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Gentlemen, the subject that I shall discuss with.you th$s manning, 
Joint Production Efforts, has had a great amount of thunder, but.very' 
little rain. It-; also add, there has been a terrific"amount of..heat 
and very little light. It has gotten itself into merger, unification, 
and a lot of other things-that ver y definitely do not belong wittin it. 
The material that is available when we try te: study'this problem is 
sketchy and it is opinionated, to say the least. From my conclusions' " 
on my reading on the subject I would say it is very definitely incon: 
elusive. 

.,'., , 

. _,... '.' 

During the past few weeks we have had Admiral Strauss, Admiral 
Ring, and General Armstrong lecture us: and all three of those.gentl&-, 
men have touched on some aspects of this problem of jo.int productio,n. 
Their talks, being very ‘specific, didnot stress the factthat v.icto?y 
goes to the side which makes the most and best utilization.of its r'e2' 
sources. If this lecture has a theme, this is-is--t;hat victory goes to ' 
the side which makes the best utilization of its resources. The effec- ------ -- 
tive utilization of resources involves planning for industrial.nobiliza- ' 
tion, the utilization of mansower, the exploitation of natural resoXfc@s;' ,. 
and a host of similar things. _ * 

Your interest and our interest here in the Industrial College is 
primarily in the utilization of men, materials, and facilities, or, as 
we term it, industrial mobilization. Previously in the course you..have 
heard discussions as to ,the necess$ty,for controls and the utilization 
of available materials to.the, utmoit.. This lecture is on another aspect 
of that same’ pro,blem,~ In tms'case 'the uti.li.zat.ion of available facili- 
ties means the use of the actualpladt,'.the proper use ‘of the floor space, 
the machines, the.msyzagement, that is the managerial talent and managerial 
skill. 

., 
.- '. . 

‘ ., 
TI digress slightlyi .that was probably the most acute problem in the 

entire war--management skill. We just did not have encugh executives or 
men with executive capacity to take care o, f the tremendously expanded .. 
productive effort to wh)eh we.put oursolves. One plant, for example, ex- 
panded from a total in the spring o1 ++ 1937 ‘of seven men to a total in 1343 
of 82 thousand. Just picture the, executive capacity and abzlity involved 
in a job like that, I bring t-hat point 'to you not that it has any bearing 
whatsoever on this discussion, but as's 3oint that is often bverlooked- 
this very decide& lack of managerial ability during the war. 

The lecture I am going to give you will cover the aspect that I 
have mentioned, I have said t-hat victory will go to the side making the 
most effective utilization of its resources. Certainly production Pacili- 
ties are resources. 
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Since we have three services --some people might question that, but 
we will call them three--Army, Eavy, and Air,, there is going to be com- 
petition amongst them for these available facilities. Whatever else it 
may do, I_ that competition will surely never lead to victory. It is read- 
ily apparent to you, I amXe, that some method must be devised to pre- 
vent this competition and to'exploit our resources to the maximum. 

Despite the old aphorism, "We learn nothing from history, except 
that we learn nothing from history,R it is my belief t'nat in planning 
for the future we very definitely can,look to the past. We can look to 
it for mistakes, for errors of omissior and commission. We should be 
able to learn of the good things we have done and the bad things that 
we have done. With that thought in mind, we might -perhaps spend a few 
minutes examining World War I, its historical,background and its problems. 

As some of you gentlemen know, and as I know only too well,.during 
World War I the Air Forces did not fly a single American airplane over 
the lines in combat. They were equipped with British and French air- 
planes. For artillery you will remember we had mostly.French field - 
pieces. Our dough boys used. machine g;ns that were of British and French 
man.UfaCtuTe-AeWis guns and others. Last but .rot least,. these sa!re .doq$ 
boys even'followed foreign tanks into battle. I think the worst criticism 
that tie can make of the productive e Cfort of thisco-Jntry in 1,917. to 1916 
is the fact that not a single American tank was. ever used in combat' in. 
Prance. 

. . ::.. . 
I. : _>. 

. . :., 
: 10 dwell 3ri that for a moment: In my research for.this-lecture r 
found a great de&l of information on the manufacture of such things as 
hanks. ,It is.almost impossible:to conseive:that ,this country.would‘; 
spend‘as much money as it did on tanks and stil%,neior get one into'com- 
bat. ', 1. .' . ._ : 

. 
!iThe$k ~ti,j,s a failure tomeet production schedules all along the line. 

I believe that failure d&i be very definitely and',correctly traced to the 
wkaknesses and the‘deficiencies of the Services in estinating the economic 
situation. We had practically no officers, e~ither Army or Navy, who had 

"the slightest conception of what went on inside the walls of a factory. 
Today t'hat sounds bard to believe. And t&t ps in no sense a criticism. 
The Army and the Navy had grown uy, in t"leir ,?,ittle sovereign worlds-as 
a.universe apart. I think that day is gone forever. 

