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COLONEL NEIS: Gentlemen, the “Requirements,” Part I of our
current directive, as you know, provides for the gevelopment cof a test
method for determining the administrative and organizational soundness
of an economic mobilization plen or any parts thereof. As I mentioned
to you during the course of our orlentation, there has not been very
much done in this fleld to date. As a matter of fact, we are doing &
congiderable amount of picneering work.

We are very fortunate this morning in being able to have with

us Dr. Millett, who was formerly Colonel Millett, Control Division, ASF,
and who worked very closely with Major General Robinson in the develop-
ment of those principlea of organization which each one of" you has had
the opportunity of studying. We have asked Dr. Millett if he would give
us his views on a possible approach to the development of teat methods.
I went you to understand thet we are pioneering in this fleld and no one
has a complete answer, but we feel that Dr. Millett will be very helpful
to us. Dr. Millett.

DR. JOHN D. MILIETT: Gentlemen, this is such 2 pioneering
effort, tndecd, that I am going to start off by evading my subject.
We usually say too much about the obvious end the commonplace or the
purely descriptive, or we do not sey enough about the things you and I
really would like to know. I em afraid that a good part of what I have
to say this morning will have to come In the category of the obvious,
of what must be perfectly spparent to all of you right now.

This proposition of developing a technique for the critical
examination of organizetional plans is & considerable challenge.

I want to emphaize the word "plans" beczuse a greet deal of
attention hos been given to testing and evaluating the performance of
zn existing organizational structurc. A great deal of whet was done
in the Army, in the Air Force, and in the Navy during World War II con-
aisted of trying to achieve improvements in an alrerdy going organizo-
tional structure. From time to time certain adjustments might be made,
but in the Wor Department, after § March 1942, it weoa generclly assumed
that the structure was there to stick for at leaost the durantion of the
war., It did stick, with only very minor modifications in basic arrange-
ments. As o matter of fact, in the fileld in which 21l you gentlemen
are intercsted, in the fleld of industriasl meobilization, the orgenizo-
tion pattern which had emerged by Morch of 1942 pretty much dld last
from thet time to the cnd of the war. There were some minor modifica-
tions. From your point of view, of course, the most important one was
the creation of the Office of War Mobilizotion in Moy 1943, renamed 2




yeor later the Office of Mobilization and Reconversion, but even this
I look upon 25 more or legs & minor addition to the organizationsl
structure rother than aa a major alteration. But there still were o
lot of difficulties in making the thing work.

I have been doing o great denl of work laotely, as a matter of
fact, in going back over this whole story of the relationships that
existed between the Armed Forces znd the War Production Board during
World War II. We have heard a lot about it from the WPB side of the
fence. It geemed to me it was time the other side wos heard from, and
I have been trying to prepare an account--which I hope one of thece
deyes will be printed--which will tell something of the other gide of
the story. What reolly comes out, it seems to me, from all the aiffi-
culties and conflicts that emerged after March 1942, is that there were
fallures in yyderstending relationships in different spheres of duty
and competence, The relotionships actually had been specified in
the origincl arrangements that set up the asgencies, but making then
work was gquite different from the plans which had been prepared beforehar

So I come back to saying that thie busincss of trying to test
organizational plans is very nuch different, it scemo to me, fron
trying to test an existing organization or to improve it. You have,
after 2ll, o bagic cmount of experience in any going operation on
which yow mzy build, but when you are anticipating something that is
not yet In existence, obvicusly, you are going to encounter a great
many difficulties. I say this partly, too, because I think any use
of standerds or guides or check lists for evalucting an existing organi-
zatlion will not be adequate for the challenge that you have.

I looked up several check lists when I was thinking about what
I should soy here this morning, I brought with me o couple of check
lists thot had been prepared during tae war for cvaluating an existing
organizatlion structure. One of these is o check list that was put out
by the Bureau of the Budget, primarily written, I belleve, ingide its
Division of Administrative Management. It woas called "An Agency Manage-
nent Program--A Guide for Self-Approical and Planning Econoriles in
Opcration.” Tt was put out in March of 194b as o menagement bulletin.
There are about 15 questions that relate to orgonization as such. I
read these over the other night, znd it seemed to me that these ques-
tions have very little usefulness for your particular purposes., Also,
T looked over some check lists that we used in the Control Division in
the Army Service Forces during the war; it secmed to me that there,
too, the particular questions do not go very far in helping one evaluate

the organizat onal scundness of plenc for emergency management of the
national econony.

S0 I tried to think up some standards or guides that might be
used in any such endeavor as yours., Whether or not ny ideas .om this
score will be very helpful to you, I do not lmow, but, for what they
are worth, I pass then along.
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It occurred to me that there are [ive major propositions, five
major concerns, that would have to be watched for and tested in organi- .
zational plans. I grant you, these are pretty general gnides., It may
be possible to work them out in some deteail., In any event, it seems
to me that something like these five general standards, worked out,
perhaps, in more detail, would be essential in evaluating organizationsl
Plans--and oncc more I emphasize "plans.” oL

The first of these standards or gnides that cccurred to mé is
this: . Do the organizational plans reasonably anticipate expeccted needs?

