence of the changes in this area

 introduced by John F. Kennedy and McNamara was delegation of primary

 influence over these basic decisions to the Secretary of Defense. Though

 Nixon and his national security advisor, Henry A. Kissinger, partially re-

 claimed authority over basic national security policy questions, all defense

 secretaries since McNamara have had the opportunity to dominate military

 policy, program, and budget choices.

 The allocation of authority over basic policy and budget questions, while

 significant, may not be the heart of controlling the costliness and performance

 of American military forces, however. Experience suggests that the three

 most decisive processes in this regard are internal to DoD: the detailed

 preparation of the budget, the design and development of weapons systems,

 and the acquisition of-contracting for-weapons. Control of these three

 processes is sine qua non to controlling actual defense capabilities over the

 long run. Yet, lavish and esoteric detail characterizes each of these processes.

 And the Secretary of Defense has attained a secure measure of control only

 over budgeting. Weapons design and acquisition are highly decentralized to

 the services, thus making control by civilian leaders exceptionally difficult to

 exercise. Therein lies the challenge to the Secretary's ability to shape the U.S.

 military posture.

 Recognition of just these problems underlay the creation of the Directorate

 of Defense Research and Engineering (DDRE) in 1958 (now the Office of the

 Undersecretary for Research and Engineering) and the Office of Systems

 Analysis in 1961 (now the Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation or

 PA&E). Research and Engineering has the responsibility "for the acquisition

 of all weapon systems of the Department of Defense including their research,

 development, testing, and procurement." Thus, the office in principle gives

 the Secretary of Defense substantial access to, if not control over, the research

 and development agendas of the services as well as over the procurement

 process, and thus considerable early influence over the alternatives to be

 developed. The Systems Analysis Office was created to provide the Secretary

 with an independent, DoD-wide perspective on forces, budgets, and strate-

 gies, i.e., on the identification of alternatives, their costs, and their effective-

 ness. A major theme of defense management throughout the period has

 been that competition among the services for budgets and missions would

 stimulate active thinking and incentives toward efficiency.

 Creating these offices and assigning them a major managerial role clearly

 did not do the trick. Why not? The answer is that what any organizational
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 apparatus can accomplish depends on a host of factors not reflected on

 organization charts. How much do the interests of the services in fact overlap

 and, therefore, how much actual or latent competition is there among them?

 How divergent are the priorities of the services and of the other offices and

 agencies within DoD? How committed are the services to particular ideas

 and proposals, and how intensely will they oppose decisions unfavorable to

 them? Of obvious importance are the personalities, interests, and compe-

 tences of officials holding influential positions. They may have authority but

 be incapable of exercising it effectively. Whether or not reorganizing the

 Defense Department has any real effect on defense capabilities depends on

 the strength of these factors and the effectiveness of defense officials in

 recognizing and coping with them.

 McNamara, Systems Analysis, and Service Initiative

 The Planning, Programming, Budgeting System (PPBS) was introduced to

 the Pentagon by Robert McNamara in response to widely perceived deficien-

 cies in the Eisenhower Administration's budgeting and planning processes.

 In the late 1950s, the impression was widespread that the civilian Secretariat

 of DoD had abdicated to the services control over force structure and weap-

 ons acquisition decisions by allowing them to allocate resources within pre-

 determined budget ceilings. The force structure emerged "as the result of

 bargains struck by three competing services more concerned with promoting

 their own parochial interests than producing a coherent military strategy and

 force structure."1 Budgeting within service ceilings also yielded a structure

 of internal incentives that was not necessarily rational. For example, the

 Army tended to view its Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) program as a competitor

 for funds with its own combat forces, not with Air Force and Navy strategic

 nuclear forces.2 Moreover, because there was little or no forward planning,

 the services could conceal future budgetary costs in winning approval to

 initiate a program.

 In theory, PPBS would alter these incentives by imposing a DoD-wide,

 multi-year perspective on the services' program choices and by ensuring that

 1. Clark A. Murdoch, Defense Policy Formation: A Comparative Analysis of the McNamara Era

 (Albany, N.Y.: State University of New York, 1974), p. 1.

 2. Alain C. Enthoven and K. Wayne Smith, How Much Is Enough?: Shaping the Defense Programll,

 1961-1969 (New York: Harper & Row, 1971), pp. 10, 11, 15.
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 the Secretary of Defense and his staff could weigh alternatives, rather than

 merely ratify the services' choices. In practice, however, PPBS consisted of

 complex processes that often diverged from its theory and subverted its

 intentions.3 For example, though in theory the budget was to be a product

 of careful analysis of what was needed and how it could be obtained effi-

 ciently, a budget ceiling known to the Secretary and his key aides was

 established well in advance of the budgeting stage. Unlike the Eisenhower

 era, however, in which the Director of the Bureau of the Budget and Secretary

 of the Treasury set the defense total, Presidents Kennedy and Johnson gave

 the Secretary of Defense unprecedented influence over the size of DoD

 budget.

 Since the services were instructed to submit program proposals to the

 Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) without regard to their total cost-

 on the theory that whatever America really needed, America could afford-

 many program decisions were postponed until the budget review so that the

 budget ceiling could be met. Decisions, especially controversial ones, were

 also postponed to avoid having to make them again and again in response

 to service appeals. The "budget-cutting rules" employed in the Comptroller's

 Office were based on the intuition and experience of budget examiners (who

 had served throughout the two previous administrations and were oriented

 toward congressional appropriation categories), not on the analysis Mc-

 Namara preferred. During the budget review, the level of funding for many

 OSD-approved programs was reduced, or entire programs were eliminated,

 so that ceilings on each appropriations category could be met. In addition,

 25-40 percent of the budget, mostly fixed support costs, was never put in

 program format and was arbitrarily assigned to the cost of particular weapons

 or activities by the Comptroller's Office. This practice, combined with am-

 biguities in the program structure and the imprecise character of OSD re-

 sponses to service proposals, made it difficult for the services to determine

 3. For full and sometimes conflicting descriptions of the budget cycle under McNamara, see

 Murdoch, Defense Policy Formation; Enthoven and Smith, How Much Is Enough?; Arnold Kanter,