?Eut that is probably one of the bas,j.c reasons for the fact that.we 
did nbt know, as services, our minimum needs. There was severe competi- 
tion, almost unbollovablo competition, between the technical services of 
the Army, and between the Army and the @.vy. l!here was competition be- 
tween our requirements and those of our allies. Lastly, there was ter- 
rific competition between our war needs and the needs of the civilian 
population. ' 



I have read many very interesting reports concerning joint pro- 
duction, some made by this College, signed by names that today are 
glorious.. One was ‘made by Major Eisenhower, which is very interesting. 
I would say that probably half a dozen of those reports contain names 
of men who in those days were lieutenantqand captains and in rare 
instances majors or lieutenant commanders. Today some of those men are 
three-star admirals and three-star generals. Gentlemen, it is really 
surprising to see how forward-thinking they were, the stttdents in this 
school, in the recommendations that they made. 

I would like to tell you about one report that was made by a young 
lieutenant commander in which he suggested some of the cures that I hope 
to talk about later on. He made a minority report the opening paragraph 
of which was something like t-his; He regretted to have to make this 
minority report; that the rest of the members of his committee felt.he 
was young, inexperienced, and ambitious, and t&tt his ideas would clarify 
and solidify as he got older. 

' leaders. 
Later some of those members became our 

I thin'k we have all seen that seme type ,of thinking. - 

To get back to the situation I was discussing: No matter where you 

loked, the story WCS the same--duplication, competition, waste. There 
was competition for the same raw materials, and in some cases there was 
competition for the same finished prod.uct. 

Let ie give you a concreteexample. There were five army corps- 
known in those days as army coqos, today called technical services--all 
buying hardware. In some of those corps,t%re were four separate, dis- 
tinct departm.ents buying, the, same hardwere, wi,th no contact between them 
and with no consideration for each other'whatever. 30 wonder we had a 
let. of hardware left when the war was over, 

Then, too, the record s-"ows that production men and inspeotors, in- 
stead of trying to do the job together, competed violently for the same 
deliveries. They tried to see that stuff went to their own people in- 
stead of somewhere else. 

Competition between the Services was not new in 1917 and 1918. I 
find that they had that s,ue problem in the days of Washington. As 
early as 1799 the Chief of Ordnance was unalterably,opposed to joint ‘i?ro- 
duction efforts between the Army and Navy. I quote excerpts from the 
Ordnance Chief's report to Congress on the organization of a board to 
execute joint Army-Navy production. This is something, gentlemen, that 
I think you will really enjoy. 

"Subject: Inexpediency of appointing an Army and Navy board owing 
to the professional antipathy of the two services to 
joint undertaking, 
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“Para, 4. .I$. 5:. 2:. 1% ‘5 eem t 0 me that such an organization -~2iild~b~' , 
attended with many disadvantages, This is a board that ,would be cWg,osed '. L 4 LA 
of tfie most discordant materials, forme:? ,'ds it x0ul.d be 0.f tqo classes of 
mili%ry men of the mos -t opposite views, c?lncation, and habits, an:! this 
2iscordancy in materials would produce a corresponding opposition in views" 
z-d xant.of unanikty in action. 2-x same views that operated adversely 
to a decision befcre the beard would. still have the same 'cad influence 
before the Secretaries of Tar and Natp~, reqxiring in maq- cases the 
matter of disagreement to be carried to the President, Let us suppose : 
the quession is decided by the President, the Secretaries,, or even by tl?e 
b0ard.. In that c'ecision we see a triumph gained by the Naval over-the 
&5litary, or 5y the Kilitary o.ver t-he N‘aval officers, and every such 
.triuxph having the effect of producing; consequences still more.baneful in 
the s ucceedirig operations. I' I . ..' I 

After Gerld Jar I it was clearly recognized that tZ.s ,problem of . 
competition must be solved, Con&.ress ~gs up in arms then, as they are no?, 
&.bcut the T?;aste and duplication, Kot only that, but the moneys yes@' running 
out fast. This c&uestion, then as ncx, of the -cva:;te of facilities and 
materials and money had become a matter of pub1X.c moment and public dis- 
cus,s ion. Coxgress t,hen ir)aassed the Sational &Tense kc>t , c v , and tk Scrviccs 
rediscovered. fhe ueefulncss of boards. 

I passe now to give you Pmon Carter's definition of a koard, He said, 
!'A F;oard is a grcup of men whc individually can Co ncthin~, kut .wnc as a 
grovp can meet and decide that IlOthiXlg, can 30 c!orie." 

I i;!link it is 0nl.y fa.k, since xe are criticizing boards, -to -tell' 
you :qklai; ilc say: ibout instructors * I;i'e says J "&i instructor ;Ls a man 
-#:lo~ e job it is te tell students hover to solve t,he pro12l~ms :rhi!$$ he. hh~ " 
self ihas tried to avoid by jeconing an instructor,~' 1 ., . 

