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ACHIEVEIENTS AND FATIURES To7
MANAGEZIENT OF VORLD VAR IT

8 September 1650

GENERAL HOLMAN: Gentlemen, our iecture this morning is the last
of the series on the orientafion for the organization and management
of the Mational CGovernrment. Please note closelj the word "orlemta+30r
becauvse throughovt the conrsp we hope to have much additional mater
and information for you on both organization and management.

- Our speaker is Dr. John D. 111lett of Colurbia University.
Dr. Millett is a very versatile man. Ie is an educator, an administrator,
and an author., During World Wa” IT he was a colonel in the fArmy. He
has held many importan’ posts in our various Federal erecutive agencies.
This morning he will discuss for us our achievements and failures in
economic mobilization duvring World War IT. T am sure that this talk will
serve us as a very fine stariting point for ovr work throughout the year.

Dr. Millett, we are cer%ainly very gilad to have you with us this
morning,., Ve apprecxatﬁ irmensely all tne fine counsel and i imely advice
you have given the Industrial Collsge in the past.

. DR. MILLETT: Gentlemen, Gerersl Holman males me ouh a good deal
more formidable than I really am. Tou may discount by about 50 or 60
percent those exceedingly fl“tt@?lﬂc remarks.

T remember only too well an evening in the surmer of 1942 when T
went to a house in Georgetown that was being rented by one of my
colleagues from Columbia. He anc another member of the economics depari-
ment were there, and we spent an evening holding a post-mortem on the
war to date. As a matter of fact, they were having a great deal of fun
with me. Because the two of them were economists and T came from the
department of governmwent at Columbia, we were somctimes on opposite sides
of the fence. IMore particvlarly, thesc o men were very much concerned
about the pretensions of those pcople who talked so much about organizavion
and management., These economists were at that time in the War Production
Board, struggling through all the various difficultios that this job en-
tailed. They kept going aftor me all evening long Miors are you
organization experts that you cannot solve somc of tneso problsms e are
struggling with these deys?" T am afrsid I did not come off vvry'uc¢1
with them, and I am not so surc that . .so-called organization experts navc
come off very well cither auring the war or aftcrwards.

But therc were at least th@sevextenuating'circumstancbs' . There
were a great many problems of tixc war period--and of today, of conrsce
- that were not orgenizational. I think we become confused on that score
from time to timc., Tt soems to me that the really basic probloms can
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probably be characterized as problems of policy, program, and procedure,
and that the organizational and management probloms sort of tag along
after thosc. Don't misunderstand me. I am not suggesting that the
organizational problems are unimportant, bccausc it is organizaticn that
provides the framowork through which these problems of policy, program,
and procedurce have to be decided. But I don't care how good an organi-
zation scoms to bc on paper or in theéory--is not going to be very eifoc-
tive In the absence of individval decisions and real lcadership to got
these probloms of policy, prozram, and procedurce settled.

Iet me illustrate what I mean by one or two exam»nles. We had
during Worid War II--I am sure we have now and are going to have in the
near future--some important issues about the extent to which smaller
business companies should be used in a war production effort. There is
‘not a basic question of organization at all. - T knew very sincere men
who argued two sides of the’problem., TFinally, a decision had to be made
and, in large part, T think, was made on political grounds. Thers were
business corporation executives who felt strongly that, if large indus-
trial-enterprises were loaded up with contract requirements and commit—
ments, ther would by very necessity have to bring in smaller business
units to work on the job with them. There were others who said that, if
large corporations werec loaded uvp with all kinds of commitments, they
would simply expand their ‘ndustrial plant or find ways and means of
keeping the Job within their own confines, and smaller business entities
would not be utilized in the war production effort. I don't know that
there is very much evidence that is going to satisfy us today on elther
side of this issue. We tiried both expedients, with varying results in
different fields. :

Or take the matter of program-<there was certainly a difficult
struggle during the war to find a method of adjustirg rilitary and
civilian requirements so that they could be matched within our econonyas
I don't believe it was ever done on a very satisfactory basis; it was
done on a rather rough basis. From about Hovember 1942 and for the re-
mainder of the war, the division of our resourccs in practice worked out
“pretty well. It seems to me we stumbled into the particular program de-
vice whereby the War Production Board sald how much the armed fercos

were to get, and the Joinit Chiefs of Staff decided how that totel was to
be divided among the Army, tae MNavy, and the Air Forces, That program
determination, I think, probably hac morc to do with ironing out the pro-
cedural difficultics of controlling raw materials than anv of the so-
called plans-——the Production Requircments Plan ard later the Controllcd
Materials Plan-——or any of the other deovieces that we attempited during *he
War.

I don't want to goct involved in thesc stories except Just to point
out that these arc mettsrs that cannot be settled simply throuzh organi-
zational ideas or through the helip of cxrganizational advisers. I think
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the organizational advisers did a considerable amount of zood work
during the war. I would have to say that, of course, I think that

many of our management programs that were undertalen at various times
throughout the war accomnlished more +than menv pecple had any right to
expect of them when the war first got under way. Pub I don't care how
rany management experts are floating around--and we had many of them in
Washington during the war years—-we can never substitiie the management -
or organizational adviser for some basic decisions about policy, program,
and procedure, That is one thing I want to male sure you wdsrstand.
You sirould not expect too much of the "beast.

Another thing I would like to make clear at the oubset is that a ‘
tremendous amount of litocratire has hecome available, in one way. or snother,
about our organizatiional snd adrinistrative experiences of World Tar TT.

T am not going to try %o review all that literature here this morning. I rre-
sume that duaring the o wrog of this yar, before you finally ascave next June
you will have gone over much of this writing. T will simmly illustrate some
of the types of written materials that are now available.