 Defense Politics: A Budgetary Perspective (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1975); Law-

 rence J. Korb, "The Budget Process in the Department of Defense, 1947-1977: The Strengths

 and Weaknesses of These Systems," Ptiblic Administration Review, July/August 1977, pp. 334-346;

 William Niskanen, "The Defense Resource Allocation Process," in Stephen Enke, ed., Defense

 Management (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice Hall, 1967); and John P. Crecine, "Part I: Making

 Defense Budgets," in Commission on the Organization of the Government for the Conduct of Foreign

 Affairs, Volume 4 (Washington D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1975). All materials

 found in this last volume are hereafter cited as "Murphy," followed by a page number.
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 exactly what decisions had been made by OSD. It also gave the services

 considerable freedom in allocating resources after the budget was complete.4

 Despite these considerations, the force structure was definitely influenced

 by McNamara's new management approach, mainly through the agency of

 the Systems Analysis office (OSA), the innovative staff element set up to

 bring rigorous, impartial analysis to bear on major force structure and weap-

 ons acquisition decisions. It was the systems analysts who explored force

 structure and weapons program issues and wrote most of the documents

 justifying McNamara's decisions. Thus, the McNamara-approved baseline

 forces contained in the service budget submissions, over which the Office of

 Systems Analysis exercised primary influence, set the agenda for the Comp-

 troller's review. OSA seemed to be effective in influencing the numbers and,

 particularly, the types of weapons procured during McNamara's tenure when

 it a) supported the position of an existing faction within a service, b) advo-

 cated the use of a capability that already existed and did not have to be

 developed, or c) attempted to prevent rather than initiate action. Only in

 aberrent cases did OSD manage to take the initiative and/or force an unpo-

 pular program through a renitent service bureacracy.

 Weapons Acquisition: The Power of Budget Mastery

 Though OSD was responsible for approving the weapons procured by the

 services, the services established the detailed requirements for new weapons.

 These requirements tended to reflect the preferences of both the user com-

 mands, e.g., the Tactical Air Command (TAC) or the Strategic Air Command

 (SAC) in the Air Force, and the technically oriented systems commands.

 Only in rare cases were other offices or agencies, particularly those outside

 of regular service channels, regularly included in formulating requirements.

 Moreover, requirements were generally presented to the Secretary in the

 form of yes or no choices, e.g., an aircraft or ship of fixed specifications,

 rather than options. OSD review might have led to modification or rejection

 of a proposal, "But it [was] no accident that OSD's elaborate analyses often

 conclude[d] that the right thing to do [was] precisely what a service [had]

 4. John P. Crecine and Gregory Fisher, "On Resource Allocation Processes in the U.S. Depart-

 ment of Defense," Discussion Paper No. 31 (Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan Institute

 of Public Policy Studies, October 1971), p. 36.
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 proposed."5 There was no other channel by which weapons systems pro-

 posals could be developed and approved. In rare cases-the C-5A, the Fast

 Deployment Logistics ships (FDL), the DX and DXG, and the F-15 are ex-

 amples-OSA became deeply involved in generating requirements, but even

 in these cases their influence was primarily conceptual. Although McNamara

 attempted to reform the requirements-generation process in the late 1960s

 through a device called the Development Concept Paper, the reforms were

 aimed at making it harder for the services to justify new and "gold-plated"

 systems, not at taking the basic responsibility for weapons design away from

 them.

 The inventors of PPBS had hoped that interservice competition would have

 the effect of creating design options. However, duplication of function among

 the services is not extensive. Even where it does exist, it will not necessarily

 create a rivalry that would force information and options to the Secretary's

 attention if the duplicated function is not part of one service's "essence," or

 self-defined primary mission.6 Each service's essence will tend to limit the

 options it is organizationally capable of producing. For example, throughout

 the 1950s and 1960s, the Air Force was able to generate several different

 ways to deliver nuclear weapons on targets in the Soviet Union, but other

 missions were virtually ignored. For example, the F-105, designed as the

 tactical nuclear bomber for the 1960s, had virtually no conventional capability.

 Indeed, over time, bureaucratic politics tend to minimize duplication of func-

 tion as the various factions reach territorial accommodations. The practical

 consequences of this situation under McNamara were that, in general, weap-

 ons and concepts that did not fit with service priorities either did not come

 to OSA's attention or, when they did from another source, such as a con-

 tractor or a think tank, OSA could rarely persuade the services to take an

 interest in them.

 Even when competing programs existed, the service and congressional

 support that each had developed severely restricted the ability of civilian

 managers to exploit the overlap. Perhaps the best example of overlapping

 service missions was found in strategic nuclear programs. The principal

 competitors were the Air Force's Minuteman and Titan missiles, B-52 and B-

 70 penetrating bombers, Skybolt air-launched ballistic missile, Hound Dog

 air-to-surface missile, and the Navy's Polaris submarine-launched ballistic

 5. Murphy, pp. 134, 186.

 6. Kanter, Defense Politics, pp. 92-93.
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 missiles and carrier-based forces. By 1961, none of these, with the exceptions

 of the Titan missile and B-52 and carrier aircraft, were far along in deploy-

 ment, and many were still in the development stage. In early 1961, OSD

 officials concluded that ". . . there was no coherent pattern or plan for

 deciding how much of which system we should retain or buy."7 Their

 examination of the force structure built on earlier studies that emphasized

 survivability as the key characteristic in strategic weapons, thus focusing

 attention on Minuteman and Polaris as the most survivable and cost-effective

 systems.8

 McNamara's decision on the number of strategic weapons to be procured

 was heavily influenced by the missile gap charges of the preceding presiden-

 tial campaign and the political support that had already developed for each

 competing program.

