
ma i n stays sold their defen se cont ract i ng div i s ion s.
More re c ent ly, however, dod has blo c ked several pro-

p osed mergers. Deputy Se c reta ry John Ha m re and Under
Se c reta ry for Ac qu i s i t ion and Te ch nology Jac ques Ga n s ler
now arg ue that any fu rt her re d uct ion in the nu m b er of
firms in “key” ma rket s — se g ments of the aircraft, ship, and
a rmored veh icle se ctors — w ill impair the mil i ta ry’s abil i ty
to obtain innovat ive, cost- ef fe ct ive weap on s. Fea rs of ver-
t ical and horizontal inte g rat ion have led dod to rej e ct pro-
p osed mergers betwe en Lockheed Ma rtin and Nort h rop
Gru m man and betwe en New p ort News Ship bu ildi ng and
I ngalls Ship bu ildi ng.

We bel ieve that nei t her Perry’s “let the ma rket de cide”
p ol icy nor the present re g i me’s “it is time to worry ab out the
nu m b er of surv iv i ng comp et i tors” view is the prop er guide-
l i ne for rest ructu ri ng the post- Cold War defen se ind ust ry.
On the one ha nd, the major defen se firm s’ pol i t ical leverage
do es not allow the ma rket to de cide. On the ot her ha nd, nei-
t her vert ical nor horizontal conc ent rat ion among defen se
firms threatens dod’s ef ficiency or ef fe ct iveness. The rea l
t h reat comes not from the sel lers of weap ons but from the

bu yer of weap on s — from the dema nd s ide. It is there that the
govern ment shou ld end col l us ion.

DEFENSE PROCUREMENT AND THE COLD WA R

before the cold war, contractors supplemented
publ ic pro d uct ion as America arme d, often bu ildi ng
weap ons des ig ned by govern ment arsena l s. When a wa r
ende d, cont ractors wou ld revert to com mer cial pro d uc-
t ion because there was little money to be made by supply-
i ng America’s small peac et i me for c es.

But a dif ferent pat tern emerged duri ng the cost ly, ha l f-
c entu ry Cold Wa r, wh ich began just a few yea rs after the end
of World War II. Ma ny of the cont ractors then demobil iz-
i ng had new te ch nolog ies to develop and saw the prosp e ct
of a susta i nable bus i ness in a prot racted conflict with the
USS R.

Thus, private cont ractors stayed in the defen se bus i-
ness, and in the cou rse of the Cold Wa r, they replaced the
publ ic arsena l s. In cont rast to the arsena l s, wh ich the arme d
serv ic es saw as too autonomous and tradi t ion- b ou nd, con-
t ractors were con s idered resp on s ive to the serv ic es’ resp e c-
t ive preferenc es and bet ter able to at t ract the scient ific and
te ch n ical ta lent ne e ded to develop adva nced weap on s.

Defen se cont ractors ga i ned an inc reas i ng sha re of the
fu nds ava ilable for weap on development and nea rly all of
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t he pro d uct ion ass ig n ment s. Such now- fa m il iar na mes as
L o c k he e d, Mc D on nell Doug las, and General Dyna m ics
v ied to become the biggest govern ment cont ractor. When
t he defen se budget de cl i ned after the Korean and Viet na m
conflict s, govern ment arsenals and shipyards were close d
to preserve fu ndi ng for defen se cont ractors. The defen se
i nd ust ry grad ua l ly beca me the rep os i tory of the nat ion’ s
weap on- development and pro d uct ion skil l s. Wi t hout for-
mal re cog n i t ion, the Un i ted States created a system of pri-
vate arsenals duri ng the Cold Wa r — f i rms on wh ich the
govern ment dep ende d, to va ry i ng de g re es, for its ac c ess to
t he te ch nolog ies re qu i red for wag i ng mo dern wa rfa re.