_ I 

Let me ret,u:~n t;b the National Defense Act, Under the provisicns cf 
t;?e Act the Gf.fice of the Secretary of .YlaiJar was charged xi&h the responsi- 
'piiief f or mobi1Xzation of material.:~, resources, manufacturirq; facilities, 
an;: -;he like in case o$ emergency. 

- 
In order to ,-'ischarge this res.ponsibiliky t,here ivas crea=ecl a 

Plannifig Eoard. This Flanning Soard, fully determined not to relxat 5he 
mistakes of 1517 to 1918, spend &many, .many hours trying to arrive at a 
reasonable soluticn of t‘ne probler;?. 

One of the things they did -,zs to appoint a branch lcnoxn as the: '- 
Facilities .3ranch. The Facilities Franc!:. had'the choice of tii:e days in 
;ikhich to avoid competiticn. one was by cooperation between the &rv1c2s, 
'Zhs second ~1'8s ?q allocation of facilities, 

4 
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xow, strangely enough-this point never occurred to me until I - - 
dug into this material-- while it sounds easy and seems reasonable, 
cooperation is one of the most fundamentally hard things to achieve 
that you can imagine. It is a very difficult thing in peacetime, for 
example, when materials are plenty, to go to your opposite number and 
try to get to him to agree with you on the use of materiels, If you 
want that material, he will probably say, "OX. I will use something 
else. B 

The same thing is ,certainly true in the w2.y of facilities. In 
peacetime there are certainly enough facilities to take care of the 
Army, the Navy, and the-Air Forces without any ar,ment. If YOU want 
the Baldwin Locomotive Co.mpany and I want the Willow Run plent, there 
is no argument. We agree and go our separate ways, - 

The allocation of facilities, on the other hand, was a simple 
matter. Under that system they divided up the necessary facilities 
needed by them so that they could function during the peacetime years, 
The supply branches determined the facilities that they thought they 
would need in a wa- mergency. Under the plan it was supposed that the 
Services had decided just what each facility should do and had set UP 
a war production schedule for them. 

I might tell you that the Central Procurement District of the Air 
Corps had one 5%~; Colonel Dr&e, therr Cz@zin Drake, in the Detroit 
area, with one stenographer, and around two hundred dollars expense 
money, if I remember my figures correctly; and he was supposed to survey 
in 1937, and 1938, three hundred plants. YOU can see just hew much sense 
there was to the allocation program as it actually existed in the field. 

Eowever, it did do one thing. It'eliminated a lot ~-f arsments. 
As I say, if you wanted a plant and somebody else wanted that plant, 
you finally came 60 the concluoion that you would swap around. Or in 
case the ar,gxnent couldn't be settled in that way, it was carried to the 
Office 'of the Sscretsry of War, and there a final allocation was made. 

Wnen the plan WRS first conceived, the*Services rushed out to grab 
off plants, In 1923, for example, the Services claimed five thousand 
five hundred plants. In 1925 they hit an all-t,ime high of twenty thousand. 
fiut by 1940 these lists had dropped to 8,500. Most of that list Of 
twenty thousand plants. was of manufacturers of.commerc3.21 items. Many 
of those were dropped because in wartime they would still continue to 
manufacture those commercial items. 

You might ask why we had to have allocation when in peacetime we 
had excess facilities. There wes no shortage of faciliti'es problems 
when the plan was set up. The Army and Navy were each perfectiy willing 
to agree that'it was a good idea, The allocation Plan was a paper Plan, 
It did not require tao much thought and it was very easy to apply in 
peacetime. 

5 ijj !yJ 
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Dcin't rrjs~nders Land me. I am riot being critical of the ~3larrners~ 
iit least. thea ;.-7ere trying. 3u.t I find. lmyself in the same situation as 
the editors cf '~Tiixif did .50:x year.5 ago, YOL may recal.1 that -they ran 
pictures of h nukkit weddir,g. They 'were r/rcq&iy suamped T;vith lethc:mc 
Ori -the one si?e there were scathing i.etters of coMemnation from riirrol.+ 
minded peopie sboc't' rwmin~ such terrible @i&-x-es. One the other side 
broad-minded, liberal-thinking people praised them for their at%.itnde, 
After a!l, it ms news . Toward the last they got a letter from a young 
nlal-i vihich said; "I neither praise nor blame, I would merely like to aak 
one question -G xhat is the name and address of the third bridesmaid from 
the left." 7: am in that position of neither praising nor blaming. I am 
tryinp; to set forth to you things as I found them. 

Cooperation, in comparison wi'ih allocation, requires real coordination. 
I-t is much easier to deal wit.h ;>aper Ilans for the future than to E~fl'er 
the @llgS 0:: C9OpratiOE. The Services, ~JJ the allocation ~!lari;mar.ked 
r&t T"y& 1 cdl. ."s:Jheres of Ln5erest," ,and lived again within their. 
little ivory tow35 . They made allocation of faciiitieo to coincide with 
their reqiiircments and their extant sources of 32ppI-y. 