 The political backing the proponents had obtained for Polaris was sufficient

 to prevent . . . McNamara from doing anything more with the Navy's . . .

 fleet objective, when it was presented to him for review, than removing

 . . . four extra submarines. The Secretary made no attempt to calculate

 independently the optimum size of the ... fleet by comparing the advantages

 of the Polaris system with those of alternative strategic systems. The number

 41 was a product of the convictions of Polaris proponents and the realities of

 politics .9

 One thousand Minuteman missiles was apparently the minimum number

 McNamara thought he could buy, and still retain the support of the Air Force

 and Joint Chiefs. Thus these forces and numbers became the Secretary's force

 structure objectives. It is hard to imagine that another Secretary would have

 enforced different decisions.

 Other decisions followed a similar pattern: if an idea had gathered mo-

 mentum, even if only in the development stage, it was hard to kill or deflect.

 For example, OSA's analyses, building on findings from Rand Corporation

 studies, persuaded McNamara that bombers were vulnerable to attack and

 less cost-effective in the strategic role than other systems. With B-52 pro-

 curement nearing completion, the Air Force had begun to develop its suc-

 cessor for the 1970s, the B-70. In light of the competition ballistic missiles

 7. Enthoven and Smith, How Much Is Enough?, p. 170.

 8. Murphy, p. 26; William W. Kaufmann, The McNamara Strategy (New York: Harper & Row,

 1964), p. 121.

 9. Harvey Sapolsky, The Polaris System Development: Bureaucratic and Programmatic Success in

 Government (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1972), p. 160.
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 posed for the manned penetrating bomber, the B-70 had become the Air

 Force's highest priority and had gained strong congressional support. In FY

 1960, the Eisenhower Administration had virtually deleted the B-70 from the

 budget, but funds were restored a year later to fend off election-year charges

 that the Administration was soft on defense. To delete the program from his

 first budget-and to keep it out of subsequent budgets-McNamara had to

 pay a high political and budgetary price. An additional several hundred

 million dollars was invested in prototypes of a thinly disguised version of

 the plane; the programmed number of B-52s was increased; and the Skybolt

 air-launched ballistic missile, using the B-52 as its platform, which had been

 all but killed by the Eisenhower Administration due to technical problems

 and cost-overruns,10 was revived to insure a continuing role for the B-52s by

 giving it stand-off and defense suppression capabilities.

 The TFX (tactical fighter) is an example of a conventional weapon for which

 service commitments limited the opportunity to develop "analytically cor-

 rect" choices. McNamara forced the Air Force and the Navy into joint de-

 velopment of the TFX and simultaneously ended the Navy's F-6 program on

 the recommendation of DDRE. Strong support of the TFX by DDRE and the

 Navy's strong support of the F-6 overwhelmed the consideration of aircraft

 design alternatives that were perhaps better suited to the mission but lacked

 organizational sponsorship.11 In deciding to end the Navy's development of

 the F-6 fleet defense fighter in favor of a joint Air Force-Navy fighter,

 McNamara rejected the informally offered advice of his systems analysts and

 followed the course begun under Eisenhower.

 Cancellation of the F-6 proved a hollow victory for McNamara, however,

 and the TFX episode reveals the limits of the Secretary's ability to change the

 course of weapons developments. Throughout the course of the plane's

 development, both services refused to compromise any of their performance

 requirements, which in many cases were in conflict. For example, whereas

 the Navy envisioned a plane with subsonic speed, making it small enough

 for carrier landings, the Air Force insisted on a plane capable of carrying out

 supersonic nuclear missions. Despite the "inordinate amount of . . . personal

 time and influence [McNamara spent] trying to salvage his original ambi-

 10. Herbert York, Race to Oblivion: A Participant's View of the Arms Race (New York: Simon &

 Schuster, 1970), p. 155.

 11. Murphy, p. 127.
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 tion," joint TFX development was doomed.12 In the end, the TFX was un-

 suitable as either a limited war fighter for the Air Force or a fleet defense

 plane for the Navy. The Air Force procured a limited number, the Navy

 dropped out of the project altogether, and both services developed and

 procured new fighters independently.

 Another example of how the Secretary was constrained by service inertia

 is found in the Navy's approach to designing ships. According to former

 Chief of Naval Operations Elmo Zumwalt,

 The [Navy's] sea-control mission . . . requires a large number of platforms

 from which weapons can be fired and planes launched, a large number of

 ships. In most cases seven or five or even three ships of moderate capability

 would contribute far more to the success of this mission [than one high-

 capability and very costly ship would], as a series of analyses ordered by

 Robert McNamara . . . decisively demonstrated.13

 Out of these analyses the "High-Low Mix" concept was formed. According

 to this concept a small number of highly capable ships would perform the

 limited number of missions that must be carried out in a high-threat envi-

 ronment. For less demanding missions, a larger number of moderately ca-

 pable and more affordable ships would be procured. Despite McNamara's

 early advocacy of the High-Low Mix as a way to cope with limited ship

 construction funds, when Zumwalt became Chief of Naval Operations in

 1970, he found that there "was more than enough High [mix ships], more

 than enough Too High, already under construction or under contract . . .

 and almost no Low [mix] at all." The SSN-688 class of nuclear-powered attack

 submarine ("too sophisticated, too expensive") was being built, as were high-

 mix destroyers, amphibious ships, and nuclear-propelled carriers and cruis-

 ers. In fact, there were no low-mix ships even on the drawing board.14 The

 new class of destroyers, DD-963, for example, had been an object of special

 attention for Secretary of the Navy Paul Nitze. When design began on the

 successor to a previous class destroyer, which had been one of the few

 breakthroughs for low-mix advocates and a successful performer, Nitze

 pushed hard for only incremental improvements. Although he fired two

 12. Ibid., P. 27.

 13. Elmo Zumwalt, On Watch (New York: Quadrangle Books, 1976), p. 65.

 14. Ibid., pp. 72, 74.
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 admirals who resisted his approach, the Navy managed to build the DD-963

 as an expensive high-mix ship.15

 The Defense Secretary's ability to shape the force structure by vetoing

 program proposals or suggesting alternatives is thus limited. Each time an

 action was blocked, the affected service was able to mitigate the effects by

 pursuing its objectives in other ways, e.g., the transmutation of the Navy's

 TFX into the F-14. They were able to do so because of their general control

 over the weapons acquisition process and their relative mastery of the details

 of budget preparation.