That, I think, must be fairly obvious. But the primary espect
we must always bear iIn mind is this: Organization serves to mest major
purposcs, ends, missions, or obJectives to be accomplished, and the
organization must elvays be framed in terms of the accomplishment of
basic purposes. If en organization has not been sob up which will
encompass all of what I sey arce ressonadbly anticipated needs, then, of
course, -there must be basic deficiencics in any such organizational plan.

As I look back on the Industrial Mobilization Plon of 193G, the
- last of those published before World War II, aa you know, it scems to

me that there was one rather ipportant mission, which we lesrned about
throvgh expericnce during the war. That was the fallure te anticipate
the needs that would arisc for lhousing ond otherwise caring for workers
in an exponding center of industrizl production. In cther words, the
wholce problem of housing and community fooilities bocoome a crucial one
as plants were built and zs odditional workers were crowded into .our:
major Industrial centers.

1 remember the time I spent in Dayton, Ohio, carly in 1942,
when it wasg alrcedy obvious that the clty was going to be overtaxcd with
workers to man the vorious operations for the war offort thot had bewn
centered in Doyton, Doyton bzcame one of the first places to make
a really concerted commnity effort vo atteck the housing, reersation,
tronsportation, and other community problems involved in en cxpanding

war eooncmy. That effort was not enough, and a great deol more had to
be done. ' '

In those areas where ncw plants wore built, vhere new industrial

Eentera were storted, you just could not build a plent rnd then 2ay,

Fine--the workers will scmchow, in some wey, @ct here." You had to
worry about much wmore then that. I don't want to rale over old stones,
but I remember only too well some of the centroversies In 19431 about
Willow Run. Whatover the remsons were that the plant was located where
1t wea-~1t 1o not necessary to worry about thet ot the mement--certainly
wag an cxcellent illustretion of omitting frem congideration = major
factor, the housing ond tronsportotion of the workers who were going to
be employed there.
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As a wmotter of fact, there wag one mojor organizationsl 4iffi-
culty thot wes never, I theught, satisfactorily resgolved during the
entire war, and thet was this very problexm of how to handle the impact
of large-scalc procuremcnt operationg on lccol cormunitice. The Com-
nittee on Congested Preduction Areas, which wos finclly sot up with the
Director of the Burcauw of the Budget os choirmen, the various production
urgency cormitbecs and the manpower priorities cormitiees that were set
up by both WPB ond the Wor Manpower Commission, for exarmple, were all
attenpts to hondle this geogrophical problem, Inside the Army there
never was any soatisfactory methed for getiing everybody together and
working on z concerted basis ot the local urbon or industrial level,
where there was a rezl impact of wor productiom.

It is this sort of thing that I have in nind when I tallk cbout
reasonably anticipating the necds thet will arige.

You know the old accusntion that military men are forever
vlemning to fight the lost war. T sometimesn Tear that our orgeniza-
ticnal plans fall in this cotegory. We toke the expericnce that we
arc mogt fanilier with., After 2ll, thet is aboolutely essentiel. We
toke that experience, too, because it is the only large-scale experi-
ence that we hove to guide uo, Then we bagse our cxpectations upon
past expericnce, bubt it seens to me that this is not sltogether sotis-
factory.

Let us put it thic way. The post is on cssentizl guide, dbut
¢ plen cells, also, Tor anticipotion (imogination) of what wey be
necded, of what may come.  So unless we have tried to posc what the
future situatien will be, not in terms of post experience zlone, but
In terms of pact cxperience, plus what woy be recsonably anticipated,
we will not have a sstisfactory guide for testing the asdequacy or the
soundncea of organizstioncl pleonso.

The second ctondard ic also, I think, o fairly obvious one
growing out of the firct one, If we anticipote the neoda which will
arise, then, of course, the question is: Are there orgonizational
crrengenente cdequote to hendle 211 these various ond sundry nceds

and purposes thot we cxpect to orise? Iz there an organizational
structure--this is one wey of putting it--for bandling all these vari-
oup needs that we may reosonsdly anticipate will srise under conditions
of wer nobilization? : :

; This is not so oimple as it gounds. It ino not just encugh to
say, This particular organization 1z going to handle this particular
phace of o problem,” becouse of the very fact that it is the inter-
relationships that, it seems to me, pose the greatest orgnonizetional
challenges in ver mobilization. Here, of cource, wa2c our greatest
stumbling bloek in cur experience during World War II. We had mony
organizational unite. If anything, we hod more than enough of those.




But what was constantly lecking wes an adequate understending and a
full comprehension of relationships that were to exist between then.