The allocati-on system was the core of all. planning, It -m.s cons i:!ere:d 
to ?)e the key to s~~l~~~ision cf pr oca-esent' and production, it -m.s be- 
liieved, ax? rightly sP al; that tLme, that it would obviate the costly, 
conpz-t-i-tive purc&s~+~' syslxm that we had followed in 'World Var I-. 

. . q,- ‘. '. 
It -8as a preparedness ;)L'ogram based on a formal declayation of an‘ 

emer ge ncy . There .wa..s t 0 be m-i I$-.saf-, :&iclh ~gou.lcl come arld bring 'the, 
fruition of the plars which had oeen made. mxlfactu?xrs -&?rc: to start 
tooling up or to' 80 irk0 productioh. Sc3edlc.les that had ken mde urx3er 
the pla n :;Ter e to be conformed 7~5th. C0ntract.s ;s,iere tc, !-e j.SS?J&. &qqr-- 
thing was t,o gh along beautifulljr on +his formal X-Da:!:-.- -_ _ ;vl=J unfort9unnt e 
part ol i he dlo1.e t~hiri~ WAS that VT had iii) formal Bl-Day,' _, 

Vhen ~Zorld ATair,, II arrived; i.5 turned 0~1% far' different than the ideas 
that- the ;:larners hadkin mini. '&llocation failed completely. 'Ike s-J%tern'' 
'or oire <.0571 i;Yl:"er the prCC?lXe OJ:' ‘i:CT. This v:as in no sense the fault of 
the gIanners. The services wqected too ,muc!h Tr-Oh the plan. 3Xh more 
ths3.n wis criginaliy contem$a-ted :zhen the -$Lan was set .L:p. 

. . 
Allocation failed pr-imarily for three reasons. FZrst, for eighteen 

nont:?s to i.-~?c~ yeaTY before 7:~ got into f% 'i:'ar at all:, inited Z.n&iom and 
Ekerich, and some 32sdi.m orc?ers were being l$aced i3 tlw very gl,z?ts that 
had been held under this allocztion s>rstem. Aircraft factories tern a 
perfec-t exam.gie . sv ii ry one of them ;;'fis loac:cd -:;it& .&Ltish and F;rcnch 
orders. Those plants hat! bSC?il allocated to either the Army or the ?.ravys 
but in many cases t1l.o nil.ii;ary order3 of this country had~to go elsewhere. 

,, . 



The formal M-Day never arrived, That is the second point. Instead, 
we had what I call a creeping ,M-Day; Somebody else. lecturing from this 
platform said we backed into. the war, I think that is a fairly good 
statement. 

The third’ thing is that the allocation plen, being a pe.pef plan, Was 
unrealistic. The available allocated facilities were no longer adequate 
to meet the requirements of total war; Put yourself in the place of the 
contracting officer, Here you are placed in an office. Your organization, 
your technical bureau, had iSsued orders or had i.ssued re@ests to procure 
millions and aillioas of dollars worth of equipment. Sum3 t&t two years 
before were beyond your most vivid imagination, were being expended. You, 
as contracting officer were certainly not going to stop and consider 
whether this plant was allocated to the Qzerterqxster and that plant Was 
allocated to the Bureau of Ships. You were going to place thet order any 
place th?pt you’cou.1d.ge.t it to,ken,providing that t,hc contractor to whom 
you gave it tias able in your opinion to ‘deliver both the quantity and the 
qunlity’in the time thet you desired it. Obviously allocation under such* 
a system was bound to coliC:?se, There was no regard then for previous 
commitments that I have been e~ble to find. - 

. 

Then-, too, I think the Planners cap be very properly criticized ?or 
failing completely during the eighteen months period of limited’emergency 
to require that these plans be followed or at least that they be consulted. 
When S-Day, ff3h06tZng day, “. or, if you prefer it, Pearl Harbor, ‘arrived, 
it was entirely too late to go back in the allocation plan. The heavy 
load placed on the facilities made it absolutely impossible. 

So we’ fticed in. the.e”‘ee~r~l$ dnys of World WarII exe.ctly. the same 
situation that we hrtd faced ali’ curing World War I;, We had out-an&oat 
competiition by the Services, wasteful not only because it m?.de an i-mpos- 
siblc situation, regarding critically needed facilities; but, even morel 
it involved a terrific waste of public funds, That waste is ‘bast ex- 
pressed in terms of the income tex thr?t you and I are forced to pay 
today. It was obviously retrogression and could not continue if we were 
to win a total war. 

Allocation having failed, the Services turned to ‘cl?e okher elterna~ 
tive-coopera,tion, which had been so neglected. NOW, ~the terms scooper- 
ation” and njoint production” cover a multitude of sins. For the purposes 

of this lecture I have resolved them into three major patterns-joint 
buying, collaboration of buyers, and single or cross procurement. 