There is, for example, sbout the War Production Board, an official
history that runs over a thousand pages--that s just the first volume.
The second volume never was published. There is lir., Nelson's nice accownt
of how he went to war with the Army. There is & public relations officer!s
account of how the "Fashington War® looked from the ventege point of that
‘particular public relations officer. I have never becn able to find any
really good excuse for that hools, There ars. othier books as well; for ex-
ample, one called "Wartime Production Controls," by three men who were down -
in the second and third echelons of the organization of +ths War Production
Board,

There are three differont wnofficial histories of the Var Food Admine
istration. Thosc accounts of that particular =rork sre someg- cf the best
accounts we have anywhere zchbout eny kind of activity. - There is an official
history, in scveral small volumes, of thc Office of Price Administration.
There is an official history of the Petrolewn Administration Ffor ar.,

There are mony memoirs that have been nublishod. T already mentioned
Mr. Nelson's. I horne you don't mind if T stop for a moment to pase off a
personal prejudice of mine. The best choractorization of Mr. Wolsonts
memoirs is that which appeared ir the "Saturday Roviowr of Literature," by
a man who was not involved in the wor offort bub who is o journalist writing
a good dool about cconomic matters, FHe added, in & closing sontence of
his review, "Mr, Nelson has now added to the officinl historics of ¥he wor
the Sunday comic supplemont.?

There are the memoirs of Mr., Hull. Thore afc the momoirs: of
Mre Stimson. Incidentally, I think this boolr is, in many woys, some of ‘
the best writing we have. There is the book about Mr. Hopkins by Mr. Sherwood,
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which T certainly rate highly. There are many other memoirs, including
now that of Admiral Ieaky. There are many other unofficial histories
that are conshantly appearing these days. '

The Army, the Air Force, and the Vavy, as you lknow, have been pub—
lishing their own official histories. Tiaus far, I Lelieve, none of bihwose
deal with some of +the organizational and procurement problems, buh there
are such volumes in preparation. Perhaps before this year is out soue
of ‘these w1l beccme available to vou so that you won't always get the
story just from the side of the WEB.

T want o make clear *that I am not trying, as I said, %o review any
of these books. T am not trying to draw my remarks here from these books
but rather from my own observations, my own experience, and such judgment
as T am capable of exercising.

-

T will do my best *to be fair. Taers are times when I cannot, as T
have illustrated for you. Bub I am glad +o say that the advantage in
having a college or univereity professcr to give Lhis kind of tallt is that
he is free to say anything he wants to, and Le will not be relieved of nis
comnand for it the nex? day.

Wy emphasis here is entirely upon problems. That is likely to be mis—
understood, too. Our accomplishments were tremendous, and T am not in-
tending to belittle them in any way. Dub I think It is more helpful and
more instructive for our nurnoses right now if we concentrave our & tentbion
upon the problems that were encowntercd in tie orgzanization of our mobili-
zation exverience in World War II. » ‘

With this by way of background, let me make the few comments T wish
to state about our wertime exrerience. Firsht of all, our warbime organi~-
zation evolved out of cxperience and out of pariticular circumstences. It
was never plarmed abt any one time. Ih was naver laid dovm on & grand blue—
print. It resulted from a procuss of develommend and evolution. '

At the time the war erded most people seemed to feel that we had a
pretty good organization. I have no doubt “hat, if the war had lasted
another six months, another year, or another two years, e wrould have had
considerably more organizational experiment. 1 can scarcely imagine any
kind of long-term effort in which a great many adjustmonts in organization
trovld not be made. So when we stop to thini tiet the organizabion pattern
developed at the end of the war was neeessarily a good pattern, we must bear
in mind that it was probebly pretiy satisfactory for the immediate clircume
stances that existeéd in the winter of 1944-1945 and the suwmer of 1945. Bub
if the war had been different, or if it had gone on longer, ve probably
would have had some different organizational experiecnce.

The question is often asksd: Mhy was the Industrial iobilization Plan
of 1939"——which was primarily an organizational plan--"mot put into effcct?!
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There are several veasons. T thinl they are fairly good reasons. They
may be summarized under trese headings: that the plan tended to be some-
what inflexible as to circumstances; that the plan was not entirely suiteéd-
to the political problems that were encountersd 4in 1940 and 19413 and that,
from that tire on, because of many different personalities at different _
places in the Government, we had o make adjustments and from time to time
to change arrangements as seemed necessary. The plans tha’ were laid oub
were probably. pretiy good plans, but it Zush was not expedient and it was
notv altogether desirable +o carry them out at any one vime, becavse they

did not fit 2 particular situstion as 1% existed at a particular roment.

The structure at the end of +the war, it seems to me, had three pri-
mary elements that you must constartly lceep in mind:s There was, first
of all, a congeriss of agencies thet had developed around the Presidency.
The two'most important of these by the end of the war ceriainly were the
Office of War Mobilization and Reconversion and the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
There is now, incicentally, an wnofficial history of the 0ffice of Tar
liobilization and Reconversier which, I think, is a very good study, It is
calied "Presidential Agency," by Hermen Somers, who was a member of the
staff of that agency. e do not have a study of “he Joint Chiefs of Staff
rublished yet, but there is an officlal history in preparation.

The second level of organization brought together ten or more very
important alphabetical‘agencies, ranging frem the War Production Board and
the Office of Price Administratisn to the War Food Acdministraiion, the
Petroleum Administration for War, the National War ILabor Board, the Mational
Housing Administration, the War Shipping Administration, the Office of Dew~
fense Transportetion, the 0ffice of Scientific Research and Development,
the Foreign Leonomic Administration, the War ienpower Commission, and others.
Those I have menticned, I thinl:, are the most important ones: I believe ‘
you have been hearing about them. If you have nov, I am sure you are going
to hear a good deal mors bafore Jou are throuzii. Then, at the third level,
were the Army, the Navy, and the Air Forces. All these agencies had to be
woven together into. somwe kind of operating pattern. That probably nre-
sented the most important single management problem that existed throughout
the var.