To be sure, it was poss i ble for defen se cont ractors to
go out of bus i ness duri ng the Cold Wa r, but on ly if they

were fo olish enough to of fend their customers, the army,
navy, and air for c e. The Cu rt i ss-Wright Corp orat ion, a
pri me pro d uc er of fig h ter aircraft and aircraft eng i nes,
was America’s se cond biggest ma nufactu ri ng firm in 1945,
but it nea rly di sapp ea red at the height of the Korean Wa r
bu ild up. Cu rt i ss-Wrig h t’s main customers, the air force and
navy, de cided that because of the compa ny’s unco op era-
t ive at t i tude — con sta nt ly dema ndi ng la rger govern ment
s ubs idies—it did not deserve new pri me cont ract s. As a
res u l t, Cu rt i ss-Wright began to place an unrewa r ded third
or fou rth in every development comp et i t ion it entere d, its
j et eng i ne des igns los i ng most often to Pratt & Wh i t ney’ s.
I ron ica l ly, Pratt & Wh i t ney’s mil i ta ry eng i ne bus i ness suf-
fered severely in the ea rly 1980s after the firm rebuf fed an
air force re quest made out s ide of ex i st i ng cont racts to
i mprove the rel iabil i ty of the F-16’s eng i nes. And Voug h t,
Republ ic, and Fa i r ch ild left the mil i ta ry- a i r c raft bus i ness
d u ri ng the wel l- fu nded Reagan yea rs because they fa ile d
to me et ei t her the air force or navy’s des ign ex p e ctat ion s.

F U N DA M E N TAL CHANGES WITH THE 

END OF THE COLD WA R

the clear threat to national security faded with
t he end of the Cold Wa r, and with it the serv ic es’ dom i-
na nce of the weap on- pro cu rement pro c ess. Cong ress’ s
g row i ng influence has cha nged the pro cu rement pro c ess fa r
more than the mergers and ac qu i s i t ions among defen se
cont ractors. Whereas the armed serv ic es give heavy weig h t
to cont ractors’ com m i t ments to me et performa nce goals for
weap on s, mem b ers of Cong ress tend to worry most ab out
employ ment in their di st rict s. In to day’s low- t h reat env i-
ron ment, ac qu i s i t ion de ci s ions do not ca rry obv ious nat ion-

a l- se cu ri ty con se quenc es; it is easy for Cong ress to ig nore
m il i ta ry preferenc es and to base its budget de ci s ions on
t he preservat ion of jobs. Cont ra ry to the views of mil i ta ry-
i nd ust rial complex the ori sts (most prom i nent ly, Ja mes
Ku rth), it to ok the end of the Cold War to en s u re that
weap on- assem bly lines wou ld stay op en.

In the new pol i t ics of post- Cold War weap on pro-
cu rement, it is not surpri s i ng that defen se compa n ies do not
ex p e ct to con sol idate assem bly lines fol low i ng a merger or
ac qu i s i t ion. The sa me compa n ies that qu ic kly el i m i nate
exc ess capaci ty in overlappi ng com mer cial lines, such as
in space lau nch and satel l i te con st ruct ion, do not close
“ exc ess” weap on lines. Such lines cont i nue to generate
govern ment cont ract s, with a bit of lobby i ng ef fort, wh ich

is aimed ma i n ly at Cong ress rat her
t han the Wh i te House or the mil i-
ta ry. Be cause to day’s defen se con-
t ractors are more orga n ized and
ef fe ct ive in their lobby i ng ef fort s
t han were the prop onents of gov-
ern ment arsenals and shipyards dur-
i ng the Cold Wa r, private facil i t ies
have rema i ned op en—in cont rast
to the fate of publ ic facil i t ies.

A l t hough more than a mil l ion
employe es of defen se cont ractors have lost their jobs sinc e
t he Cold War began to wind down in 1986, there are st il l
400,000 more cont ractor employe es work i ng on defen se
proj e cts than there were in 1976, at the low poi nt of Cold
War defen se budget s. There was then the Wa rsaw Pact and
S ov iet Un ion; there is to day no “p e er comp et i tor” to just i-
fy a high level of pro cu rement to mobil ize for wa r. Yet
every one of the eight mil i ta ry aircraft lines, six private
yards bu ildi ng major wa rs h ips, and five mil i ta ry hel icopter
l i nes that was op en at the end of the Cold War is st ill op en
a nd pro d uci ng — if  more slowly and perhaps under a dif-
ferent corp orate banner.

