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The US A r m y  h a s  been  trying to a u t o m a t e  its tact ical  c o m m a n d  a n d  control  

p rocess  s ince the  beginning  of the  las t  decade.1 Pu r su i t  of th is  goal took the  

form of an  acquis i t ion  p rog ram for the  development  and  fielding of an  

in tegra ted  h a r d w a r e / s o f t w a r e  sys t em designed to mee t  the  r e q u i r e m e n t s  of 

deployed tact ical  uni t s .  Known as  the  Maneuver  Control  Sys tem,  or MCS, this  

a u t o m a t e d  sys tem,  h a s  yet  to be fielded in any  usefu l  form to Army un i t s  af ter  

over 10 y e a r s  of developmenta l  effort. This p a p e r  i l lumina tes  the  D e p a r t m e n t  

of Defense  (DOD) acquis i t ion process  as  it applies  to MCS a n d  shows  how the  

in te res t s  of DOD officials became  a r r ayed  aga ins t  Army in ten t ions  to develop 

a n d  field the  MCS sys tem.  Allison's "bureaucra t i c  politics" model  will guide 

the  ana lys i s  a n d  i l lus t ra te  some r e a s o n s  for the  fielding delay. 

The M a n e u v e r  Control  Sys t em is a sof tware appl icat ion des igned to 

a u t o m a t e  the  c o m m a n d  and  control  informat ion  process  for the  force level 

c o m m a n d e r  a n d  his  s taf f  bo th  in a tact ical  env i ronment  a n d  in garr i son.  2 The 

sof tware  is des igned  to r u n  on Army s t a n d a r d  c o m p u t e r  ha rdware ,  i tself  in a 

paral lel  deve lopment  effort. MCS is envisioned to gather ,  correlate  a n d  focus  

batt lefield in format ion  from the  five funct ional  a r ea s  ind igenous  to Army  

opera t ions .  These  funct ional  a r ea s  are; Maneuver ,  Fire Suppor t ,  Air Defense,  

Intelligence, a n d  Comba t  Service Suppo r t  or logistics. Tact ical  

c o m m u n i c a t i o n s  l inks provide the  connectivi ty be tween  MCS c o m p u t e r s  

allowing t h e m  to func t ion  in a network,  a 

As wi th  a n y  acquis i t ion p r o g r a m  specific s teps  are  requi red  to b r ing  a 

sy s t em from a concept  to a working piece of ha rdware .  First ,  the  concept  m u s t  
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be ref ined into a precise documen t  descr ib ing  the sys t em requ i remen t s .  This  

r equ i r emen t s  document ,  after ga in ing  depa r tmen ta l  approval ,  m u s t  t h e n  be 

expanded  into a t echnica l  specification, which,  after solicitation, can  be 

t r ans la ted  into a development  contract .  Once prototypes are produced,  a 

detai led ser ies  of tes ts  are conducted  to de te rmine  ff the  capabi l i t ies  del ivered 

meet  the  sys t em requi rements .  If the correlat ion be tween  capabi l i t ies  delivered 

and  des i red  r equ i r emen t s  is satisfactory, a decis ion is m a d e  au thor iz ing  

produc t ion  in  p repara t ion  to field the  system.  4 

From it 's beginning,  the  MCS program h a s  undergone  an  evolut ionary  

deve lopment  process.  The init ial  r equ i remen t  for the sys t em was  approved in  

1982. 5 Ful l  Mil-Spec ha rdware  and  compat ib le  software h a d  been  developed 

and  fielded on a very l imited bas i s  in  Europe in the early 1980's. 6 The 

r u d i m e n t a r y  capabi l i t ies  of th is  first i terat ion of MCS were improved as  

technology improved.  Advancing  compute r  technology and  evolving 

r e q u i r e m e n t s  precipi ta ted the  development  of software upg rades  tha t  were 

fielded on more  capable ,  semi-commerc ia l  ha rdware  in the  late 1980 'S .  7 B y  

1990, v i r tual ly  all active Army divisions h a d  been  i s sued  th i s  second i te ra t ion  

of MCS. 

It is impor t an t  to note tha t  the capabi l i t ies  fielded with the second i tera t ion  

were still cons idered  crude.  Many  uni ts ,  after thei r  appet i tes  for a u t o m a t e d  

c o m m a n d  a n d  control were whet ted  by MCS, grew impa t i en t  w h e n  p r e s e n t e d  

wi th  w h a t  the  growing pe rsona l  compute r  i ndus t ry  had  available.  In some  

cases,  these  un i t s  began  to use  local f unds  to p u r c h a s e  and  exper imen t  wi th  
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commercial  offerings. The Army recognized the dangers inherent  in disparate  

automated sys tems incapable of shar ing information on a large scale. 

