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PREFACE


This interview with Mr. Dale G. Adams, Principal Deputy for Acquisition for the U.S. Army Materiel Command from 1 August 1995 to 27 February 1998, deals primarily with Mr. Adams' career and his views on acquisition, government interactions with industry, and what the future might hold.


Kathryn Shenkle and Jeffrey Hosmer, AMC Historians, edited the original transcript.  Mr. Hosmer also prepared the table of contents, index, cover design, and biographical sketch.


The text of the interview was approved for release by Mr. Adams and may be requested from Commander, U.S. Army Materiel Command, Attn: AMCHO, 5001 Eisenhower Avenue, Alexandria, Virginia  22333-0001.








Dr. Robert G Darius








Command Historian

MR. DALE G. ADAMS

Principal Deputy for Acquisition, U.S. Army Materiel Command

1 August 1995 – 27 February 1998


Mr. Dale G. Adams was selected as Principal Deputy for Acquisition (PDA), Headquarters, U. S. Army Materiel Command (AMC) on 1 August 1995.  In this position, he successfully directed the acquisition, procurement, and system-specific development and engineering support activities of AMC's subordinate organizations, including Research, Development, and Engineering Centers (RDECs); Acquisition Centers; Test and Evaluation Command (TECOM); separate reporting activities; and Army Project Managers (PMs) reporting to AMC.  


Mr. Adams filled many roles at AMC.  He arrived at Picatinny Arsenal as an Ordnance Officer in 1961 and joined the civilian ranks in 1963 upon release from active duty.  He served in several key positions at Picatinny Arsenal, including Director of Product Assurance from 1977 to 1981, where he had quality engineering responsibility for all armaments and chemical defensive and offensive systems.  Mr. Adams was appointed to Senior Executive Service (SES) as Chief of the Armament Division, Fire Control and Small Caliber Weapon Systems Laboratory in 1981.  He directed research, development, and engineering of small- and cannon-caliber weapon systems.  He was Deputy Director of the Laboratory in 1982 to 1985.  Mr. Adams served as Vice President for the Ammunition Division at Aerojet Ordnance in Downey, California, from 1985 until he returned to government to serve as Program Executive Officer (PEO), Field Artillery Systems in 1990.  He was responsible for managing Sense and Destroy Armor (SADARM), Crusader, and the Paladin/Field Artillery Ammunition Support Vehicle (FAASV), all located at Picatinny Arsenal.  He then became PDA for AMC.


Mr. Adams has a Bachelor of Science degree in chemical engineering from Lafayette College in Easton, Pennsylvania, and a Master's degree in electrical engineering from the New Jersey Institute of Technology.  His honors include appointment as Senior Executive Fellow at Harvard University's John F. Kennedy School of Government in 1980, where he completed the Executive Program for National and International Security in 1984.  His awards include the Meritorious Civilian Service Award in 1984 and the Exceptional Civilian Service Award in 1995 and 1998.

INTERVIEW OF:  Mr. Dale G. Adams, Principal Deputy for Acquisition, Army Materiel  Command

DATE:  6 February 1998

LOCATION:  AMC Headquarters Building, Alexandria, Virginia

INTERVIEWERS:  Dr. Robert Darius, Command Historian, Army Materiel Command




Mr. Michael Bellafaire, Senior Historian, Army Materiel Command

Principal Deputy For Acquisition

Dr. Darius:  When you assumed your duties as Principal Deputy for Acquisition, what guidance did you receive from your superiors, and were you charged with accomplishing specific directives?  If so, what were they?

Mr. Adams:  When I was asked to come here from the PEO XE "PEO"  (Program Executive Officer) Field Artillery Systems, I was specifically asked to come here with the intent to bring more focus on the acquisition process in AMC.  In the late 1980's, when the Packard Commission XE "Packard Commission"  met and DCSRDA (Deputy Chief of Staff for Research, Development, and Acquisition) came into being, much of the acquisition work in the PEO community that was managed by AMC headquarters was moved into SARDA XE "SARDA"  (Assistant Secretary of the Army for Research, Development, and Acquisition).  Many of the high-profile programs and the high-profile Program Managers (PMs XE "PMs" ) also moved into that arena.  What happened over the years is that, gradually, as the PEO community became institutionalized, AMC tended to play less and less of a role in that process.  I’m not talking about the Major Subordinate Commands (MSCs), which are, on a day-to-day basis, involved in all these programs.  I’m really talking to headquarters in this context.

So I was asked to refocus, if you will, the efforts of the headquarters to get more back into the acquisition business and oversee the PMs XE "PMs"  that belong to AMC.  AMC had quite a few PMs, when you compare it to the PEO community.  We had about 30 PMs.  Specifically, I was asked to start paying attention to those PMs and look after their care and feeding.  I was also tasked to look after the acquisition processes that were done within AMC.  Now I’m talking the MSC processes, mainly those that are not PM-managed.  There are a lot of programs out there that PMs run that were small.  We call them ACAT (Acquisition Category) IV programs.  We basically provide some AMC leadership focus on this area.  That’s essentially what I was asked to do.  I did not get a specific written directive, although I was basically asked to do pretty much what I told you, and that has been pretty much my focus since my arrival here.

Dr. Darius:  Sir, did you have an opportunity to discuss your duties with your predecessor, Dr. Kenneth J. Oscar XE "Dr. Kenneth J. Oscar" ?  How was the transition XE "transition"  handled?  How could the transition be improved?

Mr. Adams:  Well, to be frank with you, I did not really discuss anything with Dr. Oscar.  Dr. Oscar had already moved over to his job as the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Research XE "SARDA" , Development, Acquisition (Procurement), and he was in place and had been working there for some time.  As a matter of fact, I was told that I was coming here the middle of July of 1995, and I arrived here the first of August 1995, so I didn’t really have a chance to discuss much with anyone.  Mr. Tull XE "Tull"  was sitting in here, and I did do a brief transition XE "transition"  with Mr. Tull on current activities, but really there was not a transition in the sense that you would normally think of, and I was not able to talk with Ken Oscar.

There are some issues that I did talk to him about after I was on board, but there was not a transition XE "transition"  in the normal sense.  I would recommend that there be a transition.  Mr. Tull XE "Tull"  and I are now transitioning.  We’ve been at it ever since General Wilson XE "Wilson"  made the decision that Mr. Tull would take the spot.  I'm sharing with him issues that are ongoing and activities that I’m involved in just to prepare him, so he will not be totally uninformed.  But I think it didn’t hurt me not to have a transition with Ken.  The main reason is I just don’t think the emphasis was at all in the areas that I was asked to work in, so there was really not a lot of activity ongoing.  The areas that I started focusing in were not necessarily the principal areas that Dr. Oscar had been working, so I’m not sure that transition would have really helped.

Dr. Darius:  Do you have some lessons learned that you’re going to pass on to Mr. Tull XE "Tull" ?

Mr. Adams:  Yes!  There’s lessons learned for how some of the issues need to be handled, some political sensitivities, lessons learned as to how certain people need to be dealt with.  Everybody has their certain peculiarities and the best way to approach them in either getting information or getting decisions.  I’ve already had quite an extensive discussion with Mr. Tull XE "Tull"  on those issues.  I think it will help him in some of the other aspects.  He already knew and was already familiar with some of the personalities.  As you know, jobs are very dependent on the personalities and how you deal with them.

Career

Dr. Darius:  Sir, looking back at your career, which assignments best prepared you for this position?