This organization vies big: it was sprowlings it was in many ways
wastefvl of manpowcr. Tt was an ocmergency organization. Almost 21l the
bodies I have mentiocned werc emergency agencies. There were continuing
agencies of  the Government, of course, that had important'wartimo{rospona
sibilitiss, There was scarcely any sc-called "old-1line" agency ‘tha? did
not have many war duties to perform during the war, from the State and
Treasury Departments to sma’l agencies and bureaus like the Bureau of ,
Standards. But the main componen® parts of this wartime cconomic mobili-
zation were emergency organizations. I think we arc going to have much dow-
bate in the next fow months about whether old, continuing sgencics are the
best to carry out emergoncy dutics, or vhetkor thore ought to be separate,
new agencies to carry them out. : o ' '
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Our wartime organization,-¥ased primarily upon emergency agencies,
did a lot of creaking, ' I have already mentionecd a fact you are well
aware of, that there were many verbal battles in Washington during the
war, I am happy to say they were all not between the armed foi'ces and the
civilian agencies., The civilian agencies had a great deal of fun fighting
among themselves., There were some firsteclass squabbles in this towm
during the war that never invelved anybody in uniform. There were squabbles,
for example, between the War Frocduction Board and +the Nabtional Housing Ad-
ministraticn, . and very bitter battles between the Var Production Board. and
the War Marnpower Commission. On occasion there were some controversies be-
tween the CPA and the Yational Tiar labor Poard that did not get very much
attention. And there were some very uice babtles hetween the OPA and the
War Food Administration. So thers was a lot of creaking and a lot of
groaning +that went on in this wartinme orgenization.,

-

v

I think it is Importent to look more specifically, however, at some
of the problems that arose at the various levels of this organization as
T have briefly outlined it to vou. A% the presidential level, as I have
said, the two most important agencies were the Joint Chiefs of Staff and
the Office of War Mobilization and Recounversion. Without much question,
the most important single problem that we had constantly to face here was
the problem of the relationships of these agencies and of the individvals
who ran them %o the Presideni. That is, a long, continuing problem that
existed before the war has existed since the warsy it is not an easy prob-
lem at any time to settle. ‘ '

Tt is a little difficult for many of us Iin this country to understand
the distinction between the President and the Presidency as an institu-
tion. Today there.is not much question about the fact that the Presidency
as an institubion has become tremendously imporitand Lo ovr economic and
political well-being in this country. The problem is just how the Presie-
dency as an institution is going to overate in cur system of governmente.
There are no Final ansvers ithat I know of to this guestion; nor Have T

heard that anybody else knows of any.

The Presidency is headsd by 2 single individusl. His position is
wnigue among systems-of zovernment. The Presidency is an indigenous pro-
dvct, it seems to me, of this country and of our historical development..
The difficulty is this: How far can we go in institutionalizing the Presi-
dency and still not harbor in the organization rivals to the Presicdent.

Tf vou will read about thc Presidency at different times, or the Presidents
of differcnt times, you will find that no President can over afford %o eop
an active rival in his owm family. Tt will cause cdiscord; It will causc
all kinds of troubles. One of the things that interests memost in Sher-—
wood's book on Hopkins is this: Mr. Sherwood says Hopkine really became 2
good, trustworthy presidential assisbant when he had recovered from onc of
his early sick spells but rcalized he was too sick a man ever to iry to

run for President himself. Apparcently the only way we can get somc man to
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work loyally and carefully around the White House is to have him in the

last throes Qfﬁa mortal illness.

Yot this is scarcely a management prescription. Maybe 1t is the
best we can'do under the circuvmstances. Tt just is not in the cards, it
seems vo me, ever to expect, on an indivicdual perscnality basis, to place
around a President strong persons who could become potential focal voints
of political discord, chicanery, jealousy, and manipulation. T am not
above suspecting that what many of the peonle with the prescription, "Come
on boys, let's'really get a strong man up here," went most of all is. dise
cord, jealousy, and a creeping paralysis, They are not so much interested
in accomplishment as they preach. That is Just my own observation. You
mey take it for what it is worth. :

That was a tough wartime nroblem, it is a tough "cold war! or hot
peace" problem--~whatever this is we are in now--and it is going to be a
tough problem ahead of us. 4 ‘

By way of perspective, T have been reading during the last couple of
weeks a history of the Civil War. More particularly, I have been reading
the Sandburg and Randall biographies of Lincoln. T was very much interested
in watching the ways that Lincoln, as a wartime President, had to meet the
same problems that Mr. Roosevelt had to face in the forties and that some
Presidents undoubtedly are going to face in the fifties. '

I don't know any pat solutilon, except, as I said a moment ago, the
last throes of a mortal illness, to settle these problems of working re-
Jationships at the presidential level. Tt secems pretty clear that thosec.
working relationships are going to be of vital importance .

There are other answers. If we knew all the details about  the rem-.
lationship of General liarshall to lir. Roosevelt, I suspect we would find
there one possible pattern of relavionshipe. That relationship has been
hinted about yet it is apparent, for instance, that General Marshall is
not going to say anything more about ite--he Zs that kind of man. Tt is
obvious that Mr. Roosevelt is not going to say anything about ite. And T ‘
am not sure we are ever going to know the details of it. . But that relation-
ship was made possible, it seems to me, by the fact that General !arshall.
is the kind of person he is; and thet he was in uniform, had the long tra-
dition of the uniform about the proper position of a military adviser, and
was very careful to stay in that role. Tt is inconceivable to me that a
General McClellan could ever have operated--he never did--the way General
Marshall did. Tt is too much to hope that a man of General NeClellan's
overvhelming ambitions could have or would have operated in that way. And
when you get a civilian in there without that military tradition, and es-
peclally a civilian who has had a considerable political career, you have
a tough problem on your hands. - - :

7
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The second big issue at the presidential level relates to the exact
amount of authority and responsibility and the decree of detail that shall
be decided upon and performed at that level™_ The experience of the CVR
is exceedingly informative in this respect. I think Justice Byrnes' de-
cisions on this score were exceedingly wise decisicns. The whole philos-
ophy of how he conceived of his COffice.of War Mobilization is very well
set forth in the little book by Mr. Somers. T will leave it to you to read
thate. My own feeling is thabt the prescription that Justice Byrnes had for
his respops'b¢11t1@s was the kind of prescription that is quite work cable, -
Twill sum it -up in this way: It is very hard, apparently, for'a high
achelon to behave like a high echelon. In larze part I +hink Justice Byrnes
did. ' ' . : :

Another part of the problem was the relationship that was to exist
between the high agency settling some of the e¢conomic problems of the war -
on the one hand and the Joint Chiefs of 5taff, which was concerned with
the military strategy end operations -of the war, on the othér hand. ‘Thi
had to be worked out mostly on a persorial basis. I think the way General
lershall, again, in large part, as the dominant personality on the Joint
Chief of Staff, was able *to work out those relations with Justice Byrnes
on a purely personal ha 818 1led to many of the satisfactory arrangements that
did exist between the two azencies.  That was another one of the trouvble~
some problems, and I think it is going %o be a continuing troublesome pro-
lem in the management of a wartime or prewar mobilization eiperience.