The Army strategy had  always been to replace the original MCS version 

(Block 1) and  the second fielded version (Block 2) with a m u c h  more capable 

system known as Block 3. Software for this version would run  on new Army 

s tandard  computer  hardware under  separate development. 8 Although the need 

to get version 3 fielded was pressing, the development time was now becoming 

an  issue. Users had  been promised a fully functional MCS for a lmost  10 

years. Unfortunately, as the complexity of the software grew, the sys tem's  

development slowed. Perhaps for this reason, the Office of the Secretary of 

Defense (OSD) a s sumed  oversight of the MCS program from the Army in Ju ly  

1992. 9 

An already complex acquisition process gains complexity by an order of 

magni tude  when direct oversight of a system's  development is elevated from 

the originating service to OSD itself. According to DOD Instruction 5000.2, 

OSD oversight becomes mandatory  when a program exceeds specific total 

dollar amount s  for both research & development and acquisition, lo Even 

though MCS funding does not approach those specified dollar amounts ,  the 

program was nevertheless elevated to OSD oversight by order of the Defense 

Acquisition Executive. Despite the developmental teething problems MCS was 

already experiencing, and the resul tant  user  frustration, this action enmeshed  

the MCS program in a bureaucrat ic  paper chase which cont inues apace. 

Although no additional paperwork is generated on the varied aspects  of the 
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systems' development by the addition of OSD oversight, the bureaucracy of 

the OSD staff now had the license to drape their interpretations of regulation 

over every aspect of the acquisition process. Pertaining to MCS, the interested 

offices of OSD include the Defense Acquisition Executive (DAE), the offices of 

the Assistant Secretary of Defense (ASD) for C3I, for Developmental and 

Operational Testing & Evaluation (DOT&E) and for Program Analysis & 

Evaluation (PA&E). As the following will show, the principal OSD players were 

influenced by the dictates of their positions. 

The driving force behind the interest in MCS in each of these offices was 

the portion of defense acquisition directives and instructions (DODD 5000.1 

and DODI 5000.2 and 5000.2-M) which defined the offices specific areas of 

responsibility. These offices, armed with the pertinent regulatory mandates  

and guidelines, proceeded to vivisect the MCS program. The irony of this 

process is that  compliance with the letter of regulation was the holy grail. The 

Army's need for the system was apparently not relevant. Equally important  

(and also not considered relevant by OSD) was the fact that  the regulations are 

written for the acquisition of hardware, not software systems such as MCS. 

The argument that  procedures that  make sense for the acquisition of hardware 

may not universally apply for software was not accepted by OSD. 11 

OSD oversight came to MCS well into the program's development cycle. By 

1992, operational prototypes had been produced and plans were underway to 

begin technical and operational testing. ~2 In the process of examining the 

Army's plan to operationally test MCS, OSD effectively questioned the Army's 
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r equ i r emen t  for the  sys tem itself. OASD-DOT&E re tu rned  the Army approved 

Test  and  Eva lua t ion  Master  Plan (TEMP) wi thout  approval.  D i s cus s i ons  

be tween  the a u t h o r  and  the respons ib le  officials revealed tha t  according  to 

OSD, the  MCS requ i r emen t s  documen t  did not  conta in  the level of specifici ty 

m a n d a t e d  in  DODI 5000.2.  

DODI 5000.2  s t ipu la tes  tha t  r equ i r emen t s  documen t s  conta in  quant i f iab le ,  

m e a s u r a b l e  pe r fo rmance  data.~3 Easi ly  done for ha rdware  sys tems ,  th is  

r equ i r emen t  is exceedingly difficult, if not  impossible ,  w h e n  the r e q u i r e m e n t s  

descr ibe  software des igned  to au tomate  the c o m m a n d  and  control process.  

The Army was  in a tough position: Quant i fy  the improvement s  tha t  

a u t o m a t i o n  will m a k e  to a subjective process  or never  gain  n e c e s s a r y  OSD 

approval  of the  MCS TEMP. Without  an  OSD approved TEMP, the  Army could 

not  conduc t  any  operat ional  test ing of MCS. Operat ional  tes t ing is a 

m a n d a t o r y  s tep leading  to a decision to field. Wi thout  s u c h  a test, the  Army 

could not  field the  system.  14 

While  the Army tried to de te rmine  j u s t  how to quant i fy  the MCS 

requ i rement s ,  OSD pu t  the r equ i r emen t  to do so in wri t ing in  a 6 April  1993 

Acquis i t ion Decis ion Memorandum.  15 Fur the r  progress  toward even tua l  MCS 

fielding was  now delayed unt i l  MCS requ i r emen t s  documen ta t i on  me t  wi th  

OSD approval .  