Mr. Adams:  Well, I would say all of them contributed to helping me in this job.  I really started my career in AMC.  Actually, I started in DARCOM (Development and Readiness Command), which preceded AMC, and all the jobs I’ve had have really been in an AMC chain, except for my job as PEO XE "PEO" .  In the PEO job, I dealt quite extensively with the AMC community, the MSCs, and support elements that support the PEOs.  So I was never really separated, if you will, from AMC.  But to be frank, while all of them helped to prepare me for this position, I don’t think I was prepared for this position.

This is the first staff job that I’ve ever had in my career in 37 years, including the time I spent in industry.  Staff jobs are much different than line jobs, and there’s a different way of working that I was not used to, and I had to learn how to work with other people without having supervisory authority over them.  How to get information and how to get people focused to doing things that I needed to get done and I didn’t directly control. That was a learning process for me and quite an interesting one, and I think it was really helpful to me as an individual.  You really do learn a lot and you really learn an awful lot about peoples’ personalities.  If they don’t work for you directly, you can’t always order them to do things, and you don’t have the final say.  So you really have to work with them, get them to understand what you’re trying to do, get them to think in the same ways, develop the same views and understandings, look at the issues from the same perspective, and many times they do have different perspectives.  You have to bring the perspectives together to really formulate an action plan that they are willing to carry out.  It was very interesting.

The other thing that I looked at that did not really prepare me for this position is my lack of knowledge in logistics XE "logistics" .  If I have any regret, it is that at some time, 15-20 years ago, I did not get to spend some time either in AMC headquarters or in an MSC working logistics and understanding logistics.

Logistics is an extremely important part of what this community does, supporting the soldier every day.  In my view now, after two and a half years, clearly acquisition and logistics XE "logistics"  need to be melded together.  They’re frankly not separate, and they are both focused in the same common interest.  But I didn’t understand anything about logistics, so I was learning all the time I was here how logistics works, how the system works, how the retail system works, how the wholesale system works, the implication of things when they don’t work, how things are measured, what’s not measured, and how the depots interacted.  It was a very good learning experience, but I would have been much better prepared for this job if I had had some experience in logistics at some time in my career prior to coming here.  I had never really worked in that arena, and this was all a new and novel event.  I know more about logistics now than I ever did.

The Return Of The Program Managers

Dr. Darius:  Sir, what areas or responsibilities consumed most of your time as the Principal Deputy for Acquisition?

Mr. Adams:  Well, most of my time in the first year or so was consumed in dealing with the PMs XE "PMs" , dealing with their concerns and issues.  I was working the transition that was decided upon by Mr. Decker XE "Decker"  to move a substantial number of PMs back into the AMC community.  Getting a PM support system set up here that was viable and not intrusive to the PMs, but would provide them support in handling financial issues, policy, and other issues was the challenge.  I was trying to understand what these PMs were doing, trying to address their problems and concerns, looking at such simple things as rating schemes, who rates, who senior rates or things of that nature.  Most of that worked out pretty well, I think.  First of all, we started paying a lot of attention to the PMs and brought them back into the mainstream of AMC.  They did feel like they were outliers, because there was a feeling that no one paid attention to them.  They needed some care and feeding, and I think we accomplished that.

We transitioned the PMs XE "PMs"  in here, I think very smoothly.  It was painless.  We were fortunate to establish these Deputies for Systems Acquisition (DSAs) with three general officers at CECOM XE "CECOM"  (U.S. Army Communications-Electronics Command), at TACOM XE "TACOM"  (U.S. Army Tank-automotive and Armaments Command), and AMCOM XE "AMCOM"  (U.S. Army Aviation and Missile Command).  We were able to set up a small, focused office to support those people without burdening the MSCs.  So I think we did a very credible job of bringing, in my view, AMC back in to the mainstream of the acquisition process.  And while there’s more work to do and it will go on long after I’m gone, probably long after Mr. Tull XE "Tull"  is gone, it is working, and it is working well.

We are in the process now of setting up the business processes between ourselves and the Pentagon, SARDA XE "SARDA" , because we’re tied directly to them or our PMs XE "PMs"  are tied directly to them.  General Caldwell and his folks are getting that all set up.  Once that is fully finalized, I think we will have in place all the network that we need to support our PMs and for our PMs to function and do their job in the AMC family environment just as effectively as the PEOs and PMs are able to do under the SARDA umbrella.

Dr. Darius:  That’s a substantial major accomplishment.  Something that you should be proud of, and I’m sure you are.

Mr. Adams:  Well, I frankly am quite proud that we were able to accomplish all that.

Dr. Darius:  Looking at it historically, I remember when General Richard H. Thompson XE "Thompson"  was here and Goldwater-Nichols Act XE "Goldwater-Nichols Act"  and the notion of taking the old PMs XE "PMs"  out of the AMC.  That was one of the things that he took exception to.  Now we’ve made a total reversal almost.

Mr. Adams:  Well, we haven’t made a total reversal, but we’ve made a reasonable reversal, given the Packard Commission XE "Packard Commission"  recommendations and the law that was passed.  We had left in the PEO XE "PEO"  community, under SARDA XE "SARDA" , the big, big, big dollar type stuff that needs a lot of political care and feeding, not that what we’re working on doesn’t need political care and feeding, but ours is a little bit different level than theirs.  And we have moved those programs that are best handled really within the AMC.  A lot of ACAT II [Editor. ACAT I-OSD Decision Level; ACAT II-Army Decision Level; ACAT III-AMC/MSC Decision Level; ACAT IV-MSC Decision Level] and practically all the ACAT-III programs have now moved in to AMC, where we’re better served to handle them.  A lot of these programs are in sustainment.  The MSCs and AMC have R&D, engineering, and sustainment all together under their umbrella, so now the Deputy for Systems Acquisition or the MSC Commander can really focus, because he totally owns these programs.  He can make the judgement on funding priority, schedules, etc.  So it’s just a much better situation than having it split out the way it was working.  So I think what we’ve done is we moved the programs that should be under AMC under AMC, and we’ve probably left the programs that should be under the PEO system under the PEO system.  There are still some disputes, and I think over the next few years, you’ll see more PMs XE "PMs"  moving under AMC.  There’s a few that I believe should be under AMC vice the PEO system, but by and large, we moved the major ones, and I think right now we have a pretty good balance.

As you know, we also picked up all the ISC XE "ISC"  (Information Systems Command)-PM managed programs.  We picked up seven.  Those were not even expected.  That was a surprise to everybody, including myself, but it’s good.  Those PMs XE "PMs" , as you know, are at CECOM XE "CECOM" .  They’re really a different breed apart from our normal PMs, so we had to bring them into the organization and make them a part of the organization as well.  They have programs such as the Pentagon Renovation.  How would you like to be the PM for Pentagon Renovation?

Dr. Darius:  Is that in AMC?

Mr. Adams:  Yes.

Dr. Darius:  That’s incredible.  Is that communications?

Mr. Adams:  Yes.  He’s got all the communication changes in the building.  We have PM Small Computer that buys computers with numerous contracts that you can buy anything you need.  We have some really unique PMs XE "PMs"  that we didn’t have before that were not in the SARDA XE "SARDA"  PM chain either.  We have PMs that worry about the infrastructure and our bases.  Why are you putting fiber optic cables in at various installations, and similar things?  We have people. . . PMs that work for the National Security Agency and do all the antennas for downloading information from satellites.  So we have some neat PMs in AMC.  It’s quite an interesting arrangement and challenge.

The Role Of AMC

Dr. Darius:  It’s incredible, I often hear some people saying AMC’s role is not as big as it was, but I mean it looks like it’s growing now.  People don’t understand how much AMC does, in my mind.