The wave of mergers and ac qu i s i t ions encou raged by
dod cha nged the corp orate face of the ind ust ry, not the way
in wh ich the ind ust ry op erates. Bo ei ng to ok over Ro c k-
well and Mc D on nell Doug las. Lockheed merged with Ma r-
tin Ma riet ta and absorbed Lora l, wh ich prev ious ly had
ac qu i red the defen se ele ct ron ics bus i nesses of ibm, rca, and
a ha l f- dozen ot her firm s. Rayt he on pu r chased the defen se
bus i ness of Texas Inst ru ments and most of Hug hes. Gen-
eral Dyna m ics— wh ich had sold its miss ile lines to Hug h-
es, its space lau nch div i s ion to Ma rtin Ma riet ta, and its
f ig h ter aircraft bus i ness to Lockhe e d — more re c ent ly
b ought two shipya r d s, Bath Iron Works and nas sco, to
complement its Ele ct ric Boat div i s ion, a bu ilder of sub-
ma ri nes. Nort h rop and Gru m man merge d, bought Voug h t
A i r c raft, and later ac qu i red the radar bus i ness of West i ng-
house. fmc a nd bmy, bu ilders of armored veh icles and
gun plat form s, formed a pa rt ners h ip they ca l led Un i te d
Defen se. Despi te all that logo- cha ng i ng, joi nt- ventu ri ng, and
dea l- ma k i ng, not one weap on assem bly line has close d
s i nce Perry’s fa mous “Last Supp er” sp e e ch.

Congress’s growing influence has changed the

procurement process far more than the mergers

and acquisitions among defense contractors. 



D E M A N D-SIDE COMPETITION IS

W H AT REALLY MAT T E R S

The Deck Is Stacked Against Sellers The U.S. market for
defense goods is hardly a normal market: there is a single
buyer, the federal government. Moreover, when manufac-
turers wish to sell military equipment to other govern-
ments, America’s allies or not, they must have the federal
government’s permission, and often its assistance, to mar-
ket and support their products.

It mat ters little how ma ny suppl iers there are when
t here is but one bu yer. The defen se ma rket ca n not col lapse
i nto the econom i st s’ sta ndoff of “bilateral monop oly”
b e cause the govern ment, as the one bu yer (monopson i st )
is not a mere compa ny—it is the State. Sel lers in such a
ma rket are fo olish to antagon ize the monopson i st, as sev-
eral defen se cont ractors lea rned to their re g ret duri ng the
Cold Wa r. Eight sel lers or one, every sel ler must resp ond to
t he preferenc es of the monopson i st or leave the bus i ness.

Thus, the defen se ind ust ry was sha ken in 1998 when,
w i t hout wa rn i ng, dod b e gan to opp ose some mergers. As
of now, the biggest merger to be blo c ked is that of Lockhe e d
Ma rtin and Nort h rop Gru m ma n, wh ich wou ld have com-
bi ned six act ive mil i ta ry aircraft lines
a nd sig n if ica nt ele ct ron ic- wa rfa re
capabil i t ies. Before the govern ment’ s
de ci s ion, the merger had been
re c eived wa rm ly on Wall St re et.
Sen ior defen se of f icia l s, supp orte d
by the Just ice Depa rt ment’s ant i t rust
div i s ion, arg ued that such mergers
t h reatened innovat ion and pric e
comp et i t ion in weap ons by vert i-
ca l ly inte g rat i ng the des ign fu nct ion
a nd creat i ng monop ol ies in pa rt icu lar typ es of weap on ry.

Like the pa rt ies to ot her re c ent ly thwa rted mergers,
t he suitors in the Lockhe e d- Nort h rop merger did not cha l-
lenge the govern ment’s ana lysis of comp et i t ion in the ind us-
t ry, ei t her in the cou rts or in the press. If they had chosen
to cha l lenge the govern ment, they cou ld have made a st rong
case that its fea rs ab out the state of comp et i t ion in defen se
were misplac e d: the comp et i t ion that mat ters is the com-
p et i t ion among the bu yers of defen se go o d s, not the sel lers
of those go o d s.

INTERSERVICE RIVA L RY VS. JOINTNESS

rivalry among the services — or the lack of it —
determ i nes the rate and di re ct ion of innovat ion in weap on
system s. Such riva l ry is ne c essa ry for mea n i ng ful comp e-
t i t ion among the cont ractors and govern ment facil i t ies that
conc eive and develop innovat ive te ch nolog ies. But, with
i nc reas i ng suc c ess, the govern ment has been try i ng for
de cades to suppress interserv ice riva l ry.