 Success Within Limits: Where Did McNamara Prevail?

 Despite the constraints on McNamara's ability to influence actions, he did

 achieve several successes. Perhaps the single greatest is represented by the

 Air Force's procurement of the Navy-developed F-4 as its basic fighter for

 the 1960s. Early in McNamara's tenure, the Systems Analysis office sought

 ways to increase the conventional capability of the Air Force's tactical aircraft.

 The F-105, then in the early stages of procurement, was built for strategic

 interdiction, and had almost no conventional capability. To remedy this

 disadvantage, McNamara took OSA's suggestion and ordered that "hard

 points" be attached to the plane's wings to enable it to carry conventional

 bombs. The Air Force could do little to avoid implementing the order, and

 probably had some incentive to comply since the addition of hard points

 would not itself degrade the plane's nuclear interdiction capability. Their

 acceptance of this small compromise would satisfy the Secretary, perhaps

 preempting more drastic changes. Even if a conventional capability were

 added, field commanders could choose to withhold the plane from conven-

 tional missions if combat threatened to escalate to a nuclear exchange.

 OSA continued its search for an alternative to the F-105 and quickly fixed

 upon the Navy's F-4. Designed primarily for fleet defense, it was capable of

 performing the non-nuclear strike missions of the Air Force. The F-4 also had

 greater dog-fighting and close support capabilities than the F-105. In 1962,

 after a year of discussion between the Air Force and OSA in which OSA tried

 to convince the Air Force to buy the F-4 and the Air Force insisted on the F-

 105, McNamara cancelled the F-105. The Air Force, given the choice of buying

 15. Ibid., p. 73.
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 the F-4 or perhaps no plane at all, bought the F-4 and eventually became an

 enthusiastic supporter of it.16

 Close cooperation between OSA and one faction of the Army led to the

 formation of the 1st Air Cavalry Division, which would employ helicopters

 to provide air mobility for infantry. Developed with the full support of OSA,

 the concept of an airmobile division had been suppressed by the Army,

 mainly because it challenged the necessity for some of the Army's traditional

 missions and forces. In addition, "the testing, evaluation and speedy intro-

 duction of an airmobile division into the force structure [had] received the

 strong and energetic support of the Secretary of Defense."

 In the spring of 1962, Secretary McNamara sent the Secretary of the Army

 two memorandums [drafted by OSA] directing him to reexamine in detail

 the Army's qualitative and quantitative requirements for aviation. The Sec-

 retary had felt that the Army had failed to exploit opportunities to improve

 tactical mobility through the greater, more imaginative use of aviation. Before

 these memorandums were sent, Army officers who supported the airmobile concept

 were having a very difficult time getting their ideas heard. These memorandums gave

 them the charter they needed to bring their ideas to the attention of top officials in the

 Defense Department, where they got ... prompt action....17

 The first memorandum revealed the Secretary's predispositions, but the re-

 sulting Army study rejected upgrading the Army's aviation capabilities in

 favor of acquiring traditional land mobility vehicles. The second memoran-

 dum virtually ordered the Army to produce certain answers, and listed by

 name the officers and civilians who were to conduct the study. All had been

 involved in developing or were sympathetic to the airmobile concept. The

 results of the second study favored the establishment of an Army air trans-

 port capability and led to the formation of the 1st Air Cavalry Division.

 A partial success began with the demise of the F-111 (formerly the TFX),

 which created the opportunity for the Air Force to design a new fighter.

 Beginning in 1962, a group of Air Force and Navy officers, along with

 members of the aviation industry, joined in a loose coalition. This group

 seriously questioned the prevailing approach to designing tactical aircraft,

 which emphasized the deep-interdiction mission. This approach had led the

 Air Force to build large, fast planes that were not highly maneuverable. To

 achieve air superiority these planes relied on air-to-air missiles rather than

 16. Murphy, p. 125.

 17. Enthoven and Smith, How Much Is Enough?, pp. 100-101. Emphasis added.
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 on the ability of pilots to down enemy planes in dog-fights. Members of the

 group questioned the effectiveness of air-to-air missiles and doubted the

 validity of the dominant Air Force belief that the days of dog-fighting were

 over. They aggressively advanced their position, gaining the backing of the

 Systems Analysis office, which was also concerned about the extraordinary

 unit costs of "multi-mission" planes. Over time OSA also developed increas-

 ingly strong doubts about the value of deep-interdiction and came to favor

 aircraft built for close ground support and dog-fighting.18

 In Vietnam, dog-fighting received a boost because of rules specifying visual

 identification prior to engagement of the enemy, and missile-launching

 planes such as the F-4 proved to be relatively ineffective against the smaller,

 more maneuverable, and much cheaper Soviet-built MiGs.19 Despite this

 experience, when the Air Force began to design what was to become the F-

 15, it was to be a very large plane relying on air-to-air missiles for air

 superiority. Some Air Force officers who supported the original F-15 design

 appreciated the importance of a dog-fighting capability, although they be-

 lieved that the other capabilities provided by the F-15 were important as well.

 Though a plane optimized for dog-fighting would be much less costly, it

 would lack these other capabilities. Working together, advocates for a light-

 weight "fighter-fighter" managed to reduce the F-15's size by one-third,

 increase its maneuverability, and reduce its unit cost. As a result, the F-15

 cost less than one would have projected based on previous Air Force trends.20

 But the F-15 was not the plane they wanted, and they were to turn their

 attention next to the YF-16-unfortunately with the same result.