Mr. Adams:  I must tell you, I did not understand until I got into this headquarters what AMC does and how much they do for the soldier or sailor or airman worldwide every day.  We’re just all over the world.  We’re doing all kind of things.  This command makes, in my view, a significant contribution to our national defense, and I think people generally don’t have an appreciation or they don’t understand the breadth of what is done within the Army Materiel Command and what all the MSCs do.  I mean we’re everything from a Meals Ready to Eat, to the helicopters.  Just everything.

Dr. Darius:  Plus ammunition for all the services.  Plus security assistance for Allies and friends, right?

Mr. Adams:  We’ve got a tremendous breadth of effort to support the international programs and our allies.

Dr. Darius:  I was talking to Mr. Wise recently, before he left, and he was saying we in the AMC should have four core competencies and security assistance XE "security assistance"  should be the fourth one.

Mr. Adams:  He mentioned that in his retirement ceremony, and I’m not so sure he’s not right, because that is also an area that, again, I think lacks appreciation.  As a PEO, I worked at trying to sell some of our systems overseas, and when I was in industry, a part of my job was to try and sell some of the things we made overseas, and we were successful.  You don’t realize what a big business it is.  How much it does cement relationships between countries and how it allows dialogue and avoids misunderstandings.  How it ties nations together, both internationally and with the military, and in terms of world understanding and in terms of ensuring that there’s no major conflict or a world war.  You know, I think it’s really a super program.

Serving In Industry

Dr. Darius:  Sir, moving right along, could I go back a little bit about your career?  You served in industry, as well as in AMC?

Mr. Adams:  Yes, I did.

Dr. Darius:  You didn’t mention about how serving in industry helped you in AMC.  Would you like to shed light on that a little bit before we move on with your style of management?

Mr. Adams:  When I planned my career, I had always thought at some point I wanted to spend some time in industry.  First of all, you hear how great industry is and how bad Government is.  So I had an opportunity presented to me in 1985; I was fairly young, and so I thought I could take that opportunity.  So what I decided to do was, I will leave Government for about 5 years or so--it turned out 5 and a half years, but five years or so was my plan.  I would work in industry and really learn what I could and try and understand why they’re so great and why we’re so goofy and stupid. 

Well it turned out that there’s really no difference between the two; industry mirrors us.  They get up and put their pants on the same way as we do.  As it turns out, they have some super folks just like we do; the 10 to 15 percent just absolute totally super people.  They’ve got a big range of just normal people, like we do that are hard working, decent people trying to do a good job.  Maybe not quite hard chargers, but really super folk.  And then they’ve got their 5, 10, 15 percent of dead wood that the Government has.  So there's really no difference.  They’re fallible.  They make all kinds of poor judgements.  I did learn that they are certainly of high integrity.  They are not trying to cheat the Government.  They are quality oriented.  They are performance oriented.  They really are focused on trying to do a good job.  Yes, they are trying to make a profit.  What I’ve learned in general is that they don’t make an awful lot.  Four or 5 or 6 percent earnings before taxes in general is not uncommon in industry, and I know that many folks in the Government think they are making all kinds of money, but they’re not.  They make a credible profit, but not exorbitant.

So, what I really learned is that they’re not much different than we are. They’re certainly fallible, and, as we learned, they’re not necessarily any more creative than we are.  They tend to mirror what we do because we are the customer, and they are performing for us, and they are certainly of high integrity and focused on trying to a good job.  There used to be a saying that. . .  I don’t even know where it came from, but they used to call the folks in industry LCCs.  Do you know what an LCC XE "LCC"  is?  Lying Cheating Contractor.  They are not LCCs by any stretch.

Now that’s helpful to me because, when I came back in the Government as PEO XE "PEO" , I did not look at industry with skepticism.  I don’t look at industry today with any skepticism.  I don’t have any problems dealing with industry.  I trust them.  When it turns out that you find a dud, and there are some duds, then you need to handle them, get rid of them, terminate them, whatever you need to do.  But by and large, you can trust industry.  You don’t have to watch them every five minutes.  You don’t have to have all kinds of oversight.  You don’t have to doubt when they send you in a proposal that they’re trying to gouge you.  That doesn’t mean you can’t negotiate something out, but they price in what they believe is needed to do the job. Sometimes they don’t understand fully the scope of the work, and that’s why it’s good to do all these draft scopes of work because it tends to wash out and narrow the field to just exactly what the Government does want industry to bid on.  So then you don’t have these disparities between what you’ve asked for and the scope of work in the proposal.  It really helped me to develop a good sense of trust with industry, and I do absolutely have that.  I trust them until they prove untrustworthy.  That’s my view of industry.  So I take their word until I find that their word is not good.

Generally, most industry and businesses (the one I was in specifically, which was Aerojet XE "Aerojet" ) work with what is called the commitment system; where if I commit to you that I’m going to do something, I do it.  And if I can’t do it, it is my job to tell you as soon as possible that I can’t do it, like right away, so that we can do something different and work around it.  And I think that’s a high integrity system.  The only thing that you could get fired for in Aerojet besides sexual harassment and a felony violation, you know, murder or whatever, was for lying about a commitment.

Anyway, this helped me when I came back, because there’s a great tendency in the Government to mistrust the motives in industry and what’s going on.  So I was able to, in many cases, to work out arrangements when I was a PEO to get work done or get industry to team with the Government.  We were doing IPTs XE "IPTs"  (Integrated Process/Product Teams) and working closely with industry, generating scopes of work and doing all the things that today are common and a part of acquisition reform.  We were doing that in the early 90's in the PEO.  That's the way I wanted to do business with industry, and most of the PMs XE "PMs" , when they saw that it worked, agreed.  So people started doing it, because it made sense, and it got more done for us.

Industry Views Of Government

Dr. Darius:  Sir, you mentioned LCC XE "LCC" .  I’ve never heard about lying, cheating, contractors.  That’s a stereotype of contractors.  Now when you went to industry, did they have stereotypes of federal employees?

Mr. Adams:  Yeah, they did, actually.  They basically felt that the federal employees were very much focused on themselves and their particular job, they never wanted to look beyond what they were doing at the bigger picture, they were very. . .  I can’t think of a good word. . .  They weren’t innovative is the best way to describe it.

Dr. Darius:  Were they bureaucratic then?

Mr. Adams:  Well, they’re very bureaucratic.  I guess that’s a good word.  They were very, very bureaucratic, and I think that, if you talk to industry folks today, you would find that that probably is not the perception anymore.  I think that the Government has made significant changes in the way they deal with industry in the last seven or so years.  I will be very surprised when I go back to industry, which is what I’m going to do when I leave here, if they have the same view today that they had when I was there.  Generally, we viewed Government folks as very, very bureaucratic.

The other observation was that there are many Governments.  Every single entity that you worked with is different.  Nobody did anything the same, so when you dealt with the Navy, it was much different than dealing with the Army.  It was much different than dealing with the Air Force.  It was much different in dealing with the Army than dealing with AMC.  It was much different than dealing with the Corps of Engineers.  It was just different.  And that’s okay, but there were all different kinds of Governments, so you had to tailor how you worked with them to their style of oversight, or style of the program management that they particularly liked.  I thought that was interesting.  I’m not sure that that’s changing a great deal.  But I certainly don’t believe in industry looking at the Government any more as totally bureaucratic.  I think we’ve changed quite a bit.

[Note:  When you get far enough down in the government they are mightily resisting change.  Current observation.]

Dr. Darius:  I’m sure you contributed to Aerojet XE "Aerojet"  while you were there for five years to change their perceptions or misperceptions about the role of Government.