A% the level of commanding the resources of the Fation a nunber of
problems arose. Should the War Production 3Board have been a bigrer agency
than it was? Did ir. Felson make a fatal mistake in Jetting the War Food
Administration and the Fetroleum Administration for . War get vy from hinm?
Should he have kepbt price control within his azcney? Did he meke a mis-
take in letting some of the qther sgencics get away from his control?  Meny -
people have been arguing about thab t, and a number of thz books that have
been written since the war more or less.take the position that Mr. Nelson
made fatal mistokes in lstting these other civilian agencies grow up along=-.
side the ¥ar Production Board. T don't.snaru that same conviction. Moy=.
be sos mwgbe it was a mistake. - But so far as T could ever see ity it
looked to me as. thouﬂh, first of all; the War Production Béard had a pra+tg
01g job to do in the raw matcrials ficld, Tt looked:to me , mlso,*;s if it
was a job which was too bLb5 a good. part of the t+me,_¢qr the nen who were
in WPB. Thoy had unouoh on their hands, and I thirk that letting some of -
the other tthgs got away was hc exbnclen+ LQLng to.do, R

You know, I must t4lk like this bocauss th e*VPP Boys have done all
the shouting so far, and the Army ond of most of this story has beon,¢1tt1e‘
heard of. So Just discount parm of what T say. ' e
The'WPP hud a very big job alT throuvh the war, 1t&out aﬁy queot1op,
and I think by the end of the war it wras handling Lbﬁt job pratty well.
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But these other gep01es did develop, and there may well be similar pres—
sures for other agencies 1like thiem in another experience of this ind.

Another problem was how these agencies were to be related to the ‘
military. Tiuere haé ceen a good deal of cdebate since the end of the var,
as a matter of fact, about whether the WPB should have taken over nll*tarf_
procurement. To me, this is a fantastic debate, but it is still going on,
and there is experlence-not in this country but overseas--of a different
arrungement.

In Britain, for LnSuence, there were two civilian ministries that
took over most military procureuent responsibilities during the last war,
These were the Ministry of Suppiy, which did mést of the purcna51ﬁp for
the British Army, and the Ministry of Aircraft Production, which was a ,
civilian agency that did almost all the vrocurement work for the Royal Air
Force. The Royal Havy hung on to its procurement job pretty much througzh-
out the war, although csome of it has heen taken over by the Ministry of
Supply since the end of the war. In facht, the chief civil servant in the
Ministry of Supply in 1947 told me that, outside the Roval Navy 1ettina",
contracts for warships--and Britain has not bsen building very many of them
in the postwar period-—the Ministry of Supply then Loughb@vcryublno cxcopt
those items dearest to the heart of the navy. Of course, I wmted to Know
what those items were, and he informed me that they were four or five in
number: rum, cutlasscs, rove, and hammocks, Apart from those items, most
of the navy »rocurement in England has been taken over by the Hlnlsury of
Supply. :

There was a move in Germany from early 1944 on to place all the pro-
curement operations for the German armed forces in a civilian agency, and
it apparently worked nretty well., The peak deliveries of military sup=-
plies in Germany were made in Septembor 1944--that near to the end of the
war. There was a rapld collapse aftor that. But the peak deliveries
came ag late as Scpiembor 1944 and came under the direction of a’civilian
ageneye. I taink that is to be explainsd largely in terms, again, of per-
sonalitics~-in terms of the personality of Albsrt Speer, who was the head

“he Ministry of Armaments and War Production. It is to be explained,
also, by the fact that there was a long tradition in German armed forces
vhich belittled the importance of vroécurcment and sunply opcrations. We
don't have that tradition, I belicve, in this country, vhich fact croates
a different situation.

I don't doubt that we are going to have some debates again and will
have to resolve some fundamental issucs about the relationships betwcen -
these civilian agencics controlling resources and the military agcencics
doing the direct procurement operation. Thosc rclationshins are prebty
sensitive. They are pretity difficult to adjust and to arrange. Thoy call
for constant attention, for a great dcal of patience and forbearance on
both sides, ond considerable good will. Many- times during our World War IT
cxperience that good will was not forthcoming, in high placcs particularly.

9 .
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I cannot leave this wri¥f discussich of these wartime control agencies,
however, without saying that T think the“greatest failure of 'all was in
manpower contirol. T think everybody will say that to you during the course
of this year, so I am not announcing any great, new discovery. But it was
not so much the fault of the organization of the War Manpower Commission,
it seems o me, as it was a matter of fundamental policy that was never
resolved at ary time during the war, and a matter of political pressures
that were brought to bear. - ' ' :

I think the single greatest unused menpower resource that we had
during World War II was in our rural areas, on our farms. This is the
way T Mwrin friends® and "influsnce" the American Farm Bureau Federation. _
flone of my agricultural friends will love me. for +his. That does not cause
me to lose ahy sleep. Our political organization in this country is so
arranged that our political processes tend to overrepresent rural areas as
against urban areas. Our agricultural production is so organized that we
get about 80 percent of our rroduction from about 20 percent of the Pro=
ducing utnits. Yet the small and inefficient producing wnits, for wvarious
reascns, are kept in existence--kept in existence many btimes by the vpolicies
that our Federal Govermment has to pursue a3 the consequence of political
pressures, The very essence of politics is groups struggling with o%her
groups. The agricultural groups have done rretlty well in their struggles
with other groups in our society. ‘This was, without any guestion, in my
Judgment, the greatcst sirgle manpovier resovrce of World War IT that wont
underutilized throughout the war,