Be cause each mil i ta ry serv ice st rives to pu rs ue its ow n
pro cu rement agenda, several autonomous or quas i-
autonomous bu yers represent the govern ment, inten-
t iona l ly or not. Bu yer- s ide comp et i t ion for roles and mis-
s ions preva iled duri ng World War II and in the ea rly phases

of the Cold Wa r, as each serv ice sp e cif ied its te ch nolog i-
cal re qu i rements and determ i ned how ma ny new weap on s
wou ld be pro d uc e d.

A Perverse Trend But the trend has been away from rivalry
in the development and acquisition of weapons. Robert
McNamara, as Secretary of Defense in the Kennedy and
Joh n son ad m i n i st rat ion s, fa mous ly (and di sast rous ly )
began to suppress interservice rivalry with the tfx pro-
ject, an effort to develop a fighter-bomber for use by both
the air force and navy. Neither service wanted (or needed)
the same air plane and they resisted cooperating on a cen-
tralized design. The navy eventually withdrew from the
project and bought its own systems. tfx became the air
force’s not very well loved F-111.

The present form of cent ra l ized pro cu rement is less
cont rovers ial because the serv ic es have lea rned to hide
t heir dif ferenc es on “joi nt” weap on proj e ct s. Disputes are
kept within the mil i ta ry staff and host ile interlop ers are
kept on the sidel i nes. The joi nt st rike fig h ter (jsf) proj e ct,
for exa mple, involves the col lab orat ion of the air for c e,
navy, ma ri nes, and the British in the development of thre e

vers ions of a lig h tweight and versat ile com b at aircraft. It is
l ikely that there will not be anot her major fig h ter aircraft-
development proj e ct for qu i te some time.

The Case for Interservice Competition The quest to create
more “jointness” among the armed services should be
viewed as a danger to national security. At a minimum,
jointness squanders the dynamic organizational competi-
tion that helped win the Cold War. In the race with the
Soviets to develop intercontinental ballistic missi les and a
secure nuclear deterrent, it was competition among the
armed services that quickly produced the right answer:
solid-fueled ballistic missiles fired from nuclear-powered
s ub ma ri nes — t he navy’s Pola ris system. Wi t hout that
competition, unwelcome as it was by air force and senior
defense officials, the United States probably would have
had to work through a painfully long and costly sequence
of bombers, more bombers, land-based liquid-fueled bal-
listic missiles, and land-based solid-fueled ballistic mis-
siles before hitting upon the submarine-based system.

I nterserv ice riva l ry later proved its va l ue, again and
aga i n. Be cause the air force was so fo cused on nuclear mis-
s ions it lac ked the right equ ipment and tra i n i ng for the
Viet nam War and had to adopt navy- des ig ned tact ical air-
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c raft, or d na nc e, and tra i n i ng to fight ef fe ct ively. Then, wor-
ried ab out its abil i ty to fight convent ional wa rs, the air
force worked hard to improve its performa nce in air sup e-
riori ty, bat t lef ield inter dict ion, and close air supp ort. By
t he time of the Gulf Wa r, naval av iat ion was the lagga r d —
t he navy not hav i ng invested enough in the pre ci s ion- g u id-
ed mu n i t ions re qu i red to at tack ta rgets in the face of mo d-
ern air defen ses wh ile avoidi ng civ il ian cas ua l t ies.

S i m ila rly, because of the comp et i t ion that had preva ile d
a mong the armed serv ic es (and betwe en the serv ic es and the
i ntel l igence agencies), the U. S. mil i ta ry has bet ter at tac k
hel icopters, amph i bious wa rfa re capabil i t ies, satel l i te com-
mu n icat ion and surveil la nce system s, and sp e cial op erat ion s
for c es than it wou ld have had absent the comp et i t ion.

The Price of Bureaucratic Pe a c e Defen se of ficia l s — appa r-
ent ly forget t i ng wh ich ide ology won the Cold Wa r — nev-

ert heless prefer to cent ra l ize the choice of weap ons under
t he rubric of joi nt ness. Be cause comp et i t ion among the
a rmed serv ic es tends to be pol i t ica l ly cha ot ic, it can bri ng
i nto the op en fu nda mental dif ferenc es among the ser-
v ic es ab out mil i ta ry priori t ies, com b at do ct ri nes, and the
relat ive ef fe ct iveness of te ch nolog ical opt ion s. Those who
a re intent on bu ildi ng a personal reputat ion for ma nag i ng
defen se ef fe ct ively, however, prefer a qu ieter orga n iza-
t ional life, one in wh ich there are no ac k nowle dged inter-
nal conflict s, where there is no quest ion i ng of the ad m i n-
i st rat ion’s goa l s, and where no one app eals to out s iders
for supp ort. The dream of ef fe ct ive five- year plans and
absol ute ac qu i s i t ion cza rs is now fou nd on ly in the Penta-
gon.