Mr. Adams:  I hope so.  I must tell you I tried to make sure they understood the Government perspective and how the Government folks viewed things, and I think that I created an atmosphere of much more trust in the Government.  My view was if you want them to trust us, then we have to trust them.  So, if we’re going to make a commitment to them, we’ve got to keep the commitment if we expect them to keep the commitment to us, if they make one to us.  So, it’s a quid pro quo.  I think that’s the way we tried to operate when I was at Aerojet XE "Aerojet" .

Dr. Darius:  Trust has to be mutual, otherwise. . .

Mr. Adams:  If there’s no trust, I mean, it’s just a joke; it simply won't work.

Style Of Management

Dr. Darius:  Sir, moving right along, would you describe your style of management?  Here you are at the summit of your career in the federal Government, in one of the largest major commands in the Army, a critical command in the Army.  You’ve evolved a style of management.  What are the techniques you have to also handle the vast spectrum of information and ideas that you need to understand to carry out your duties?  Aren’t you flooded with information?  What criteria do you use to make tough decisions?  How do you handle this enormous amount of information that comes your way? 

Mr. Adams:  (laughter) With great difficulty.  My style of management XE "management style"  is. . . Well, it varies.  I mean I do things differently, depending on what I’m doing or who I’m dealing with or the position that I’m in.  I certainly try to make sure that I understand the issues.  That’s just common sense, and most people would say that’s common sense.  I find it’s not always easy to understand the issues, because the more questions you ask, you find out there are issues within issues, within issues, within issues.  You start scratching your head, and you wonder, "How did we ever get to this point in this process?"  But, you know, things are very seldom black and white.  They become all kinds of shades of gray.  So you’ve got to understand the issues.  Once I understand the issues or I think I understand the issues, I really try and find out from the folks I’m working with what is their perception of how this should be handled.

I freely admit that I’m not a very innovative person to come up with clever ideas.  Just boom, you know, it pops out.  But I’m fairly good at taking thoughts and ideas and views from other people and saying, well, we’ll take a piece of this and a piece of that and a piece of this, and we put it together.  Maybe this is a way to go.  Or at least one option.  And then maybe if we took a piece of this and a piece of that, etc.  That may be another workable option.  I’m pretty good at doing that.  And that’s the way I view things.

Certainly, as you know, I'm in a staff position here.  I believe you mentioned it earlier.  So that’s really what I’ve been doing for the most part here.  I listen to the issues.  I get the ideas from people about what things ought to be done relative to those issues.  Then basically I take their thoughts and come up with thoughts of my own, and we share information back and forth and go ahead with whatever it is we’ve decided to do.

So my management style XE "management style"  ranges from consensus to autocratic.  However, as PEO, at times I had to be very autocratic.  You just get to a point where you get this guy saying this, and that guy saying that, and you can’t do both, so you got to make a decision.  So you just say, "Okay, this is what we’re going to do, and the discussion is ended."  I’m sure you’ve heard that from Gen. Salomon XE "Salomon"  and all your prior folks.  I mean, you can’t wishy wash back and forth forever.  It bothers me when I see people whose decisions constantly change with whatever way the wind blows.

Dr. Darius:  No continuity in that kind of thought?

Mr. Adams:  But I do understand that there are some times we’ll make a decision and where obviously it’s not working out.  You’ve got to be capable of saying, "Well, okay, it’s not working; we’ve got to do something different," or "I was wrong," or "We were wrong in our conclusion, and we need to change." So I guess from a management standpoint, I’m open to change, if it appears that we’re doing something wrong.  I guess my theory of management mostly is to operate on the basis of if you use common sense and incredible business judgement, you’ll be right most of the time.

Dr. Darius:  You make a distinction between management and leadership?  Some people do, and some people say leadership is inspirational; management is execution?

Mr. Adams:  No, I don’t.  I’ve gone to all these courses, and I’ve done all of that stuff.  It’s hard for me to separate the two mediums.

Privatization Vs Inherently Governmental
Dr. Darius:  Sir, you have worked in both government and industry.  Now we’re dealing with the issue of what is "inherently governmental," and the conventional wisdom is a number of activities that AMC does could be contracted.  What are your perceptions about gains and losses for the government or for industry out of this?  Is this conventional wisdom accurate?

Mr. Adams:  Well, I think the issue is reducing XE "Downsizing"  the size of the federal workforce, and obviously that’s the fundamental issue we’re getting at.  We need how many federal employees in support of DOD XE "DOD"  (Department of Defense), and obviously, are there things that federal employees are doing that could be better done by private industry?  And I think the answer to that is yes. I think there are clearly a lot things we do that I don’t know that the federal workforce would have to do.  This may be heresy, but I don’t believe we need a defense finance and accounting system.  I think we should go to Chase Manhattan or Citibank or I don’t know what bank who does this kind of business and who can handle cutting checks and can handle pay and electronic deposits and all the kinds of things that indeed pay the accounts.  You know, it just seems to me illogical that we would need a federal system to do that.  You may need some federal oversight where you have a core of extremely competent people that can make sure that everything is being done so that no laws and statutes are violated.  That’s one extreme.

Getting to the question you’re really, I think, getting to is probably in related activities such as AMC.  The answer again is I think there are things that certainly can be done better by the private sector than by the federal sector.  I think it is important that we make sure.  I mean, there are some things we can’t contract XE "Contracting out" .  For instance, the actual contracting statutes require that it be done by federal employees.  Legal matters; there may be some aspects of legal that can be handled by the private sector, but legal matters regarding procurement and things of that nature I think have to be done by the federal workforce.  You certainly need a federal work force that is what I would call "smart buyers."  People that are competent to look at what is being bought and look at it from, does it meet the military need, in the case of the Defense Department?  Is it in the interest of the taxpayer and the government?  And so you need some competent inherently governmental type people to do this.

Beyond that, there are probably many, many things that can be contracted out XE "Contracting out" , because that’s not a small amount of people.  We have a big organization here.  AMC, as I mentioned earlier, really is a big, big operation.  It’s a big business XE "Big business" , so there are many tentacles.  So you do need capabilities in all these disciplines.  Communication, guns, bullets, tracked vehicles, and particularly those things that are not commercial in nature, like weapon systems, platform stuff that we are typically not going to buy at your local Wal-Mart or your Ford dealer.  It’s pretty hard to go buy a howitzer at Wal-Mart.  So I mean you’ve got to have certain things that require what I call unique skills and unique oversight.  Those things need, I believe, to have government people that are competent.  So this core of competent government people I consider not to be a small group.

But there are many things that are beyond that that can be contracted out XE "Contracting out" .  Software.  I mean the government folks struggle to keep up with software.  Technology is changing so much.  Those types of things, in my view, probably could be better done by industry.  Clearly many of the electronics things are already being done by industry and should stay out there.  The work at the depots could be contracted out, just like we did the ammo plants, a Government-Owned Contractor-Operated setup.  Some of this is probably heresy.  I do believe that we could privatize a lot of the functions, but I do believe we need a very capable core of government people.  They provide the oversight and the checks and balances that I think is demanded by the public trust for whatever we do, and not only in defense but in other areas as well.

Dr. Darius:  Do you see this as a pendulum swinging in one direction and swinging in the other direction, or do you see a definite momentum swinging towards privatization XE "Privatization" ?