This chart shows an example of joint buying. (Indicating Chart 1) 
Let us say that this is the Army,Medical Corps of the Army and this is 
the Medical Department of the Navy. Under this system the two organiza- 
tions got together in a’ joint agency staffed by Army and Navy personnel 
and met with contractors and. bought on that basis. YOU see how the line 

7 
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of control goes on don3. The control of procurement, :ms assigned to 
-this joint agency; and the agency, as 1: say, T5;a.s staffed bfpr~onn~l 

. from ‘Do& interested services. 

The Medical i3epartmmts arc supposed to be t<h e outs -tadinS example 
of that particular ,Q?e of buying. According to the record they haire 
a joint l)urchasing, expediting, and fiscal la?;oratorjr Of4'iCFt: IlCTv‘ Opera- 
,. I. tmg m ?,J~T York w 2hat ?lan is very mu-h praised ~33 far as the l~;:ed.ical 
decartments are concerned. It seems 
&l is 

1 fail to se*: ~y&y,'. to .ig.e that* a 
a ;ill T&thee boug.ht with a blue stripe on it, or ati .O.D. stripe. 

i~,certainly yoes into the same kind of belly whether covered Tyjj +c 11 !: lTJ.<? 
of g.3. ii'&y -talk of 85 ljef cent 02 il. ‘beirrg jOi;lt but I canrt see 3+1;7: 
it cc~ulcln~t be 9:; per cent. .., ',. 

, 
The second type of b*uying _ 

tliis 
i s a collaborat5,on of .buyers; shok lqr 

ch3t. (indicating Chart '#!.I). I:i .tJj>j*S one y-g-f?a:fe 2 &&&-~ 
PQfS ical location with the tsl:o services buying separately. It .ha& in J . . my oprnion, on&y a limited ai'plica-tL or!. That is, contractors are able' 
to find Army ard FJavy pan@2 in tl-:e :-safle o,y.i'i- e v . Cont,yacting officers 
ca-n compre p-ices. In some cases they may be able;ko find a surplus . rn 
one groulj; and instead ,of buying on their mn, i;'hey c'an 'my this ~~x@as 
from the other contracting officer. That is about the. SUITI a:;?. ~j~~bst~ance 
of that t;ype of Suyin~i. 2xam$es are +,ej:tj&is,- &of;Hingj &el, and..: 7 ') 
lubricants. 'The contracaing, as I say, was done ser;arately,‘ by s,ey;arste ' 
b$ying staffs., T1iey all had a ccxmon lOcation, ~which 3enefitec? tll? ICon-.: 
trac-tar no<e than it benefited the ?Lrm<i -or XaQ.. , ~ -. 

*L ) 
0.; . * _ 

' Thz .7Las$ opz is single -service.or cross proctirkment~ ( ItidiGAiRg 
c&J-t I!,1:1). '7fhj.S i:: tile -- cnly real@ o ombined, cooperative ~q%ng. 
Qn:jer ti;iS SySkt,em 3. servicGEulda,ssigned the responsibi1ity for the 
entire pur,ch~asing for the ‘Army a 32 . 3 a y;,- 0 f a .pa?ticLlar:. recii~irenient. 
~~0~ qyqAe, in food 'and, Li- ,.!‘v TO--- s:i';;r,is tence items. the cQ&:rtf~rr?as:Lt;zr Corps 1 
bought $d' per ,cent of' ,_/. the ~Nav-y 5-s needs and.all. the ;~tiyTs needs. ~ I ._. 

. . ' 
- c on-i;yau -i, +:, -,t 

.' 
,n -5hc 3o%ton pmduce market in -the ea.rly 'dayq of 

the x3 L- -w?xn~ the. km;; and .'ljay~~~ 
Qua.rter~a's.ker buyer told me that 

tecl~n.icnl services :vere bi.l>GX~. A. . 

Che 'market; i&at the 
the dealers mere deliberately rigging 

Service buyers i;;ere bidding the price ~2 by bic?ding 
against each other, a~? were consisLentl:r l>a~y$nc more than the local 
buyer -i;o~ld pay for the same pq'oduct:. Actually un:?er the cross &ocur%- * 
men-t: system that ;,s eI.iminated, ' 
&my' 'ayj gravy .'~gquiremi~n-ts . 

and one bureau ,722 service buys the entire 
* 

I t;hini t,he outstanding examClc of it is the Zureau of Air (&Jaw:>-- 
an:~ I t lye iii-mi ~Lir Forces system of-buying, They got into this sinilr: or, 
cross -procurement lon;g ,b.$fore the war, 'kring -the alar they had even 
greatey coordination t,.ipn they had be,;ore t&z 

;; 
xar . 

. '; . 
. : _... 

8 



CHART I. 