 Two cases demonstrate OSA initiatives in a low priority area that began

 without significant support from a service faction. These cases are OSA's

 efforts to have the Air Force develop and procure the C-5A cargo plane and

 the Navy procure the Fast Deployment Logistics (FDL) ship. Had the Con-

 gress not prevented the Navy from procuring the FDLs, the C-5A and FDL

 would have been two of the few victories for the principle of considering in

 one package all systems that contribute to a single goal. Analysis showed

 that when operated in complementary roles, the C-5A and the FDL were the

 most cost-effective means to move fully equipped forces rapidly into combat.

 18. Ibid., pp. 221-223.

 19. William D. White, U.S. Tactical Air Power: Missions, Forces and Costs (Washington D.C.: The

 Brookings Institution, 1974), p. 66.

 20. Ibid., p. 53.
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 The impetus for both systems came from a series of studies done by OSA,

 which, beginning in 1961, first focused on ways to augment lift capacity and

 then moved on to develop a model to determine the optimum mix for given

 contingencies of airlift, sealift, and equipment pre-positioned overseas. Si-

 multaneously, studies ordered by McNamara and supervised by the Chair-

 man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff confirmed long-held speculations about the

 value of a rapid deployment strategy for shortening the length and reducing

 the cost of conventional wars.21

 The FDL combined a ship and a concept. The ship was the Ro/Ro (roll-

 on/roll-off) ship developed by the Navy-three of which Congress had al-

 ready authorized-which could be loaded with very large, fully assembled

 equipment. The concept, developed by OSA, was the Forward Floating

 Depot (FFD). Prepositioned overseas within a few days of potential trouble

 spots, the FFD was to store stocks of equipment and supplies in humidity-

 controlled cargo holds. By FY 1963, three Victory-class cargo ships had been

 converted to FFDs and deployed.

 In 1963, technical breakthroughs in commercially designed Ro/Ros made

 the FDL concept attractive and OSA began urging the Navy to purchase and

 test one of the new ships, but the Navy refused.22 Sealift was a service the

 Navy ran mostly for the Army's benefit, and it feared that a large FDL

 program would eat into its warship budget.23 In FY 1966, McNamara inserted

 a request for the first four of a planned thirty FDLs in the Navy's budget.

 Attempting to allay Navy fears, he added funds for them above the amount

 the Navy would otherwise have received. "OSD's unusual ability to su-

 percede service preferences on the issue lay in the simple fact that sealift was

 of minor importance to the Navy and a low-budget item. When OSD chose

 to include FDL in the Navy's budget (and to increase the budget by the

 amount of the required expenditure), the Navy did not bother to protest."24

 The C-5A is interesting not because it increased airlift capability, but be-

 cause of conceptual breakthroughs in the type of plane designed and the use

 it was built for. In May 1960, with the Eisenhower Administration still in

 21. Laurence E. Lynn, Jr., The C-5A (Part A), John F. Kennedy School of Government, Case

 #C15-76-107 (Harvard University, 1976), p. 21.

 22. Ibid., p. 20.

 23. Gregory Palmer, The McNamara Strategy and the Vietnam War (Westport, Conn.: Greenwood

 Press, 1978), p. 88.

 24. Murphy, p. 186.
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 office, Congress had approved an Air Force request for funds to develop a

 new long-range transport and for procurement of additional short-range

 transports. At its own initiative, Congress added funds for procurement of

 100 off-the-shelf long-range transports. These moves to augment airlift ca-

 pability were supported by the Army (making it clear that, regardless of

 McNamara's and OSA's influence, more airlift would have been acquired).

 However, the new plane being developed by the Air Force, the C-141, was

 basically a conventional transport without the ability to move "outsize"

 cargo, such as fully assembled tanks or helicopters. This limited its ability to

 rapidly move fully equipped Army divisions to scenes of conflict.

 It was not until OSA broached the idea of rapid deployment of fully

 equipped fighting forces that work began on a plane capable of such a

 mission. In December 1961, intrigued with the problem of moving fully

 equipped combat units, OSA and aviation industry representatives began

 work on the C-141's successor. From these explorations, Boeing Company

 analysts came up with the first version of the C-5A.25 The design caught hold

 not only within OSA but even within the Air Force, where airlift was usually

 regarded as a low priority. Once the concept of a very large plane had been

 developed, the Air Force recognized that it could put such planes to good

 use for itself, for example, as ferries for its fighters, as well as for the Army.

 Due to the Air Force's enthusiasm, which at times seems to have exceeded

 that of the OSA analysts, the concept was almost assured of a chance to

 prove itself.26

 In summary, then, McNamara's attempts to assume greater control over

 force planning and budget allocations had several types of influences on the

 U.S. military posture.

 -He raised some priorities and lowered others; airlift and sealift, air mobility

 for combat forces, and air superiority and combat support missions for

 tactical aircraft were accorded higher priority, whereas investments in

 strategic bombers were reduced.

 -He improved coordination in planning; better coordination was introduced

 into strategic mobility and strategic nuclear force developments, and the

 Air Force was induced to accept a tactical aircraft, the F-4, developed by

 another service.

 25. Lynn, The C-5A (Part A), p. 17.

 26. Ibid., p. 21.
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 Apart from these changes, however, the force structure and its capabilities

 were probably not appreciably affected by McNamara's management re-

 forms. Even the changes just mentioned were attenuated: the C-5A became

 a troubled airplane; the FDL force of ships was never procured; the F-15 was

 a smaller departure from precedent than had been hoped; and heavy in-

 vestments in traditional strategic bomber concepts continued. While the

 NcNamara "revolution" permanently changed the role of the Secretary in

 defense decision-making as well as the terms within which issues were to be

 debated, actual changes in forces and capabilities were less dramatic.