Mr. Adams:  There is definite momentum at the moment swinging towards privatization XE "Privatization" .  I think that eventually we will strike a balance.  I’m assuming that the federal budget for DOD XE "DOD"  stays basically the same over the next five or so years, we don’t have any major conflicts, any major wars, and the economy basically stays on a fairly steady course.  Given those, I think that it will come into balance, as we work through the next three to five years of the federal budget.  Beyond that, it’s really very hard to predict.  It really depends on what happens in the world and what happens again to the DOD budgets.  We could have a tendency to drive the federal work force down even further.  The potential is there, particularly if we’re unable to deliver.  When I say we, I’m talking now of all the services, all the efficiencies that we’re trying to achieve so that we have a fighting force that is truly capable and ready to go.  They used to call the alternative a "hollow" Army, but I’m really talking now of the whole national defense system so that we don’t have a "hollow" force out there.  But I think the pendulum is definitely going towards privatization XE "Privatization" .

Principal Issues

Dr. Darius:  Sir, what have been your major issues during this assignment, and what were the major challenges you faced in getting those initiatives accepted?

Mr. Adams:  The major initiatives I guess were really focused on the PM XE "PMs"  business, getting us back mostly into acquisition, and there weren’t really that many challenges.  I think most of the people saw the need for it and really accepted what we were trying to do and, by and large, were cooperative.  The biggest challenge was just doing it, getting it all done. There weren’t people throwing roadblocks or trying to stop it.  There are some things that we are doing now that are causing some significant challenges in moving to, again, privatization XE "Privatization" .  Here the issue becomes jobs.  Apache Prime Vendor Support (PVS XE "Apache Prime Vendor Support (PVS)" ) is one.  I mean, there are a lot of jobs on the line, a lot of money on the table, such as reimbursement to the Army Working Capital Fund.  The non-distribution of dollars down to the fighting units so the OPTEMPO dollars get taken out.  Elimination of the federal work force doing all the buying of spares and repair parts, which will now be done by contractors.  This is a major cultural change.  No one even knows if it will be successful, but just trying to get through all the wickets to make a pilot program to test it has been a monumental challenge.

Paladin Fleet Management XE "Paladin Fleet Management"  is in the same type of category, although we’re not going as far as Apache PVS.  We are still attempting to move down this same path to have a contractor maintain and sustain the fleet of howitzers and the supply vehicles.  There is just a tremendous cultural problem there, trying to get people to even consider it.  I mean they see issues with, how do you deploy in a hostile environment?  How many contractors can be in the battlefield?  How are you going to protect the contractors XE "Contracting out" ?  Is it really going to be cheaper?  How do you handle all of these concerns?  I guess these have been the challenges in the last year that I’ve been mostly involved in, trying to work those kinds of things.  These are real hard because, I think. . .  What is the term they used?  "It’s jobs stupid."  You know, we are affecting jobs.  People are resistant, because they don’t know what’s going to happen to their job and where they’re going to go.  It’s a natural tendency.

Dr. Darius:  People also say the contractor might low bid to get the job, and once they get it, then they can up it.  Is that a possibility?

Mr. Adams:  That’s a concern.  You know, when you do this, you pretty much put yourself into a sole source position.  The way we’ve tried to approach that is to make sure we incentivize the contractor so that he cannot get into that position.  But again, these are pilot programs.  Until we get them implemented, until we see how they work out, it’s really hard to tell, and that’s why we wanted to do pilots as opposed to everybody going at it. You’d have people banging on the door, saying we want to do this, too.  We’re trying to say, let’s get these in place, let them work for a couple of years, and let’s see how it works for the Army.  If it works for the Army, then we can try other things.  But that’s also hard because you have a leadership wanting to. . . "Let's go now! We’re going to save all this money."  The problem is, of course, once you take down this internal government system, you’re not going to be able to put it back together again.  So we’re trying to do it, I believe, in a very organized, logical way so that doesn’t occur.  But you know, when you’re really fighting both. . .  Industry on one hand wants to get involved and thinks they can do it better (and a lot of us believe that they can), and then there are other people that don’t want to change at all.  You know, I mean it’s really been an effort to work this issue.

Dr. Darius:  We’re not short-changing the federal employees in how good they’re doing their job now, are we, in this process?

Mr. Adams:  We’re trying not to do that, but I think there is a perception out there in the workforce that we are doing that.  I’m not clear on how you change that perception, because people talk about it.  Everybody’s talking about it.  What a great thing this is going to be.  We haven’t even tried it yet, but everybody says what a great thing this is going to be.  So if you’re a federal worker, it makes you wonder.  The argument that is being used is the system that we have in place today works well, but times are changing.  We’ve got to look. . .  Given the resource constraints that we’re facing; given the manpower constraints we’re facing. . .  Is there another way to do it?  We’ve got to give that an honest look, and that is basically what we’re trying to do.  But certainly, the perception the guy down in the MSC that’s buying spare parts for the Apache XE "Apache Prime Vendor Support (PVS)" , I’m sure, feels is that we’ve decided that he’s no longer good enough to do the job.  He feels he’s being pushed out, and I think that’s regrettable, but I can understand how he has that perception.

Dr. Darius:  Do you think maybe we can come up with a fair base line to compare how much it costs versus contractor?

Mr. Adams:  Well, we’re trying to do that on Apache.  We are actually developing what is called a "best case government estimate," and we are asking AMCOM XE "AMCOM"  to put that together, bring in the CECOM XE "CECOM"  and IOC XE "IOC"  (Industrial Operations Command) and all the appropriate players.  We don’t have that yet.  We’re not going to have that for another few weeks, at least the first cut at that. But that’s going to be part of the decision process, to see if the government can, in fact, do it for the equivalent or near the equivalent costs that the contractor thinks he can do it.  And that will be part of the leadership’s decision in deciding whether to even proceed with this pilot program.  So we’re trying to do that.

Dr. Darius:  That’s going to be done fairly and objectively?  It’s not going to be done in favor of the industry?

Mr. Adams:  No, this is an independent government effort.  It’s called the "best case government cost estimate" to do the actual prime vendor support XE "Apache Prime Vendor Support (PVS)"  within the constraints of what the government can do.  Then the contractor is going to cost out what he can do, and he can do some things that we can’t do.  For instance, we use military air to ship.  Well, he doesn’t have to do that.  He can use Federal Express or UPS, and so those kinds of things will balance out, and that’s what we’ll come down to.  We’ll look at the numbers as to how would the government do it and what would it costs for a contractor to do it.

Dr. Darius:  So this is not going to be biased in favor of industry because the government thinks that industry -- or some people think industry will be able to do it cheaper?

Mr. Adams:  We are trying to make sure that it’s not biased in favor of either one, but I must tell you that is a challenge.

Significant Accomplishments

Dr. Darius:  Interesting.  Sir, moving right along, what do you see over your career as your most significant accomplishments?

Mr. Adams:  Oh, boy.

Dr. Darius:  It’s a distinguished career when you think about it.  If you want to come back to that later we can, sir.

Mr. Adams:  I don’t necessarily really think that I made any significant accomplishments.  I mean I view John Glenn going around in orbit as a significant accomplishment.  The things that we’ve toiled on a day-to-day, it’s hard equating to that.  I guess probably the most significant accomplishment that I’ve had in my career was overseeing the production and fielding of the Paladin and the development and production decisions and the subsequent results of the SADARM (Sense and Destroy Armor) program.  They were probably the most technologically and the most difficult programs acquisition-wise that I've ever seen succeed.  There are other things that are obviously ongoing, like the Crusader, which has yet to succeed.  Some of the things that we’ve started here, like the idea of Modernization Through Spares XE "Modernization Through Spares" , are all in their infancy.  I mean it’s hard to say that it’s successful and that it’s really achieved anything.  But I think those were significant, and I think bringing the PMs XE "PMs"  and getting the PMs elevated in stature and getting some acquisition focus in their area was pretty significant during my tenure here.  I still don’t think they are significant in context of what I consider as significant.