JOINT BUYING AGENCY ’ 

WAR N”AVY 

I I I 

SERVICE BUREAU 
4 

7 

JOINT 

AGENCY 
. 

TOTAL PROCUpEMENT ASSIGNED 
PURCHASING AGENCY STAFFED 
BY BOTH ARMY AND NAVAL 

PERSONNEL. 

47 6929 



COLLABORATION OF BUYERS 

lSERVlCE 1 1 BUREAU 1 

- - - - - “-“, 

NAVY i 
BWlNG STAFF 1 I ----------*----- --------d 

CONTRACTING OFFICERS OF 
SERVICE AND BUREAU CONCER- 

NED LOCATED IN SAME OFFICE, 

BUT CONTRACT SEPARATELY. 



CHART III. 

p CROSS PROCUREMENT 
1 I 

ONE BUREAU OR SERVICE SUYS 
ENTIRE ARMY NAVY REQUIRE- 
MENTS. THIS METHOD IS NOW 

PR(iCTlCE IN VARYING DEGREES 
IN THE MAJORITY OF FIELDS 

COVERED BY THIS SUMMARY. 

47 6929 
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A good example of that would be the Pratt and Whitney engine. The 
Navy. ias buying all Pratt end Whitney engines. TheJi did all the ~inspec- 
tion: on them and had complete responsibility. The Army Air Forces used 
P&W -engines just the seme as the Navy, When’they wanted them, they went 
to ihe Navy and asked for them, The Navy shipped ‘P&W engines to them 
just the same as’ they did to e.ny fnci1it.y of the Xavy. 

That system had .a lot of merit. In the first place, it eliminated 
a great de?.1 of duplication. ,It eliminated duplic.7 te ,inspection. Cerl 
tai$lq lit h(Ts advantages to the manufacturer. He decycllt with’one service 
mly. 

T+t.$s”about as far as you can go in covering joint production, . 
efforts ,es they .actually existed in the war., Certainly our :experience 
proves .that what efforts we did mcke were effective, Xut you.can’t 
measure the effectiveness of n thing like this in terms of a single 
item such.as I hnve just mentioned. You must consider the.influence on 
the over-all Army and navy reletions. 

Let us now make a ,comparison between alloc;ti& atid joint production! 
Allocation leads to seporntion while join t production j+ll.s personnel of . 
the Services together, Alloc,Qticn establishes “spheres, of interest” 
wh!~lc joint’production forces “community of .interests. n. Somebody should, 
I think, have seen that and provided.for it. Joint produ&tion is bound 
to pull the personnel of the services together. You cnn’t have joint 
production unless s get together_. 
interestIf- - 

Allocation establishes ttspheres of 
as.1 have said; but., joint.production forces a “community of 

interest.” Allocation. encourages divergent interests, in other words, 
you go your wey and I will go mine; while joint production encourages 
combined interests, Joint production should in the fin?.1 .enolysiti lead 
to common design, which in my opinion is the heart of the problem. 

Joint production wa.s rel;a.tively. limi t.cd during the wc?r . There ere 
many reasons for this but I think we can conso1idat.e them into three’ 
basic ones, Certainly the most obvious one was the failure to identify 
common requirements; thet is, by description, by ncaenclnture, end by 
catazoging. The .&co,nd-was the failure to agree on common s?scifications. 
The last was the failure to arrive a’t. mutual standa.rdization WhereVer it 
TEJF!S poSSibl&. .’ ..‘. 

1 

Now, I do not propose to stondnrdize a jeep wit.h an ai&‘gft c+ier- 
But I see no earthly reason ‘why we should not st,ind~rd.ize.aj:r.:con~re.ssors, 
gener?.ting sets for lighting equipment, hand tooSs., bulldozers, and ‘.en&n- 
ecring equipment. There is absolutely no feeeon why’they.should be soP+ 
rat c. I still would like to know why we h?vo to paint half t;le jeeps 
b1u.c and the other half C.D, 

9 
r;Li />, ‘;;--! /7-, ‘- r-7 -- 

pj g 9 u c$ b !$ -0. g p) 

_ _- . . . . _. _.., _ 



,T .<‘;l i,:z I;? ‘1 fp 7-i 
&.; $j u bJ rJ g -; E i$ 

There is 2 broad are2 for further efforts to establish truly COOP- 
din2ted pro'curement, but in my opinion it will require the issuance of 
definite.inStr%ctions from the Army end the Bang committing the Services 
to -proc3ring,ell common items ei:her jointly or by one of the two Services 
buying for the other. Any such'system of joint procur.ement or production 
is going to have to stnrt wi.th, first, identification ef common items in 
211 branches; then agreement. on common specifications; &x3, when you 
have that agreement, then agreement on st2ndzrdization wherever it is 
econonicelly possible. 

To summarize: 'I have tried to discuss the possible solutibns of 
joint production pro3lems. I h2ve illustrated, I hope, the cccomplish- 
ments 2chieqed by these partial solutions. 
solved the problem. 