And heaven help the guy who wants to tackle it in the next war! He
1s .going to have a red~hot potato, Some people think that the toughest
job of the war was administoridg price controls. - They don 't know anything
about agriculture. You must know something about our agricultural policies
and our agricultural organization in this comntry if you want to know some-
‘thing about really difficult problems. ' )

Organization cannot settle a problem of this kind, and the need will
have to be very much more severe than it was ab any time in World ¥ar IT
before we tackle that one--before e have any leaders,; T suspect, who will
want to tackle it. I tell some of my students that, if they really warnt
to find employment whers they will be safe from the draft board, they
should go out-on the farm: M"If that is vour goal in life, go back on the
farm, brother, and you are safel® You may discount my vehemence on this
score, too.

The isguve of how far controls are to go in our economy and what kinds
of controls we are going to use vresents some basic manageément problems
that really amount to the nsed and the courage to make important and basic
decisions, : ’ : -

At the military 1av01; the third of these levels I mentioned to you,

we had three scparate military procurement organizations during the war--




RESTRICTED ..

S

=

- v

the Army, the Navy, end the Air Forces--and tlere was z mininum amount

of collatoration and cooperation between them, althoush there was a lot
of exchange of information on a more o= less individual basis. Nothing
amuses me more than to read in‘the War Production Roard!'s official history,
and some of the other accounts, aksut the Lrmy ard Yavy imitions Board.
The story looks very good in orint, but I caa only say that after the most
diligent searches during the war, from inside th - Army, T was never able
to find it. I take my hat off to the historians of the War Production
Board if they have been able %o locate the Army arnd Navy lamitions Foard.

The best report--and thare is an official report--dealing with the
relationships on procurement nroblems hetween the three forces is the so-
called Draper-Strauss Report, prepared by then Colonel, later Majox
General, Williem Draper, working out of the "mder Secretary's Office in-
the War Department; and Admirsl Tewls stravss, then Captain Strauss,
working directly out of ir, Forrestall's office in the Mavr. Tha% report
is in multilith for:a, T telieve in three volunes, and was published ©r the
Adjutant General's Office near the end of “he ware” I am suvre there are
copies of it in your library. You will find there, I think, a guite ade-
quate record of the procursment Interrelationships that existed between
the armed forces during the war. ' B

I want you to bear in mind that at no time during the war did we have
any such agency as the nresent statuteory Munitvions Roard of the Depariment
of Defense. So how the Munitions Poard is going to worlk in relation to
the three armed forces is a kind of new rroblem or whicl: there is no World
War TII experience of any importance to draw upon, ouvsicde some of the things
to watch for. : ' ~

I should add one other thing here. My wartime boss Ciruly believed,
and still firmly believes, that there should have been a fourth force
created when unification took nlace; that there should have boen a supply
force for all three of the militery scrvices. I am not sure about that.

I am not so positive on *hat score as ho is, and I havq a good reason %o
be suspicious. : '

A lesson we learned in the Army Sorvice Forces--at lecst T lesrned
it--came from the experience of the Signal Corps. The Signal Corps had a
good deal of difficulty from time to time in organizing its procureument
operations. Finally, in order to- procure its radio and other communications
equipment that went into aircraft, it sct up a single procursment office at
Wright Field, working very closely with the Materiel Command of the Air
Forces. In 1944 General Arnold raised the question: " "Since +his office is
concerned solely with -the procurcment of air meteriel, what is 1t doing un-
der the Signal Corps, and why shouldn't it be under the Air Forces? And
since it is located right here at Wright Field and all the people are here,
why shouldn't they just be transforred from the Signel Corps to the Alr
Forces?" And they wore. I alweys figured that the Signal Corps made an

1
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organizational mistake. I don't know whether or.net the Signal Corps
wanted to keep achrafn Jommuntcaticns procurement, but et us assume
that the Signal Corps had the same feelings that any of us would have in
an administrative position--we always want t¢ een what we have and get
a little more if we can. On that assumpiion, T figure that the Signal
Corps pulled a boner; that it simp;y went out and asked for trouble.

If the armed “orces were to creabe a single service for procurement
operations, 1t would be a lot easier to *ransfer that to a civilian agency
than it wovld be to get it all out of the complexity of the Navy, all
out of the corplexity of the Air Force, and all out of the complexity of
the Army. I am just nassing along a iittle advice for whatever it may be
worth, That is just one of the reasons why T am nct so sure about that
particular prescription of my former b6ss, although my acmiration of and
affection for him is great., - Of cowrse, if T had a different point of view
and thought this whole vprocurement operabtion ough® to be under civilian
direction, then I would be a very hou enthusaast for a separate supply
forces

As T said before, we had three separate procurement organizations in
the militory services. They had meny differences, d“saﬂre,deﬂts, and
quarrels from time to time. There was a good deal ol compe otitlon that went
on, and don't let anyhody ever tell you othervrise. Nobody would ever com-
mit hirself on *this--T was never able to get any kind of admission from
anybody-~but I could not help but see it many times. There vere somo forms
of cooperation, and someétimes re were compelled to common arrangements;
but they came hard, and, 1n ny Judgment, they always came when thers was a
crisis of some. sort.