Sergeant York

Dr. Darius:  Well, they’re in the context of the Army Materiel Command and in context of programs and products and projects.  Some projects succeed, and some don’t.  Sergeant York XE "Sergeant York" , for example, would you shed light on it?  Would you philosophize a little for us? 

Mr. Adams:  Well, I’ll be happy to tell you.  My opinion on the Sergeant York XE "Sergeant York"  is that it was a well-intentioned program that had several flaws built into it.  Number one, it was a program that suffered from requirements creep.  The original concept of the Sergeant York program was to provide an anti-aircraft gun that would keep an aircraft from coming in, putting that pipper on the target, and releasing his ordnance or firing his cannon.  I have to tell you, when you’ve got a 40-millimeter with prox fuse firing at you, it’s really hard to concentrate on the target.  But the requirements kept changing to the point that not only were you trying to get them to swerve away but also you were trying to shoot them down.  The same applied to helicopters.  The idea was to keep them from popping up and sitting there and acquiring the target and shooting.  The next thing you know you had to hit them, and you had to hit them at an X range.  We just kept upping the requirements, and the system was never designed to do that.

Number two, we decided we were going to need a streamlined (hands off essentially) acquisition, and we were going to let the contractor do it.  Not a problem.  We do that today, and that’s part of acquisition reform, and we’re doing it.  The difference is we said, "Hands off."  We didn’t help them.  We didn’t talk to them about the logistics XE "logistics"  system.  We didn’t talk to him about some of the production issues that we knew would be problems.  We remained silent.  There were all kinds of issues that the government could have helped, but we basically stood by and let the contractor go.  We never provided him any advice or counsel or help, and I’m talking of the macro perspective.  As a matter of fact, I don’t know if you’re asking me this because you knew I was involved in this program?

Dr. Darius:  No, we’re going to learn from you.

Mr. Adams:  I was involved in that program.  I was the stuckee to get the Sergeant York XE "Sergeant York"  into production.  I was tasked by LTG Moore XE "Moore" , who was the three-star that was here, and MG Burbules XE "Burbules" , who was in command at Rock Island.  First of all, I was asked to do a "should cost," because they were negotiating the initial production option.  So I put together a "should cost" team and went around and did a "should cost" of what we thought the Sergeant York firing unit should cost.  Then we did such a great job, they said, "Okay, go straighten out the production."  So myself and several other people spent almost nine months full-time out at Newport Beach with Ford, trying to get their production up and running, which we eventually did.  By that time, however, we were two years late and 14 or 20 fire units behind the original production schedule.

It was obvious that the contractor had certain talents.  And it was also obvious there were certain things he didn’t know.  One of the things he didn’t know was logistics XE "logistics"  and how he should build to support Sergeant York XE "Sergeant York" .  We didn’t help him, and we didn’t tell him anything, because we were "hands off," so he did a lot of dumb things.  So number one, the unit became very hard to build, and it was very obvious it wasn’t ready to be maintained, because they didn’t have the spare parts and repair parts to use wherever they needed it.  And it was just a very, very bad mess.  So the Sergeant York failed, in my view, because of requirements creep and because we had a "hands off" attitude.  We could have helped and told him pit falls and areas that he needed to work and shortcomings.  My view is not telling the contractor how to do things, but it’s pointing out areas where there have been problems before and providing some potential solutions for their consideration.

If you don’t talk to the contractor and you don’t tell him where he’s going wrong, and he doesn’t know, he’s going to go down the wrong path.  So the government stood back, let that happen, and then, the government blamed him.  Well, my view is that the program failed, and the government shared equal responsibility for the failure of that program and maybe more than equal responsibility for the failure of that program.  The way the requirements were set and changed, and the way the program was basically run.

Dr. Darius:  We’ve published a volume on that, sir, and we will send a copy of it to you, and we are curious about what you think afterwards.  If you want to give us another interview based on your evaluation of that.  The important lessons learned out of these things are very unique and very important.

Mr. Adams:  I spent my last year and a half at Picatinny working on Sergeant York XE "Sergeant York" .  I was attached to MG Peter Burbules XE "Burbules" , working Sergeant York.

Dr. Darius:  We have an interview with General Burbules XE "Burbules"  by the way, and we’ll send you a copy of that, also.  Sir, if you were to look back at that, what are the acquisition lessons learned on Sergeant York XE "Sergeant York" ?  If someone called and asked you that question, what would you tell them?

Mr. Adams:  Well, I would tell them just what I said.  Two things.  Number one, we let the requirements creep--and maybe they should have crept, but then it should have been publicized.  We should have said, "This is the right system given these requirements" and stopped it much earlier than when we did.  The other is we did not help the contractor.  We basically let him go his own way.  There was nobody telling him or working with him and saying, "Did you consider this, and did you consider that?"  We had experts in logistics XE "logistics"  and maintenance, and nobody even was able to talk to him.  And so everybody sat back and watched him do dumb things, and nobody was able to say anything, because the way the program was managed.  It was stupid, absolutely stupid.

Dr. Darius:  Are we doing things a lot differently now since the Sergeant York XE "Sergeant York"  problems?

Mr. Adams:  Yes, absolutely, because now we work IPTs XE "IPTs" .  People actually do the dialogue and have a discussion around the table and come to some general agreement as to what needs to be done.  That doesn’t mean the government is directing the contractor, but we’re understanding what his thinking is, and we’re telling him what our thinking is, and you come to a mutual agreement of what’s best.  With Sergeant York XE "Sergeant York"  it was whatever the contractor thought was best is what he did.

Dr. Darius:  Why did we have a "hands off" approach?

Mr. Adams:  That was the acquisition strategy that was developed.  It was basically. . .  If you want to think about it, that was one of the first performance spec-type of contracts in the Army.  And that’s okay, but that doesn’t mean you keep hands off, but that was the way it was handled.  Hands off.

Dr. Darius:  So we learned something from Sergeant York XE "Sergeant York" ?  We learned to get involved with industry at least?

Mr. Adams:  Right, and you don’t have to tell them what to do.  You’ve got to tell them what the issues are so that they can focus and solve those problems.  You can’t let them just go off on a tangent blindly, and if they’re doing something dumb, not say anything.  You can’t do it.

Dr. Darius:  Is AMC working better with industry now comparatively?

Mr. Adams:  I think AMC and the PEO community is working much, much better with industry.

Acquisition:  Today Vs Yesterday

Dr. Darius:  If I can follow up on that, sir, one of the questions we’ve got is, how would you compare the acquisition environment of the 70s and the 80s to the present?

Mr. Adams:  Well, the acquisition environment today is, I think, one of greater cooperation.  It’s one of talking and communicating.  It’s one of working to initially solve problems.  We are getting away from this hands off, don’t talk to anybody, mentality of the 80s.  The United States Army Materiel Command and the Armaments and Munitions Command in Rock Island had a policy in the 1980s that they were not going to take anything that was waived, meaning it must meet specifications exactly.  I mean, what a stupid, stupid, stupid policy.  It got everybody so afraid, so that nothing got produced. Nobody wanted to do anything.  Prices were going up.  I mean, you couldn’t make a common sense judgment, because nothing could be waived.  What idiot would ever make such a policy?  I don’t care who the idiot was.  I mean, he’s an idiot.  And he probably did it politically, because something went wrong, and somebody made a mistake somewhere.  The tendency in the government is, if somebody makes a mistake, let’s punish everybody.