A Case Study The case of the Joint Surveillance Target
Attack Radar System (jstars) typifies the failures of joint-
ness. jstars, a battlefield surveillance aircraft, was one of
the “heroes” of the Gulf War, providing radar images of an
Iraqi attack at Khafji just before the ground war started and
of the “Highway of Death” that marked the war’s end. The
plane that flew those missions was still in development; it
was brought to the fight to persuade doubters of its value.
More funds were allocated to jstars and its development
was accelerated following the publicity it gained in the
Gulf War, but nearly a decade l ater only a few of the air-
craft have been completed.

To understand the delay in the deployment of jstars,
one must lo ok back 20 yea rs, when the army had a workable

b at t lef ield surveil la nce system ready for deploy ment on
light planes or helicopters. Senior defense officials, howev-
er, forced the army into a joi nt development proj e ct with the
air force to create an integrated surveillance system. Used
Bo ei ng 707 com mer cial jets were sele cted as the aircraft
platform for jstars. But used 707s proved to be extreme-
ly costly to rehabilitate—each rehabilitation costing much
more than the price of a new airliner—because most of the
ne e ded pa rts are no longer ava ilable. Worse yet, deb ates
about the configuration of jstars and its interfaces with
g rou nd- cont rol system s, pre cipi tated by the com bi nat ion of
a rmy and air force re qu i rement s, have so delayed the ac qu i-
sition of jstars that its electronics are several generations
out of date. Now there is talk of a new, adva nced jstars w i t h
mo dern ele ct ron ics and a dif ferent airfra me that wou ld
ca rry two sepa rate surveil la nce rada rs, one for the army
a nd one for the air for c e. jstars, st ill far from rout i ne op er-

at ional use, is but one step away from
being carved into the two indepen-
dent projects that were its origins.

The Present State of Competition

Jointness and the political facts of
l ife underm i ne dod’s arg u ment s
about competition among suppli-
ers. Hardly anyone believes that the
remaining fighter-aircraft contract
to be let—the contract for the joint

strike fighter—will go entirely to the winner of the Boeing
vs. Lockheed Martin design competition. The losing firm,
or at least one of its assembly lines, could be put out of
business by a winner-take-all award. Thus, the award is
likely to be split 60-40, as has become usual for military
jet-engine contracts. Such allocated production shares are
not the stuff of the free market.

S i m ila rly, ha r d ly anyone bel ieves that pro d uct ion
awards for navy ships are de cided comp et i t ively. Inga l l s
S h ip bu ildi ng and Bath Iron works div ide the con st ruct ion
of dest royers, cu rrent ly ddg-51 Arleigh Bu rke dest royers,
so on to be replaced in the yards by the allo cat ion of a new
“la nd at tac k” dd-21 dest royer. Most supp ort- s h ip con-
st ruct ion is allo cated to nas sco a nd Avonda le.

A nd the navy di s covered the total fol ly of its plan to save
money by excl udi ng New p ort News (in Vi rg i n ia) from sub-
ma ri ne con st ruct ion by conc ent rat i ng all the work at Ele c-
t ric Boat (in Con ne ct icut). Cong ress pers uas ively corre ct-
ed the navy’s “m i sta ke” by insist i ng on sha ri ng the work on
t he astutely na med Vi rg i n ia- class at tack sub ma ri ne betwe en
t he two ya r d s. Each ma nufactu rer will ma ke pa rt of each
s ub ma ri ne, and the pa rts will be welded toget her at one or
t he ot her site, in tu rn.