The three forces many times had qulte cifferent crganizations and
quite different proceduras and policies, and they created difficulties.
How we can got around that situation is another management’ problem we are
going to face~-if it is desirable to get around i%. T 2m not stggesting
“therc ought to be a stendard procurement operation for the Army, Navy, and
Air Forco. T don't telisve that, I think Pere must be gifferences., Bub
don't ever belittle the difficultvics cr:atﬁa ovltnese differ: nces anc some
of the complcxities.-ﬂev croate,

‘ T con illustraﬁe~just ong kind of d;ffororce bv t“_s little story.
Back in 1948 I was associated in a particvler entorpriss with Struve
Hensel, who was first General Counsel and then  -Assistent Secretary of the
Navy during the war years. Onc GVGnl“? 'at the hotcl room we were sort of
reminiscing abovt various mabtors. Iir. "Hensel leaned back in his chaill
and said, "John, T want to ask youw a cuestion seriously. Do you believe
all that guff about the Army steff system?" Of coursc, that was a good
way to get me riled up, and I wartcd to know what was the matter. He sald,
1T used to have long debates witn Bill Marbury about that staff sistom on
procurcment operations over in the Army, Morbury is o good, intelligent
lawyer. He ought to knowr botter. But Marbury kept trying to tell me that




the staff system in the Army worked; +that he could sit up there in
General Clay's office and write procursment regulations; cetermine the
legal aspects of contract negotiation snd renegatiation, and settle a 1ot
of basic policy matbers; and that the technical services would then carry:
them out." M-, Hensel said, "You know, T just cdon't believe that, That
is not the way we did it in the Navy. Tn ths Genéral Counsells Office
and when I became Assistant-Secretary of the Tavy, T hed one of my men
down in the Bureau of Ships, or in the Burean of Ordnarice, or in the Burean
of Supplies and Accounts, and he participated in the negotiation of con~—
tracts. None of this business about my just telling them +he policy they .
ought to follow., None of this busiiess about letting them come . up with
a completed contracsy for approval when it was ready for signature. We. par-
ticipated in +the whole negotiation nrocess so that when the contract vas
completed and the aprroval was put on it, we lmew what was in ity and ve
knew what we wanteds That's +he wayr we operated in the Navy," he said, ‘
"and I know it was an effective way to operate, I don't put any stock in
the story about “he Way P11l Marbvry did the same Job wnder the Tirector of
Materiel of the Army Service Forces,! :
Well, it is 3ust a differenas of point of wiew. TYou know,. there is
a long history that is nost fascinating abous Secrataries of War saying
that the staff system of the Army increasesftheir'control, and Secretaries
of the Mavy, with particular vehemence on +he part of suck a one, for in-
stance, as Josephus Daniels of World War T, saying that if they had an
Army system in the Navy, the Navy would not only go to h~--, but there no
longer would be any influence left for the civilian Secretary. So differ-
ences exist, There are traditions and methods of procedure that are quite
different, and it is very difficult t6 worlk out collaboration becauss of
these differences.- That is why I say, don't ever belittle their importance

5

or their'existence, because they will constantly he trovbling you.

There are just some o~ the pitfalls that we had during World War ITw~-
pitfalls that we are going to continue to have in the years that lie ahead
of us, o : - :

of course, we always shrug our shotlders and say, "Well, we won the
war." We did, But T think many of us sometimes take a little too much
pride in the accomplishient of that fact and don't always give enough
credit to some of the ovher parts of tne story. MNore pvarticularly, I
thirk we had better bear in mind that, J€8, W6 won the war,:we won +that
particular war under those particular circimstances and it did not - tak
too much real, hard effort. But under different circumstances, and uvader
a greater degree of crisis——T don't see how we can anticipate any other
set of circumstances-—wc are going ‘o have lot tougher problems to 1ick
than we had last time. S L : :

- The experience of the war years is inm ortant as a lesson, as a ruide,
. ko y p I3 k

but any attempt slavisnly to reconstruct or to imitate our World War IT
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experience wounld be foolishness. Rather, what it seems to me we umst

do is to think of the future in the best imaginative, intelligent terms.
we cén, with a certain amotnt of confidence, but with a’certain amounty

also, of flexibility; with a certain amount of patience, bub with a tre~-
mendous sense of urgency. '

How do we reconcile all these desires? Fow do we get a certain
amount of patience and yet a certain sense of urgency at the same time?
The answer is that we need some tremendous analities of leadershin. I
don 't mean leadership just in a few high nlaces=--not just in the nresi-
dential levels, nct jus® in the controi levels, not just in the high places
in the military 1gvels-~but 1 mean 1eadership all the way dovm, tirough all
levels. : '

The most important part, 1t seems to me, 1s that e are constantly
going to have to be awars of past experience and make the best use of it
that we can, but we mush never zet into a way of itninking that says, '"The
boys in Worlid War IT wore pretty good. They did a good job. Iebls start
from where they left offa" We cannot do that. Ve are going to have to
start from where we are novw and build better, more surely; and faster some-—
times then they did. If we have it constantly in mind tnat we are going to
nave to do better, I am one of nose perennial optimists vho think e prob-
ably will. :

COIONEL BARNES: This is your 1sst chence; gentlemen, in the organi-
zation and management part of ¥his orientation, to challenge the spealker
on this subjects : ’

QUESTTON: Dr. liillett, in business there nas always peen considerable’
discussion as to whether 1t 1s more cconomical to pay according to position,
“that 1s, set up the requirements of the position, set the salary accord-
ingly, and try to get a person compétent to f£ill it; or to pay in accordance
with o standard. By the same tolen, in setting vp & preconceived_plan of
organization for operatien of the wartine economy, Lo what sxitent do you-
feel a functional organization can be planned ahead of time irith respon-
sibilities delegated to'the various parts of the organiZation? Or would
you more or 1oss have to defer setbing up the responsibilitics until ou
see the quality of men you can get to £ill your organization and thon
build it? - : : - '

DR. MILLETT: That is a tough questione 1T om of the sort of unortho-
dox school of thought on that problem. I knov meny monagement snglinecrs
in private enterprise who -rould glve you 2 stock prescripbion in rosponse
to that question. They say you should always bulld an crganization aad .
then fit people into it. I don't bolicve thate. I think that is not rcal-
istic. I think that people are far more imporbant than organizations What
is organization? It is not charts on the wall. Tt is people working HO~.
gether. And peoplc arc of all kinds, they arc all differcnt, and +hey 2ll
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have peculiarities. T think we nave to build an organization arovnd
reople always,