I do not pretend to have 
I 2m not olaiming to h2ve crossed the T's or dotted 

the 1's. &it' I want to state thct, in the interest of efficiency, in 
the interest *of economy, 2nd in the interest of speedy production in the 
case ‘Of mother emergency some solution h~5 got t.i, be found for this 
Probiem of joint production, aven if it cleir.ns the abolit‘ion of useless - - - ~ - --I_ - c------ 
OVerhead Qrrg-sties and the disso?u+icq of o-:Tanizztion?l eTDires _I -.----- -- --...... -Y-.%-..-- _ ._- --II.. -C'.-- -Le.- -.2.A --..-. -2' 

I realize, as I caxri sure you do, that .j.oint production of riateriel 
presents a difficult Problem; but there ere many, mC2ny fields in which 
it ten be accomplished and 2dcorn~ii~h~d~wwe~l.~ Unless a substential 
startis made tow2rd joint production of ,comman items, unless substan- 
tiel'progress can be shobm toward the economies in cost th2.t will result 
from such action, 2nd unless thin action is ,initiPted voluntr?rily by the 
Army end Xavy, the people through tTheir,Congress are going to force it. 
I think we as a minority stockholder group in this corporction we Cdl 
the United Sixted bad better get one fact very clearly-fixed in our minds. 
W?xitever else we mny know, we had better realize th?t we h2ve fought 0u.r 
.last three hundred billion dollar w2r. 

Thank you. 
: 

If there a-e any questions, I will tiy to 2nswer them. 
:. 

Follotiing your resum&'of the production effort in World Wrr I, I 
wocdcr if you would give me your opinion of 2 comparative eva.luation of 
World War II, ccnsidering the time elr:ment. By thzz.'t I mco.n, considering 
that five or six months before we got into World Wc7r I, we elected 2 
president on the "He kept us out of w,?r" platform, wh'lch lnste3 less than 
twel=ty nonths.; 2nd thet in the Second World W2r we had 2 limited emergency 
for eighteen months, during which wch?d mnny mur,ition 2nd defense crders, 
the point being, wh;-?t .would we have done with com,~ar~tivc timing in World 
V8.r II? 
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I am afraid the answer I am going to give is &kg to be very dis- 
c ourngillg l The evidence of World War I was so obvious that anyone who 

cared to study it and who would read, for example, ItIndustrial, America 
in the War" or Barney Baruch's report on American industry at war, r:nd 
other doclkments and publications, would see that we went into World Wsr I 
in an unbelievably hazy condition. Ve believed those things th+t we were 
told. Granted that we had been told there would be no war, because we 
elected A president who WPS going to keep us out of wr, 3hinking 2cople 

‘cortcinly saw that thing on the horizon. The same things was true in 
1935, 1936, 1937, 1938,.and 1939. We saw that same thing on the horizon. 
We certainly should have done something about it. 

flow, in World War II, we did a smart'job compared with World War I. 
WC never did solve the question of coq;Jetition in purchatiing in World 
W8.r I. When the war wss over it.1wa.s still. going on. The whole history 
of that War shows they mad- G absolutely no attempt whs.tever to get together. 

Certainly that is not true of World W;?r II. When allocation failed, 
they very definitely did try to come US;? with soqe solution to that* One 
of the first things done we-s to re-activate and re-enliven the Procure 
ment Assignment Board. That Procurement Assignment' Board was charged 
with the responsibility of decidin Q, and was given the authcrity to decide, 
if you or some other service was going to produce this particular item, 
We didnlt do that in World War I. . 

'. Considering the scope of the procurement and the lack of knowledge 
generally of production, end the fact t&t we had a formal plan. I think 
that is the most dangerous element- the fact that that we bed a plan 
that jco:ksidered, a' fixed set of circumstances. ,,.and if tiiose circumstances 
did,hft exist, the pl?n wc^.s no good. : .' 

'I believe we have taken a. very dsfinite ste@ forward. Certainly we 
- are a long way ahead of'wh~t we were in Wokld'War I, 7!& contention is 

that we still have an awfully long way to‘go. 

It Occur’s to me that if we have perfect joint procurement, we still 
need allocation. If the Army Ordnence buys all of the Na.vy's ordnance, 
it !nay h?:$pen that,their requirements will c:?mpete and we will still need 
alloc;-it;ion. 

-. 
CCLOK3L GCDAXD: 

' 

I have no ergu!ment with you, sir, at all. I quite agree tbt you may 
have to have allocation of facilities. But your illustration is one that 
I find rather hard to go along with, because Ordnance procurement is 
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PCcULiar unto itself, It is the one thing, I think,:that we,make in 
W%_r that we d on1 t make in peace. We don't make big guns in peacetime. 