RESTORING COMPETITION IN 

DEFENSE PROCUREMENT

defense pro curement policy should be reformed
in two ways. Fi rst, dod (with Cong ress’s aut horizat ion )
s hou ld encou rage interserv ice riva l ry; sp e cifica l ly:
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• Close joi nt development of fic es, wh ich tend to
cobble toget her an inte g rated list of re qu i rements that
can be fulfilled rarely and which always stifle inno-
vation. (If legislative and executive fascination with
joi nt ness were to re c e de, for exa mple, jstars cou ld
be split into independent efforts to solve the prob-
lems of bat t lefield surveil la nce and re con na i ssa nc e. )

• Even more imp orta nt, cu rta il the role of the mil-
i ta ry’s cent ral pla n n i ng inst i tut ion, the Joi nt Staf f,
in the ac qu i s i t ion bus i ness. Its Joi nt Re qu i rement s
O vers ight Cou ncil (jro c), headed by the vice cha i r-
man of the Joi nt Ch iefs of Staf f, is a forum in wh ich
t he serv ic es ma ke deals on budget priori t ies, set
development goals for new
weap on proj e ct s, and ag ree on
i nd ust ria l- b ase ma nagement
st rate g ies. Wi t hout such a
foru m, the serv ic es wou ld be less
able to col l ude and more likely to
comp ete.

Se cond, Cong ress shou ld re cog-
n ize — a nd deal with—the fact that
t he growth of weap on- pro d uct ion
capaci ty duri ng the Reagan yea rs st il l
i mp oses a heavy bu r den on the
defen se budget. It will ta ke more than base clos i ngs to
resp ond to post- Cold War over capaci ty.

The sca le of the defen se ind ust ry doubled in the 1980s,
a nd since then each pro d uct ion line has been fed a steady
diet of pro d uct ion cont ract s, despi te America’s huge post-
Cold War surpl us of war mat é riel. There are la rge invento-
ries of first- class weap on s, and there is little da nger that
p otent ial enem ies so on will develop systems to ma ke those
weap ons obsolete. Of cou rse, there are shortages of some
of the newest weap ons (e. g., the jdam satel l i te- g u ide d
b omb used in the Kosovo ca mpa ign). But such shortages are
agg ravated by the inef f icient pol icy of pro d uci ng old
weap on plat forms (aircraft, ships, and armored veh icles) at
low rates, just to ke ep the lines op en in va rious pol i t ical ju ri s-
dict ion s.

Now is a good time for Cong ress to deal with the le ga-
cy of the Reagan bu ild up. How ?

• Rest ructu re the defen se ind ust ry by bu y i ng out
exc ess capaci ty, pay i ng off workers, comp en sat i ng
com mu n i t ies, and flat ten i ng exc ess pla nt s.

• O ver come pol i t ical res i sta nce to rest ructu ri ng by
ma k i ng “severa nce pay ment s” to the defen se firm s
a nd workers who wou ld ot herw i se lobby for addi-
t ional pro d uct ion cont ract s. The capi tal and lab or
now st ra nded in the defen se ind ust ry cou ld move to
more pro d uct ive uses. And one- t i me severa nce pay-
ments wou ld be less cost ly than the “corp orate wel-
fa re” that ke eps pro d uct ion lines op en to tu rn out

s mall qua nt i t ies of older weap on s, ne e d less ly and at
g reat ex p en se.

Of cou rse, it is doubt ful that more than a few mem b ers
of Cong ress will seize on such initiat ives. It is bet ter, pol i t-
ica l ly, to fight the good fight to ke ep a line op en by for ci ng
addi t ional pro d uct ion of an unne e ded weap on.

But it is in the interest of the armed serv ic es to be cer-
tain that U. S. for c es are prop erly equ ipped and tra i ned to
prote ct nat ional interest s. The serv ic es’ rel ucta nce to
mou nt a susta i ned cha l lenge to cong ress ional pork- b a r-
rel i ng ref le cts the true state of America’s se cu ri ty: bil-
l ions can be sp ent on defen se- i nd ust ry wel fa re without
leav i ng the nat ion vulnerable to at tac k. Rat her than revea l

t hat news to ta x payers, however, the armed serv ic es have
col l uded to hint da rkly that more resou r c es are ne e ded for
t he readi ness and re capi ta l izat ion of the mil i ta ry.

As long as there is joi nt ness in the bus i ness of des ig n-
i ng and ac qu i ri ng weap on s, the natu ral riva l ries among
t he serv ic es will remain suppresse d. Too much defen se
sp endi ng will be invested in the wrong weap ons and not
enough ef fort will be invested in tru ly innovat ive proj e ct s.
S uch are the wages of the defen se monop oly. j

Too much defense spending will be invested in

the wrong weapons and not enough effort will be

invested in truly innovative projects. Such are the

wages of the defense monopoly