You know, we’re not doing that today.  I’ve seen it personally.  We have made some really dumb moves in acquisition since I’ve been here.  And I want to tell you that Mr. Decker XE "Decker" , General Wilson XE "Wilson" , and others, even though what we did was dumb, they have backed the people because the people made the decisions and acts in good faith, trying to do a good job.  While what they did was, in retrospect, dumb, they backed them up.  I want to tell you, in the 80s, whoever that person was would have been toast.  Totally different environment, and I hope it stays that way.  I am personally concerned that some time there will be some bad mistake, and all of this reform will hinge on how we handle that.  If it’s an honest mistake, would a person be persecuted?  I hope the answer will be "no."

Dr. Darius:  If it were not for harmless mistakes, people wouldn’t want to take any risk.

Mr. Adams:  You’re exactly right.  You’ve hit the nail right on the head.

Dr. Darius:  Now is this driven by your personality and General Wilson XE "Wilson" ’s personality, or a lot of honest mistakes?

Mr. Adams:  Well, certainly, I believe that.  Absolutely.  I think General Wilson XE "Wilson"  believes that, and I know Mr. Decker XE "Decker"  did, because Mr. Decker was instrumental in one. . .  The thing that I’m thinking on that we really made a goof, and he said,  "Well, okay, we did it, but it was done in good faith, and that’s okay."  So I know he thought that way.  I mean it’s hard to tell.  This type of thing gets driven by a political windfall.  So it’s really hard for me to judge what will happen because you just don’t know what the political rule will be at the time or whatever the event is, and, you know, I don’t know what the event is, and I don’t know when it’s going to be.  Since I’ve been here and in my tenure as PEO XE "PEO"  since 1990, when I came back into the federal work force, I have not seen this accusatory environment exist.  It’s been much more open.  Let’s try and do the right thing, and if we made that mistake, we’ll learn from it, and we will not make it again, and we’ll march on.  And we have not put anybody to the torch.

Acquisition Reform

Dr. Darius:  If you stayed here another five years, what would you do in the PEO/PM/acquisition arena?  If you were given carte blanche by General Wilson XE "Wilson"  and the next CG?

Mr. Adams:  Well, what I would do is I would merge the acquisition and the logistics XE "logistics"  communities together.

Dr. Darius:  In AMC?

Mr. Adams:  I think they are linked.  I think there’s no way to delink them as we move to performance specs.  As we move away from detailed drawing packages, we are going to be operating in a different mode than we ever operated in before.  We will not have the details to buy the small repair parts.  We will be focusing more on contractor XE "Contracting out"  logistics XE "logistics"  support.  We will be dealing with subsystems, systems, and self-assemblies.  When you do that, you really need to develop a business process environment, which really is the acquisition and logistics folks.  We’re moving to life-cycle management, so the PMs XE "PMs"  will have oversight of the weapons systems for much longer.  That tends to draw everyone together as a team, because now you’re looking through the whole life cycle of the program.  So I think I would strive to bring those entities together.  And I think they’ll come together anyway, whether I’m here or not.  I think that will happen.  But that’s what I’m trying to do.

Dr. Darius:  Well, will that mean reorganization at the headquarters and also at AMC?

Mr. Adams:  Well, I’m not sure.  I think we would probably end up with one type of organization.  We might have to change the names to protect the innocent.  Sometimes you need to do that.  But I really haven’t thought that far ahead, but I think that is what I would do.

Dr. Darius:  That would be the thrust of your direction?  Sir, AMC initiated a series of Roadshows XE "Roadshows"  on acquisition reform.  How have the Roadshows worked out?  Have they been useful in getting messages across?

Mr. Adams:  I think so.  Extremely.  I think the initial Roadshows XE "Roadshows"  that started, I believe, in 1994, were saying, "We’re going to change how we do business."  We had everybody listening, and they said, "Yeah, yeah, yeah."  They weren’t teaching; they were preaching.  But it was obvious that there was a determined effort to make changes.  So as the Roadshows progressed, what’s happened is we’re going from preaching to teaching.  So really the Roadshows have been extremely successful.  They are out there saying, "Here’s what we’re trying to do folks, and this is why we’re trying to do it." Of course, it’s all money.  I mean, the bottom line is dollars.  Efficiencies, dollars, and people trying to do more for less.  But this is what we’re trying to do, because we think this is a good approach.  This is how we think it ought to be done, and here are some ideas for you to consider.  They do IPTs XE "IPTs" .  They have a program where, as an example, they work through it to get the points across that we’re trying to teach.  How you get a best value, how you write a performance spec, how you look at a logistics XE "logistics"  plan and decide what to repair or replace.  Teaching has been extremely valuable, and I think they have been very, very good.  We’ve certainly been copied by the Air Force and the Navy.  The Army now has its own Roadshows.  They’ve got a Forces Command and a Corps of Engineers and others.  We bring industry in now more and more, so they’re right there training with the folks they work with.

I think they’ve been extremely productive.  I think it’s been a very useful tool.  I don’t know who had the idea of the Roadshows XE "Roadshows" , but I think it was a good idea.  I think it’s proving very, very useful.  They probably need to continue, particularly as we move now towards this life-cycle management type concept where we’re really doing acquisition and logistics XE "logistics"  together.  We’re looking now not just at the development piece or the production piece, but we’re looking at the whole enchilada and how it needs to be hooked in.  So I think they are very good, and we need to continue it.

Dr. Darius:  Dovetailing on the Acquisition Reform with the Roadshows XE "Roadshows" , do you feel that there’s good public perception that we’re sincerely doing the best we can?  That we’re actually not only talking the talk, but we’re walking the walk in terms of acquisition reform?

Mr. Adams:  Well, every year for the last two years, we have been doing a survey at the Atlanta Conference XE "Atlanta Conference" , which is a premier acquisition conference for the Army.  We’re coming up on Atlanta-24 now, so it’s been going on for a long time.  Only CEO’s and General Officers (no marketing guys) and aides. General Officer principals, Commanding Officers, and Chief Operating Officers only.  We’ve been doing a survey for the last two years that NDIA XE "NDIA"  (National Defense Industrial Association) has been doing.  It’s not our survey; they do it.  If you look at the survey--and I don’t have the results on the top of my head-- the answer to your question is yes, we’re doing really well with the public.  I think they believe we’re serious.  I think they recognize we’re serious and there’s been some serious and significant changes going on, and I think they want it to continue, and we want it to continue.  So are we walking the walk.  Yeah, absolutely.

As for the areas that are weak, one reason we have these small business conferences XE "Small business conferences"  that General Wilson XE "Wilson"  has started is because there is less perception of acquisition reform.  I’m talking about acquisition reform at the sub-tier supplier level.  And maybe not even at the second tier, but like going down at the third and fourth layer and ending with some of the mom and pop shops that support and sustain spare parts, repairables, and things like that.  So I think there’s a feeling that we haven’t really got it down that far.

And by the way, it’s not only the Government that hasn’t got it down that far, industry has not, for their own part, pushed it down that far.  If you look at the survey, you’d say in the top level we’re doing great.  We’re definitely not only talking the talk; we’re walking the talk.  Maybe to the second tier, where we’re doing fairly well.  When it comes to the third tier and below, I think there’s some concern.  They don’t see it necessarily.  What happens when you stop buying the sub-components, because this directly effects their business?  These are small business concerns; this is their bread and butter.  By the way, we don’t use mil spec standards anymore, and how do you deal with that?  Mr. Decker XE "Decker" ’s idea was, well, buy an engineer.  These are real issues.  So General Wilson XE "Wilson"  has sponsored these small business conferences XE "Small business conferences" , and that elevates some of these concerns.  We’ve not gotten the message fully down to the second-, third-, and fourth-tier suppliers, mostly third- and fourth- tier, at this point, I would think.  They don’t yet see all the fruits and benefits that can come out of this.  But it’s being worked; it’s being looked at.  NDIA XE "NDIA"  is monitoring it, and we are concerned about it, and I can tell you it will continue along beyond my tenure here.