 A World Restored: Melvin Laird and the Pentagon

 The inauguration of Richard Nixon and appointment of Melvin Laird as

 Secretary of Defense brought changes to the Planning, Programming,

 Budgeting System (PPBS) and a restructuring of the roles of non-DoD par-

 ticipants in developing the defense budget. Laird's objective was to adapt

 PPBS to his needs by insuring that programming decisions were made prior

 to the Comptroller's budget review (an unmet goal of McNamara's system),

 and by returning the formal initiative for programming to the services.

 Achievement of both goals was to be assisted by a return to the use of service

 budget ceilings. Early announcement of the ceilings would allow the services

 to program their forces to meet it. Within the ceiling, each service was to

 have considerable discretion in allocating its resources. A primary hope in

 the Secretary's office was that the services, knowing in advance what their

 budgetary allocations would be, would buy a larger number of less expensive

 aircraft and ships.

 McNamara had maintained his control over the internal debate concerning

 forces and budgets by the early issuance of detailed statements, drafted in

 OSA, indicating in great detail the approved forces and programs and the

 rationale for them. In contrast, Laird issued policy and fiscal guidance cast

 in broad terms such as "design forces to defend West Berlin for 60 days," or

 "include a development program for X." Fiscal guidance specified budget

 authority and outlay totals for each service.27 Within the Secretary's fiscal

 guidance, targets were set to protect some essential programs, such as stra-

 27. Murphy, p. 106; Lawrence J. Korb, The Fall and Rise of the Pentagon (Westport, Conn.: The

 Greenwood Press, 1978), p. 87.
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 tegic offensive forces, which the services were prone to cut deeply to finance

 their own higher priority items or programs. The services felt confident that

 Congress would restore the deleted programs as add-ons to the budget total.

 The role of the Systems Analysis office was stipulated in a "treaty" signed

 by Deputy Secretary of Defense David Packard, the service Secretaries, and

 the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs in April 1969, which stated that the Secretary

 would rely on the services and the JCS for designing the force structure.

 OSA was limited to evaluation and review of service proposals; it would no

 longer initiate its own proposals, though it could propose alternatives in

 response to service initiatives. In return, the services agreed to keep their

 budget requests within the ceilings established by the Secretary.28 McNamara

 and OSA had evaluated the services' proposals on their merits, thus creating

 strong antagonistic relations with the services. Laird usually based his deci-

 sions on more general policy, political, and fiscal grounds perceived by the

 services and Congress as being legitimately within the purview of civilian

 officials.29

 None of Laird's revisions to the PPBS appeared to have a decisive influence

 on the defense posture. One reform that had some impact was the resurrec-

 tion of OMB's role in shaping the defense budget. During Laird's tenure,

 the Office of Management and Budget gained access to the defense budget

 process several months earlier in the cycle and was able to influence DoD

 decisions30 (though the purpose of the change was more to coopt OMB than

 to increase its power). For example, James Schlesinger, OMB's National

 Security Director from 1969 to 1971, prodded the Navy to scrap several

 hundred older ships and shift the money which would have been used to

 operate them to new ship construction.31

 Service Preferences and the Limits of Low-Mix

 Secretary Laird faced budgets that, in real terms, dropped below the average

 for the Eisenhower years, when no war was being funded. Civilian-military

 pay comparability and the All Volunteer Force greatly decreased the propor-

 28. Lawrence J. Korb, The Joint Chiefs of Staff (Bloomington, Ind.: Indiana University Press, 1976),

 p. 121.

 29. Kanter, Defense Politics, p. 88.

 30. Murphy, pp. 81, 89.

 31. Korb, The Fall and Rise of the Pentagon, p. 97.
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 tion of the budget available for procurement, while the costs of weapons

 were soaring. Though many factors drive cost growth, a 1971 Rand Corpo-

 ration report found that adding and changing requirements to increase a

 weapon system's performance after it had been contracted for was the most

 important reason for such increases during the 1960s.32 Such changes were

 often considered no more than "gold-plating."

 Laird's strategy for handling these problems seems to have been to reduce

 force and procurement levels while laying the base for expansion and mod-

 ernization of the force structure that could occur with a change in the do-

 mestic political environment. Accordingly, the share of budget authority

 devoted to procurement of strategic and general purpose forces dropped,

 and those devoted to operations and maintenance held about constant, while

 the Research and Development share increased. In addition, Laird and Dep-

 uty Secretary David Packard urged the services to begin development of less

 expensive weapons.

 It was this issue of high-mix vs. low-mix weapons that was the cause of

 most of the Laird administration's intervention in program decisions. In

 many instances OSD became as involved in development and procurement

 issues as it had been during McNamara's tenure, but the emphasis was on

 finding opportunities to develop less costly systems rather than more cost-

 effective systems. The F-16, for example, was developed in a fairly brief period

 and substituted for a larger buy of a higher cost plane, the F-15, allowing

 some expansion of TAC's force structure.

 Despite the defense budget's shrinking buying powers, the services' self-

 defined priorities continued to emphasize high-mix weapons. The legacy of

 systems left to Laird by McNamara and his short-lived successor Clark Clif-

 ford that were in advanced stages of development or just beginning pro-

 curement were almost all high-mix. Even the threat of cancellation did not

 move the Army to reorient the troubled MBT-70 tank program; though in

 1969, Congress directed the Army to drop the program and develop an

 austere version, the Army essentially continued with the MBT-70 until Con-

 gress deleted funding for the austere version about a year later.33 The ser-

 vices' key programs in the early and mid-1970s were the Trident missile and

 32. Edmund Dews et al., "Acquisition Policy Effectiveness: Department of Defense Experience

 in the 1970's," Rand Corporation No. R-2516-DR&E, A Report Prepared for the Office of the

 Under Secretary of Defense for Research and Engineering, October 1979, p. 56.

 33. Murphy, p. 203.
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 submarine, the F-14 and F-15 fighters, the B-1, and the AWACS.34 The Aegis

 air defense cruiser, the Nimitz CYN, the EA-6, the XM-1 tank (which began

 as a fully redesigned austere successor to the MBT-70 but became increasingly

 costly), and continued procurement of the SSN-688 attack submarine could

 be added to this list.