OASD-PA&E wedged their  inf luence into the  MCS acquis i t ion  p rocess  by  

i s su ing  a directive to perform a full Cost and  Operat ional  Effect iveness  

Analys i s  (COEA) for MCS. 16 The purpose  of a COEA is to compare  a n d  
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eva lua te  a l ternat ive  a p p r o a c h e s  a n d  costs  incur red  to mee t  sy s t em 

requ i rements .  For p r o g r a m s  u n d e r  OSD oversight,  COEA's are  requ i red  pr ior  

to a decis ion point  in a p rog ram ' s  development  known  as  Milestone 1. The 

COEA m u s t  be u p d a t e d  if required,  a t  each  s u b s e q u e n t  decision Milestone. 17 

The COEA as s i s t s  in the  Milestone 1 decision to proceed to the  

d e m o n s t r a t i o n  a n d  val idat ion p h a s e  of a sys t em ' s  development .  The A r m y  h a d  

never  done a COEA for MCS prior  to it 's Milestone 1 decision. The c o n d u c t  of 

an  informal  cos t ing ana lys i s  per formed dur ing  the  Block 2 deve lopment  w a s  

cons idered  insuff icient  by  OSD.18 The enormi ty  of the  COEA directive lay in 

the  fact  t h a t  MCS was  in the  th rows  of p repa r ing  for a Milestone 3 or 

p roduc t ion  decis ion for Block 3 software.  Wi thout  any  a p p a r e n t  r ega rd  for the  

deve lopment  s t a t u s  of the  sys tem,  OSD told the  Army to conduc t  a n  ana lys i s  

which,  if unfavorable ,  h a d  the  potent ia l  to obviate all the  work  a n d  m o n e y  

spen t  on MCS for the  pas t  ten  years .  Additionally, OSD m a d e  complet ion of 

the  ana lys i s  a pre- requis i te  before a development  con t rac t  for follow-on (Block 

4) capabi l i t ies  could be let. 19 Wi thout  any  recourse ,  the  Army ini t ia ted a COEA 

for MCS in Sept  1992. 2o Al though complet ion of the  ana lys i s  was  set  for 

S e p t e m b e r  93, to da te  it h a s  not  been  completed.  

The offices wi thin  OSD exercising influence over the  p rogress  of MCS were 

doing so to mee t  their  own ends.  As an  Army s taf f  officer involved in th is  

p rocess  I f requent ly  found represen ta t ives  from one OSD office total ly i g n o r a n t  

of w h a t  a n o t h e r  w a s  p u r s u i n g  relative to MCS. As the  Army tried to con t inue  

MCS development ,  it was  forced to r e spond  to d i spara te  offices of OSD to a l ter  
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or produce documentat ion they and their regulations required. 

The degree of influence exercised by these offices was effectively the same. 

Any problems an  office raised regarding their piece of the required 

documenta t ion  would slow or stop development. The combined result  of the 

actions of OSD finds the Army continuing to develop the improvements  to MCS 

bu t  progress has  been slowed. Planned operational testing is now 

optimistically projected to occur in 1995, assuming,  of course, OSD approves 

the Army TEMP. 21 Should the operational test prove successful,  practical 

est imates place initial fielding in early 1996. Meanwhile field users  of Block 2 

equipment  and  software issued in the late 1980's m u s t  either soldier on with it 

or choose to use their  own resources to purchase  commercial  equipment  in the 

interim. 

The other equally serious result  of OSD oversight is the potential  

represented by the ongoing COEA. If the findings of the s tudy are unfavorable,  

the possibili ty exists that  the MCS program will be terminated in its present  

form. Given this circumstance,  fielding projections are not possible. 

Though minuscu le  considering the massively complex government 

bureaucracy,  the friction between OSD and the Army over MCS does fit the 

Allison bureaucra t ic  politics model. Governmental  action, in this case the 

slowing and  possible terminat ion of an  urgently needed Army acquisit ion, is 

the resu l tan t  of relatively independent  actions of separate offices wi thin  OSD. 

From personal  conversation with some of the players, none intended to stop 

the Army from continuing the MCS program. Their actions, influenced by the 
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dictates of regulation unfortunately may have the result  of doing j u s t  that .  
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