Small Businesses

Dr. Darius:  You mentioned this as one of General Wilson XE "Wilson" ’s initiatives?

Mr. Adams:  The small business conference was a result of specific comments that were received in Atlanta XE "Atlanta Conference"  from small business people that were there.  Basically they said, "This is all well and good for you big primes, but what about us little guys who are down in the bottom of this food chain?" and "While you’re saying all these good things are happening, it’s not happening to us.  We don’t see it, and we don’t know what’s going on.  We don’t think we’re part of it." So General Wilson XE "Wilson"  had a small business conference two years ago.  We had one this year, and they’re going to continue that, and that’s been a big thing.  And we’re going to orchestrate it now, and I think it’s been very, very good for the Army.  It’s been very, very good for AMC.  I think it’s been very, very good for small business, and very, very good for our business, because it helps the small business deal with the larger concerns.  And by the way, we have large business folks who attend that.  Not a lot, but they attend and serve on some of the panels.

Leadership

Dr. Darius:  Sir, you worked with General Coburn XE "Coburn" , General Benchoff XE "Benchoff" , General Wilson XE "Wilson" , and others.  What has been your relationship with the Deputy Commanding General and Commanding General?  What, in your opinion, are some of General Wilson’s accomplishments in the last two years?  Or areas that you’re concerned with?  Also General Coburn’s and General Benchoff’s? 

Mr. Adams:  Why don’t we start with General Coburn XE "Coburn" .  I think General Coburn’s first accomplishment was that he recognized the issue with PMs XE "PMs" .  That was extremely helpful in allowing that focus to be made.  I’m talking from where I sit.  I’m sure there are many other things that he did, but he certainly was very supportive in allowing me to make a lot of changes.  He supported the idea of combining acquisition, and that was a real problem in the headquarters.  It was a problem for PMs, but it was a problem for the way we operated.  It was a problem for MSCs.  It created double work.  He supported moving that together.  Then I had a selfish motive in moving them together, because it was really causing confusion among the PM community and weapons system managers of protective programs.  So now that’s all merged, and he was very supportive of that.  So in my view, he was extremely supportive of things I was trying to do.  What else can I tell you?  

General Benchoff XE "Benchoff" .  By his tenure, the decision had been made to move all these new PMs XE "PMs"  in.  The ISC XE "ISC"  PMs had come in, and he had been very supportive, basically saying, "Okay go do it.  Do what you need to do, and make sure that we give them the visibility they need, and that we have some reasonable, credible support for them."  And so he allowed me, with the RDA folks, to get this thing all set up and was extremely supportive in that arena.  He attends the PEO conferences.  He’s supported me in whatever I had to do.  So my relationships with both him and General Coburn XE "Coburn"  were very good.  

They were very informal.  There was little guidance.  I would say they provided encouragement to move out, not that I needed much encouragement, but if I did, they were there.  And they certainly backed what I was trying to do, if it became an issue, which, again, generally was never an issue.  You know, it didn’t really run into any road blocks.  

I think General Wilson XE "Wilson"  has had really a tough job to do here.  He came in where the pressure was to downsize XE "Downsizing" .  The defense planning guidance or the cuts, and then the QDR XE "QDR" ; it really is tough.  On the one hand, you’re told to cut, and on the other hand, when you cut, the congressional staff beats on you about it.  Beats you to a frazzle.  It’s difficult.  Everybody wants efficiency, but nobody wants you to do what you need to do to get efficiency.  Because you've got to beg and plead to get a RIF (Reduction in Force).  It’s an arduous process.  I guess democracy is better than the second best, but man, there ought to be a better way to handle this whole business of RIF and downsizing.  General Wilson needs to have the latitude to do what he needs to do without being beat up by everybody and their brother.  Again, I think the major issue he faces is that no matter how much he tries to explain what AMC does, most people he talks to don’t have a clue, including the Chief.  

Dr. Darius:  General Salomon XE "Salomon"  has remarked that -- you may remember in his end of tour interviews -- he was continually advertising the Command in the sense of getting them to understand what AMC does.  

Mr. Adams:  Yeah, and it’s almost a fruitless endeavor, because I don’t think they want to understand.  They don’t have time to understand, or they don’t want to take time, or they can’t take time or whatever.  They don’t understand what this Command does.  They don’t understand the tie in to the PEO XE "PEO"  community.  They just don’t understand a good piece of the business that we do.  They don’t understand acquisition, and they don’t understand technology.  Most of them don’t even understand logistics XE "logistics" , although they have a better feel for logistics because most of them are on the retail end of it at some point.  So at least they understand that somewhere some soldier’s going to march in and say, "I want whatever it is I want."  It eventually goes through the wholesale system, and somehow it comes out the other end in some time frame.  But they don’t understand the wholesale business, and they sure don’t understand the acquisition business, and I can tell you for sure, that they don’t have a clue about what’s going on in technology.  They don’t understand why it takes so long and why we’re spending money and why we don’t have instant success.   

AMC As Big Business

Dr. Darius:  AMC’s a pretty complicated organization, sir.  

Mr. Adams:  AMC is a big business XE "Big business" , a big business.  And if I have any recommendation for AMC, it is that AMC needs to start running like a business.  This is not the 1st Infantry Division.  This is a business, a big, really big, complicated business, and we need to be running it like a business.  

Dr. Darius:  We made efforts in that direction with metrics in trying to make it like a business.  

Mr. Adams:  Yeah, I think we’ve made some good efforts, but I think there’s a long way to go, because we’re still too Government-like.  We have too much attention to rules and regulations.  I’d throw them all out.  Obey the law, and that's it.  My view is, if it’s not law, don’t worry about it.  If it’s regulation, and it doesn’t make sense for what we need to do, just ignore it.  Got to tell somebody?  Well then, you write a letter and say, "I’m not doing this any more for the following three reasons.  Don’t call me, I’ll call you."  That’s not how we operate.  We still operate in a bureaucratic political environment.  And maybe there’s no way out of that; maybe it’s just the way we’re going to have to deal.  

But we are a business.  We are really a business.  If you look at what we do, we’re a big business XE "Big business" .  We’re a Wal-Mart doubled over in providing unique things.  And the unique things don’t get to operate the way things get to operate in a commercial environment.  I mean, we buy a vehicle that puts four or five hundred miles a year, and it’s got to operate, it’s got to be ready to go tomorrow.  See, it’s a much different environment than when you buy a Ford Taurus that you drive every day.  You’re not going to drive it a lot.  We buy things, we use them here, and then we sit them around for a while, and then we use them there.  We don’t have the benefit of training on equipment, although we are moving in that direction, which will help a lot.  So we train differently than with the materials, and we buy all this stuff, and we’ve got to keep it maintained, sustained.  We’ve got to drive down the cost.  We’ve got to modernize.  Technologies are moving at a rapid pace, and we have to move with it.  We’ve got one-year budgets.  So I think we’re really in a tough environment, and we need to limit it.  We certainly are a big business, and we ought to try to run it as much as a business as we can.

Dr. Darius:  With that note, sir, our time is up.  We’re honored to have this interview. 
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