 That the Chiefs and services were successful in protecting these programs

 was in part due to Laird's influence, though their motives differed. His

 support of their high-mix preferences has been interpreted as "a way of

 easing lower cost weapons not pushed by the services into the U.S. force

 structure." According to Korb:

 [D]uring Laird's tenure, DoD never lost a critical vote in Congress. Laird

 was able to maintain all the essential weapons systems development pro-

 grams while at the same time he allowed Congress to make substantial

 reduction in the defense budget....

 Laird also refused to.endorse the SALT I Agreement until Congress voted to

 continue support of the key programs, some of which were in trouble.36

 At the same time, a number of important exceptions to the high-mix

 emphasis were being developed. The success of OSD's low-mix alternatives,

 as during the McNamara era, depended on the existence of some service

 support. Where such support was lacking, service control of the weapons

 acquisitions process undermined OSD efforts. The most successful exceptions

 to the high-mix rule are found in the Air Force's development of tactical

 planes. Under Laird both the F-16 and the A-10 ground support plane were

 developed. The F-16 was supported by the advocates of a lightweight fighter

 and was acquiesced in by the rest of the Air Force once the high-mix F-15

 "was clearly in the procurement pipeline,"37 and once Schlesinger, Laird's

 successor, agreed to increase the tactical air force structure by several wings.

 The Air Force accepted the A-10 as an add-on to the force structure and as

 replacement for the A-7s, although they made it clear that they would not

 accept the plane in lieu of any fighters.38

 OSD was thus able to capitalize on the difficulties in which TAC found

 itself. Although its budget did not take a prolonged and dramatic dip, what

 34. Korb, The Joint Chiefs of Staff, p. 127.

 35. Korb, The Fall and Rise of the Pentagon, p. 94.

 36. Ibid.; Zumwalt, On Watch, p. 406.

 37. Murphy, p. 106.

 38. White, U.S. Tactical Air Power, p. 31.
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 the budget would buy had. By the late 1960s, TAC was unable to sustain its

 inventory in the face of attrition. In Vietnam, the relatively poor dog-fighting

 qualities of American fighters led to disappointing losses against less sophis-

 ticated and less expensive MiGs.39 Although exchange ratios were favorable

 to the United States during most of the war, they were lower than the ratios

 achieved in previous wars and lower than would be expected on the basis of

 service claims for their planes and the cost difference between Soviet- and

 American-built aircraft.

 The interests of OSD in developing a lower cost alternative to succeed the

 F-15 and refurbish TAC's declining inventory got support from other advo-

 cates for a lightweight fighter, whose proposed dog-fighter was a relatively

 inexpensive aircraft. The A-10 is likely to have had the support of this group

 since its addition to the inventory would reduce pressure to add a significant

 close-support capability to the F-16, a demand which would have reduced

 the F-16's effectiveness as a dog-fighter.

 The F-16 and the A-10 went through the early stages of development

 outside of the Air Force's normal development and procurement bureaucra-

 cies, not only as a result of the advocates' efforts (for the F-16) but because

 the Air Force was devoting most of its attention to the F-15. Once the planes

 reached the prototype stage, however, they were taken over by the Air

 Force's regular development bureaucracy. Both, particularly the F-16, were

 made more sophisticated during these later stages of development, though

 the number of changes was relatively small and the planes emerged as the

 recognizable progeny of their prototypes.40 The addition of the prototype

 stage of the weapons acquisition process (a reform instituted by Packard) is

 credited with limiting the extent of expensive gold-plating possible on these

 planes.

 OSD's efforts, supported in Congress, to persuade the Navy to adopt a

 less expensive fighter than the F-14 had very different results. Throughout

 its development, the F-14 experienced massive cost overruns and a difficult

 time in Congress. The Navy, however, was thoroughly committed to it as

 the F-4's replacement for the fleet defense mission. In 1971, Packard reduced

 the planned size of the F-14 buy from over 700 to 313. This reduction meant

 that the Navy would be unable to deploy a full complement of fighters

 aboard its carriers, and in August 1971, OSA proposed to Packard a low-cost,

 39. Ibid., p. 66.

 40. James Fallows, "America's High-Tech Weaponry," The Atlantic Monthly, May 1981, p. 26.
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 lightweight complement to the F-14. Some OSA analysts, skeptical of the

 capabilities of the long-range guided missiles the F-14 relied on for destroying

 enemy planes, saw an opportunity to add a dog-fighting capability to the

 Navy's air squadrons. They hoped to persuade the Air Force and the Navy

 to accept the same aircraft again. Two prototypes, the YF-16 and the YF-17,

 were built, but the Navy refused to join the Air Force in selecting the YF-16.

 Eventually, escalating costs and congressional pressures forced the Navy to

 agree to a smaller plane. Development of what became the F-18 enjoyed little

 support within the Navy, however, until recently. Unlike the Air Force,

 which received almost all the F-15s it had requested, only about half of the

 Navy's F-14s were approved. The result was that during development, the

 F-18's costs increased, largely due to the addition of various capabilities.

 Also in 1971, the extravagance of the Trident program became an issue.

 The Trident submarine and missile is, next to the MX, the most expensive

 weapon system ever conceived. As Carter and Steinbruner persuasively ar-

 gue, the program contains "a serious imbalance between the technical char-

 acteristics of the weapon system and the comprehensive military require-

 ments. In size, speed, and cost, the Trident exceeds objectively defendable

 standards."'41 These characteristics were largely the result of internal Navy

 politics, with Admiral Rickover prevailing with a design for a large boat that

 would allow advanced nuclear reactor technology developed under his aus-

 pices to be employed.42

 The cost of the Trident, and even larger variants proposed earlier in the

 development process, "inspired outrage" in Packard,43 who demanded a halt

 to the Navy's profligacy. Though the Navy eliminated the more extravagant

 variants, Packard decided to defer new submarine construction until "the

 early 1980s," and to put the Trident I missile on existing Poseidon boats,44

 an option, long in development under the name EXPO, that had been op-

 posed by the Navy.