.A STUIEIXT: .'s I : 
. : 

.By "ordnance" I didn't mean just guns. I &ant all the other things-- 
recoils, carria.ges, and,things of that kind. :, 

COLOX3.l CODAPD: 

tao1, 
I have no argument with you at all that:allocation is c? very definite 

It cannot succeed as the,sole tool, an& can never succeed GdeSs 

you ecforce it before it starts to run away.. YOU czn look bock and set: 
where those things went wrong, 

,'. 
The AXX? was primarily responsible for a lot of that. They were 

active in many ways. T.hey.still had the responsibility charged to them 
to 60 something about it. But due to leek of personnel and other reasons 
that I am not familiar with, they didn't do anything about it. NOW, they 
may have been perfectly justified. I am only pointing out that somewhere 
in ANMB or the Office of the Unde r Secretary of War someone should have 
seen what was happenin;= to this.pl:?n which looked so .good on paper. 

A STUDEXi!: 

In answ& to that I would like t,o point out one factor.. 'Personally 
I don't think the allocation system was at fault. I think tde allocation 
system has its merits. The point about the f,c.ilure.of allocation WE.S that 
we couldnlt put the allocation 
g--Day action.was 

system into effect without aut'nor,ity; and 
predicated upon the assumption that the war powers of 

the president vould be avc?.ileble to the.Under Secretpry of War., .giving 
him authority to go to the facilities that we had planned to produce cer- 
tain things and place orders with t’nem. 13ut when we’ decided try reerm be- 
fore we had declcred w?r, the President's wpr powers were nonexistent, 
and we had,to secure these things in accordance with the ~XVS of Congress, 
Which required competitive bidding, Thnt meant that after having worked 
with a certain firm, we couldn't use them unless they were the low bidder. 

COLOlXEL CODAED: 

I thir,k prt of your argument f‘alls on the basis of t'no .argument 
that you used. You say we couldn't make procurement because we didn't 
have an N-Day; and that unless we 1ha.d. an W-Day, we didn't have t'hooe 
powers and we couldn't utilize negotiated bidding and had to use bidding 
of the normal type. If that is true, then. something WFS wrong, and the 
planners s'r,ould have foreseen thet. 
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A STuDmT: 

That is whEt I z.m trying to say right now. I think you heve got 
to justify this in the light of contemporary events, not iti the ecrents 
of the 2resent time. I a23 not admitting thcnt they.were wrong; but I 2m. 
trying t3 poiat out that they nsy alw?.ys be wrong. You never will be 
able to anticipate wh;?t Conditions are going to be like when wx breaks 
out. You will always be wrong. You will never be right. 

coLomIJ GO&i:. 

I submit t&t &.'e why we rnny be lsrong is th,?t if we hove 'two :gwlucers; 
We Wo2ld be only fifty percent wrong if one goes to hell, In this CzSe 
we h2.d only one plan and no alternat%. 

.' ,. 

I am not discussing that point about producers in joint production 
or procurement. I am saying there must be some reconciliation of require- 
ments. 

C OL ONCL GODA3D l . 

Very definitely. 

I have another little point that I think you may agree with. I 
think all you said about one good exangle of aeronnutical and &LX' pro- 
curement is fine. Rut I think you also will agree that you might have 
stressed more the point th;?t there WQS allocation of facilities end the 
reconciliation of requirements for years in the Aeronautical Board. Just 
prior to and during the war the edicts of the Air Coordinating Committee 
were perfectly mandatory. Ny point is that it might be well to stress 
that necessity for the reconciliation of requirements. 

COLGE3L GOD&E!: 

1 see your point--that this is a lecture on procurement. But, since 
we are all friends here, I might tell you that this lecture was written 
and completely laid out on Saturday at four o'clock in the afternoon, and 
that by Hcnday morning at nine o'clock T kL-d ;? completely new lecture. 
I W?.s trying to get awzy from 2 procurement lecture, but I finally came 
to the conclusion t&>t joint production is procurement and thct it is 
nothing else, 

Joint production stems from a nuzz3er of things thrt in the final 
analysis 2re procureaent. If you will refer to the first s&iinEr in 
the series of orienbtion lectures ttit we had, you vi11 see that we 
had a definitiori of the terms flprocurement" and flproduction." It referred 
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a.11 the way back to procurement in all its aspects as being Joint pro- --- 
duction. 

The only war? you could get actual joint production as such would 
be to go into a plant and set u2 Army on one side 2nd. Navy or;, the other 
and agree to joint use of the machines and the materiels and the man- 
power . That would get us far away from tihat 1 would like to see come- 
a single system of procurement controlled by the Army and Xavy, and not 
because of any merger. Merger is cozqletely out of it. I would like to 
see a bwiness operation of this job with all firchasing being done under 
one centrnl organization. My point is thslt Joint prokctior, gt& joint 
procurement. c?re one and the s?me baby if ~_OU exc?.ain.e them carefm. ------ - .- -.---- 

Thak ycu very much, gentlemen. 

. 

(17 March 194v--350jE 