That does not mean that we. should wait for scmecne to show up and
then build an organization, We must recognize some definite needs Tor
Jobs to be cone. T think that is very important. We must recognize re=
lationships. I stress that because I think some of our rre=orld War IT
planning was deficient in not going further in trying to specify ré-
lationships between agencies and Low they would have to work together.
We can do that. We can have a certain broad senss of needs and require-
ments in an organizational sense. But my plea is, don't be too unhapny
if the plan then does not wori out that way, if you have to make soms ade
Jjustments and changes in i%, and If you have %o experiment with it. I
thirk that has o follow. o :

'3

a
Jou people. Nobody in “he Army will do it, so somebody from outside has .
to do it., But it is inconceivable to me that the Army Service Forces
could have lasted six morths if it had rot been Zor the personality of
General Somervell. T know theve is still a littie argument %o this effect
in the Army: "Are we going to have an irmy Service Forces mnext time or
not?" T am not going to get into that argurent now, but T think a great
deal will depend on personality situations thet will arises

T don't want to argve here the case of the Army Service Torces for .
3

QUESTION: Do you feel_aﬂy’advantages vould have been gained if the
- Industrial Mobilization Plan of 1939 had been adopted and later altered
to fit changing conditions?
DR. MILLETT: No, T don't, My reasons are political, and T don't bew .
lieve we ought to underestimate them. T think Mr, Zoosevelt, undér the
clrcumstances of 1940 and with a'presidential election coming in Noveinher,
did not dare +to svggest that this country was committed to war. T think
that such action would have treated that impression, and that he was dee
termined to avoid that impression.

) You can read in the Stimson memoirs how IT. Stimson was so-excesd-
ingly unhappy atout Mr. Roosevelt all during the swamer of 1941, because
Mre Stimson thought we ought to he fighting right then. He wanted var
and he wanted faster action. I sympathize with Mr, Stimson on that score,
but Mr. Stimson was not President, ond Mr. Stimson was not concerncd with
what lr. Roosevelt was rightly concerned with-—whether the country as a
whole would support-a war effort. We cannot overlook the importonce of
that issue.

I will cite once more something that wag very revealing to me in ‘
“reading about ILincoln. You ought to read what ilorace Greeley was saying

in Now York about Lincoln until tho time whon Surter wes fired on., The ’
parallel is interesting, ILincoln did not go to war wntil Sumter was firod
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ony and T don 't believe he would have had a ynited Nortn behind him if
he had gone to W beforas Sumbter was fired on. You cannot cverlook the
political factor thers.

QUESTTON: You left me in a cloud in the early part of vour talk when
vou made a statement that the Joint Chiefs. of Stalf irere given a . certain
percentage of the Nation's economy with which w0 work on some parbicular
strategic problem. I question is, What body calculated that percentage
and what mechanics were gone through to arrive at it?

DR. MILIETT: That is a very interesting story, and T won't have btime
to give you all the details, but I can sketch it very hastily for yona

There 1is a pamphlet about the reauirements controversy that you ought
to have in vour libraiy. It was prepared by what is knovn as the Committee
on Public Administration Cases here in Weshington. Tou can read there the
whole story of the requirements controversy. T did not think the story is
quite fair., I told thab to the anthor and was given a chance to commen®
on its He did change some parits as 2 rosvlt of the commenbte T mace, and
it is a pretiy good story, bub it «t111 has some of the anti~Army biss in it.
Roughly, what happened was tnet = certein group of econonists in the
planning agency in the War Production Board added un the programs of the
Army, the Navy, the Air Forces, and the tmited States yaritime Cormissicn;
they said these- programs were beyond our capacity to groduce in 1943, This
was done in the summer and early autumn of 1$42. Then the controversy be-
gan about how much our economy could procuce and how it was going to be
divided among the armed forces. It was settled erentually. There was SOne
vigorous discussions. The controvérsy went up to the War Production Board
as o board. ‘There were ifr. Nelson, lre Fatterson for the Army, ifre Forrestal
- for the Navy, and General Somervell trent along as Patterson's right-hand °
rans As the WPL official history says, much to the surprise of everybody,s
it was General Somervell who proposed the solution to the problem. There
is that nice, handy bias again. The soluticn was this: feneral Somervell
said that if Mr. Helson believed this was the situebion, he should commrni-
catc his opinion and his desires sbout the size of the direct var procureé-
ment program to the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Mre elson did it in a lotber
to Admiral Icahy, and 1t was adiusted by a committee inside the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. A Jetter’of Ieahy's went back to Donald Ilelcon on about
the first of December 1942, roducing the military orocurcment orograms of

Y

the Army, the Havy, and the Ady Forces trithin the limits set by WPBe

That is the wey it was done. T think that was the most imporiant
single decision that was mace in the economic field in World Yar II; and T
think the importance of that whole episode and of that particular dacision

L)

has not been given anything like the attention 1t really descrves.

The economic tochnigucs that were uscd Wore techniques of national in-
come accounting, which had bcen developed over rocont years. The man who
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did the basic work was Simon Xuznets of the University of Peunsylvania,
who is probably the most outstanding economist in the Ffield of national
income analysis. ~ ’ Lo S

QUESTION: Dre Hillett, you mentioned in your discussion possib185‘ Ny
future controversy over military=-versus-civilian procurement in the future.
I wonder -if you would like to comment on whethier or not we have circun~
vented that by placing a civilian at the head of the Munitions Beard?

DR. MILIETT: T don't thirk so--at lsast T doubt it I think the
issue is goirg to arise again if we get in%to a position where we put some
read strains on our sconomy and are going to have to impose some very real
controls and limitations upon consumption by the civilien population. .Then
I am sure this whole argument about waste and cuplicaticn and the military
services having too fancy ideas of whab they require is going to arise
again, just as sure as I am that T am standing here.

There are many reasons~-T won't try to go into them now--why military
procurement ought to be kept in the armed forces. Bt T think if i+ is
going to be kept in the arqed forces, a great.ceal of real effort is going
to be required in the armed forces to do a procurement job that is real-
istic and from vhich the gravy has been prretty well squeezed. Any real .
scandals inside the nrocurement organizations of the Army, Favy, and Air
Force are going to ruin us all, looking at it from a military point of
view, : '

QUESTION: Dr. Millett, in recent -ears we have seen a considerable
increase in Federal erployess, and the costs have gone up., In the nexwt
war, if we allow these .established bureaus to handle mobilization, do you
think.there-will be any chance afier the war of redueing, this large bureau-
cracy and its cost? And ¢o you think it is'a trend toward socialism?