 Packard may have prevailed in his decision, but, despite congressional

 reluctance to fund the program, the Navy demanded that the accelerated

 rate of development of the Trident submarine, adopted as a "bargaining

 chip" during SALT negotiations, be sustained in exchange for its support of

 41. Murphy, p. 176.

 42. Ibid., p. 177; Zumwalt, On Watch, p. 157.

 43. Murphy, p. 177.

 44. Ibid., p. 178.
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 the SALT Treaty. Moreover, the President sought to use the Trident as a

 future bargaining chip with the Soviets and a means of placating domestic

 critics of the treaty. In the end, the Navy's version of the boat was approved.45

 The existence of a realistic option and the support of some anti-Rickover

 factions within the Navy had failed to create the conditions for a successful

 move toward lower-mix weapons.

 Apart from countless adjustments to appropriation line items, program

 schedules, and the like-which, incidentally, any DoD administration can be

 expected to affect-the influence of Laird and Packard appears to have been

 in the pressure they exerted toward the procurement of lower cost weapon

 systems. Their legacies are the F-16 and the A-10, both subject to a prototype

 stage insisted upon by Packard, and the retrofitting of Poseidon submarines

 with Trident I missiles. The constraints on their influence, as was the case

 with McNamara, is revealed in numerous failures to alter service priorities

 and in the price paid for these limited gains: continued support for most of

 the expensive, high-mix weapons favored by the services.

 Conclusion

 The management approaches of McNamara and Laird were notably different.

 McNamara sought to use control over the force structure and associated

 budget allocations, together with careful analysis of military requirements,

 to influence military capabilities. In contrast, Laird preferred to exert his

 influence through establishing budget ceilings, issuing general policy guid-

 ance, and intervening selectively in shaping weapons proposals, leaving the

 analysis of military requirements to the services and detailed budgetary

 allocations to the comptrollers in the services, OSD, and OMB. What is

 striking in both cases is that the general contours of their management

 approaches mattered far less to the results each achieved than their personal

 efforts to influence specific decisions. In the end, both accomplished similar

 results. Both succeeded in exercising limited influence over weapons design,

 procurement, and performance through becoming involved, either them-

 selves or through their deputies and assistants, in individual weapons proj-

 ects. Moreover, both became involved in these projects for similar reasons:

 45. Ibid.; John Newhouse, Cold Dawn: The Story of SALT (New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston,

 1973), p. 239; Zumwalt, On Watch, p. 157.
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 the unacceptably high unit costs and inappropriate designs incorporated in

 weapons proposals emerging from the services. Through their interventions

 in specific projects, both were able to exert limited influence over force

 planning priorities, though McNamara was somewhat more successful in

 this regard. It is virtually impossible to identify any significant differences in

 budgetary allocations, budget totals, or force levels and capabilities traceable

 to their particular uses of PPBS beyond the few mentioned. The lesson here

 seems clear: a management system such as PPBS, Zero-Based Budgeting, or

 Management by Objective can create or enlarge opportunities to manage,

 but the Secretary must then take the time to manage. The system is not the

 solution.

 The explanation for this finding is to be found in the character of the

 budget and weapons acquisition processes. These processes are characterized

 by their decentralization, an extraordinary amount of technical and program-

 matic detail, and the dominance and relative inflexibility of service and staff

 bureaucracies. It takes enormous amounts of time and effort to influence that

 process, and there are practical limits to what any official can accomplish.

 Perhaps the key to weapons acquisition problems lies in the very early

 stages of conceptualization. Lurking behind every major weapon proposal

 are assumptions about the kind of combat capability that is required. These

 assumptions are typically made early in the development process, at levels

 well below the scrutiny of top departmental officials. They reflect the mis-

 sions that service leaders regard as most important. They may or may not

 reflect correct judgments concerning the kinds of capability that will best

 serve American interests, viewed from a national and inter-service perspec-

 tive. By the time congressional and executive branch officials become aware

 of such assumptions, they have been hardened into concrete weapons system

 proposals that have achieved considerable momentum. The underlying as-

 sumptions are primary determinants of future weapons system costs and

 performance. If it is assumed, for example, that the basic Air Force

 fighter/bomber must be designed to fly from bases in rear areas to attack

 targets deep in Poland at night and in bad weather, and if it is further

 assumed that they must be able to identify and destroy high-speed Soviet

 fighters beyond visual range, then highly complex, extremely expensive F-

 15s will be "required" and that is the kind of weapons system that the

 Secretary of Defense and the Congress will be asked to approve. Civilian

 officials may pale at the cost and be skeptical of the need, but the opportunity

 to prevent momentum from developing behind a questionable idea may well
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 have passed. Instead of a well-informed debate over the kind of capability

 that is needed, and the price that we are willing to pay for it, there will be

 a head-on clash between skeptical but inexpert civilians and the nation's

 senior military leaders backed by their contractors. Cancellations do hap-

 pen-B-70, B-1, Skybolt, Cheyenne, MBT-70, nuclear-powered strike cruiser,

 Dyna-Soar, 8-inch gun (Navy)-but they are costly. It is an unequal struggle.

 It is unlikely that any group of top officials will be able to change these

 processes fundamentally. Too many pressing issues compete for their time.

 Moreover, there is no internal organization, management system, or man-

 agement philosophy that by itself will solve the problem of controlling de-

 fense resource allocation. The civilian leader's best hope for exerting influence

 over military capabilities is to make a selective and determined attempt to

 accomplish a few major goals in reforming weapons costs and performance

 where the economic, political, and military stakes are overriding. For the rest

 of the decisions, the official's best bet is to look for allies wherever they can

 be found-among factions within the services, in OMB and the White House,

 in congressional subcommittees, and among influential outside groups and

 individuals-and to build a constituency for the changes he regards as im-

 portant.
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