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Two points are quite clear: quantities actually requested during
the year when it was time to pay the bills were alinst always considerably
below what had been planned previously for that year; and costs were almost
always considerably higher than had been foreseen. The more correct des-
cription is to reverse that order. Costs typically increased beyord
expectations -- and beyond budget allowances, whether high or low -- with
the result that fewer items could be afforded than were plamned.

I believe that, contrary to claims otherwise, this mismatch persists
today. I offer the following table I put together iast fall showing the
results of just such a mismatch on the early Reagan programs.

Reagan Increass (Decvesse) Over Carter

Actusl - Quantiey Pracured Compared

Qwasily to Corser'’s FYSO FYDP
Procured
FYa1-FY82 FYSI-FYR2 FYSI-FYR)

Pregram Total Total Total
M-1 ank 05 248) 1520)
Patrict missile 4 Qm) 1542
Fighting wehicies 23 (] 0
S-toa 1ruck 247 »N0 7306
Copperisead shell s 915 (1.0ep
Trident submarine (1)) m 1]
SSN-0US submarine ] 2 J
CG-4? cruiser ) ] ]
F-18 fighter/sttack 1” @n 9
F-15 fighter ® ud b1}
F-10 fighter N {60) 1209)
Air-launched cruise missile 0 (40) (80)

 *Amount sseumes Reagan FYED royecat though the povgram e a-ﬁdh(‘m
in FY8.

Sowrces: FYDP and FY81-82 figures Irom ~Defeme Budget Increascs: Hlow Well M:
They Planaed and Spent?* (GAO. April 1962); FYU] figures from the cuaference repurt
un the FY8) defense authorication bill,

The problem of cost lies at the heart of our seeming inability to
to enlarge and improve our forces. The cost problem exists on two planes.

There is what might be called the static fact that the ver-unit cost of