DR. MILLETT: You really want me to cut my throat. T will answer
only the first pars of your question. Io. - To answer the-secord part of

£y

ard
the question will take a wiser man than T,

. QUESTIOM: .Dodtor; ybu’menﬁioﬁed the rosults of the docision with re~

spect to the division of our national resources vie. Was “here similar
impetus placed upon the division of our menpower at that time? .

~DRe MILLETT: No. That was one of the greatest mistakes and one of
the greatest deficioncies, in my judgmen’, of +he whole storys The Army
was wnder very heavy atback in Tecember 1942 and Jamaary 1943 about its
manpower requirements. We were then tallkking aboub an 8o8~mi11ionéman Army,
and we were brough% under very severe criticism in Congress aboub the size-
of that Army, bccause of tho manpovier pinches 1t was creating. . In the end,
there was no formal decision and no legislation was enactedy with the ex—
ception of some legislation o 1ittle later deforring agricultural workers
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from the draft. Gencral Marshall did let it be known that *he size of

the Army would be reduced to aboub & million or $.1 million, and would

not be of the size originally intended. So ‘there was that decision, which
wes just Goneral Marshall's and the President's, and which was circulated
by- the grapevine all over Washington. Thore werc no more - formal. hearings
and no formal consideration of the issue in our rolitical or administrative
Processese co ‘ :

QUESTION: Drs Millett, in all our reading and wnat we have heard in
the past two recks, we have seen and heard of the vewlldering frequéncy
with which the World War IT organization wes changoC. We know, too, that
we had a number of vory good mea~-men With leadership and judgment. Is*it
possible thet they maey not have recoived the requisite support? By ngupport!
T mean not only men cnd moncy, bub wmoral support and gencral wnderstonding
from the higher authoritics. Would we perhaps hove made greater haste by
not having becn so ready to have made those modifications too precipitously?
Could we have given those or ganizations greatcer time to shdkc down and come
out with a4 quicker and betber result? ‘

DR. MTILIETT: That is a very good qusstion, but T don't know that
anybody can answer it. I am surc I can'®s ' -

Sometimes it looked to me as if Mr. Rooseveli was too paticnt before
making changes--for instance, in the controversics outb of. vhich evertually
grow the Foroign Teonomic Administration. That problem did not involve
the Army, the Navy, and tho Alr Forces at n1l. Ve finally got a Forelgn
Teonomic Administration that wes a considerablc improvement over the various
arrangements thot had existed proviouslys Bub it took time and it took
oxporicnce to demonstrate that we could have something lile & ‘Foreign Eco~-
nomic Administration and that it would Lo an improvomont_oﬁef"fho-Situatioﬁ,
organizationally, thot had oxistoed before that bime. ' A '

TE is true that many timos thore was.a coritain amount of impatience
that grew up and had to be rocognizod. Take Hre Jcles! determination that
he was going to have tae Petroleun Administravion for Tor-in his hands and-
that he was going to cxcrcise that vower in his omn right, and got his owm
directive from the Whitc House t6 do soe. Under the circumstahceéféhd”with
the versonalitiss involved thore, I think that action was not preciplitouss”
T4 was  orobably pretty good. With Ire Davies as an administrator-toicarﬁyi
it out, T think the Petroleum Administration for War was one of our rcally
top=notch successful performances in World War IT. Vaybe T exaggerate
what a good job it did, but my inpression cortainly was thot 1t did a'’
fine jobe : ' S

That does not answer your question, bub it is as nearly an answer- as
T can give you. Keep asking vourself that all this year. It will be one
of the nice things you can think about. ' o T
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COIONEL BARNES: Ve have about two or thres minutes, Toctor.
Would you care to say vhat you thirk asbout the present statutory organi-
zation? That is a subject of another lecture, of course.

DR« MILLETT: T was afraid somebody would ask me that, Colonel.
I can weasel around that in several Wways. . kncw some people who think
that statutory agencies create many difficulties because they tend +to be
sort of inflexible and are not so easlly and resadily adjusted as agencies
croated by Executive order. - I think that is probably true where vou want
to do a lot of exparimenting,; and in a war experience you do have to rely
to a considevable extsnt on sxderimentation. On the other ktand, there are
certain acvantages in a statutory srrangement. Our system of government
and our administrative beravior by and large are such that to be able to
rely on certain statutory provisions ‘requently sirengthens an agency
rather than wealens it, and the very fact that it does give a certain
amount of stebility to an organizabional arrangement may increase the dis-
position of reople to mawe “he organization work and to get people in it
who can make it work, rather than to experiment with many organizations.

T think that too much erperimentation writh organization is a very
undesirable thing, Anybody here from inside the Army will be interested
in this confession: T think we experimented too much inside the Armw
Service Forces with organization. T think organization experimentation
has to be tiwed to fit crisas, and there is'a sensitivity that many or~
ganizational experus, so~calied, don't have, which is a sensitivity 1o
what kind of an organizational change is desirec and can be effected under
a particular set of circumstances. '

There is a @ertain-advanbagefin,st&bilityr I don'tv-believe you
can pass any judgment really aboub the- statutory agencies. T am willing
to give them a chance. More than that, we have them, obviously, and we
are going to have to see what we can cdo with thema. . And I don't believe
any of the-statutory arrangements we have thus far, with maybe one or two
exceptions, in my own Judgment, commit us %o one and only one way of doing
& job. I think thore is still room for much flexibility in these relation-
ships and arrangements that have been set uns I think we can make them
work.

COIONEL BARWES: We have come to the end of our allotted +ime., T can
only say that, just as we know you would, you have done it again, The
applause said so. We thank you very much for tzking your t:me to come down
here from New York. We will look forrard to your lecture next vear,

(15 Nov 1950--350)3..
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