Let us take, for instance, the item T referred to Jjust & momcnt
ago--the relatiénshipe between the War Department and the Navy Depart-
ment, on the one hand, and the War Production Board, on the other hand.
You have all, I assume, seen that famous magna carta of 2 March 1942
that wag signed by Judge Patterson for the War Department and Mr. Nelson
for the War Production Board, which was an attempt to spell out organi-
zational relationships between the two agencies. It scems to me, as an
organizational plan goes, that particular document of 2 Mzrch 1942 was
an amazingly zdequate and an amezingly competent Job, There waa no
experience during the war thot ever indicated that this particular plen
was not desirable and workable. But it was not understeod., It hod
congtantly to be translated into specific circumstances and specific
relationships and there wocs a great deal of difficulty:in doing thot.

T am not sure hcw any organizotional plan con anticipate and
meet thege particular difficulties. You certalinly have to point to
them. TYou certainly have to say these difficulties are bound to arise

and try to spel* out, as best you can, the relationships which will
\,Xist .

Let ws look, in part, ot this problem in thig way. The whole
necessity of industrizl mobilization arices at a point in time when
war procurepent or when direct militoyy procurcment can be accomplished
only by lorge-scale curtallment or large-scale readJustment of existing
patterns of industrial cperations. It is in this impact upon the econ-
ory that the whole need for machinery of wor mobilization arises. But

_the Army, the Air Force, and the Navy have insisted, and, T essume,
will 3nsist in any future cmergency, with, I think, o good deal of

- cJustification, that they shell continue to perform the operotion of
procurcment; that is, they ghall continme to let contracte, to aet
preduction schedules, to inspect, to meke various and sundry adjusi-
ments and medifications in specifications, to change procurement 28
changing needs of wor indicate needs for new weopons or more of one
item ond less of something elge. Buat thot operation cannot be deone on
o large, wartime scale without some central production planning, as you
all realize. And here, of course, is where the other agencies ceome in.

Well, now, how do you work out o dovetailing, on the one hand,
of this procurement operation with production plamning @nd centrol of
besic Industrinl rescurcec, on the other hand? It is not encugh, it
secns to me, Just to telk about the Army, the Novy, snd the Alr Force
doing this and = war mobillzation cgency doing this. It is the inter-
relationships between the two that become crucial, and sn organizetional
plan, it seems to me, which does not meke adequate or something like
adequate arrongements for tlhiese intexrclationdblp will not be competent
or entirely useful organizational plon. o



I would like to diascusa these interrelationships in consider-
able detail, but I think the point, in general, must be cbviocus. It
is here, iIn working out various nceds of interrclationships of respec-
tive competencies and methods of ccoperation or collaboration, that
an organizational plan, In this field of industrial mobllization, is

going to find  its worth or its adequacy.

The third general problem or standard is one of how far can
cne rely upon existing governmental machinery to meet wartime reguire-
nents and how far should one rely upon new orgenizational machinery?
This is one of the toughent questions in organizatlonal planning of

" this kind that one is likely to encounter. -

I don't know to what extent you know the history of some of the
organizational planning that occurred between 1921 and 1540, but at one
tine there was a basglc division inside the War Department on this gcore

‘of whether an industrial mobilization plan should call for war cmer-

gency agencies or whether on industrial mcbilization plen sheuld call
for a great expansion of existing govermmental agencies. This occurred
before 1933, It occurred, ac o matter of fact, while General MacArthur
was Chief of Staff. There was one element in the Wer Deportment that
wag very insistent upon one point of view, and there was another élement
that was very insistent upon a different point of view, In the end,
vhen the industrial mobilization plons were first published, by 1933,
the point of view in favor of emergency governmental agenciles prevaoiled.

Yet, in our actual experience in World War II, there were many
occasicong when emergency agencies gave way to old-line agencles. The
best illuatration of 2ll, of course, is in the field of agriculture.
Here, for instonce, sterting ocut with something like an energency
organization, we ended up with an organization, under the title of War
Food Administration, which wes under the Department of Agriculture.
What was more important was the experience of the Department of Agri-
culture after 1933 in handling prcducticn problems, Even though the
point of view had been one of reducing surpluses and trying to cut
production, the same machinery, with certain changes and minor modifi-
catlons, wng eventually: full blown into the field of encouraging pro-
duction and not worrying about surpluscs but worrying about shortages,
Yet the machinery proved, in general, more than adequate for the task
at hond. It would have been o waste of effort to have ignored all that
nachinery aond the cloge working relationships that existed between the

Departnment and the agricultural groupq in the zgricultural segument of
our economy.

Now, that one experience suggests that, since there were very
vital changes which occurred between 1933 and l9h0 in the relationships
of government and the agricultural segment of our economy, ‘there may be
other gramt changes toking place now between gﬂvernmcntal agencies
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and certain segments of our economy, resulting in working relationships
and administrative machinery which, with certain minor adaptationg, could
be utilized for war purposes. I thirk this is going to be & continual
challenge in organizational thinking. '

T have heard a lot of arguments at various times about emergency
agencies against old-line agencies, It is easy to construct a case on
gither side. I don't believe there is any final answer one way or the
other. But it does seem to me fairly evident that onc must asl: this
question: Can you reascnably expect existing administrative machinery
to.prove adequabte to wartime requirements, with certain expansioas and
with certain medifications? I, for one, believe that, in gencral, the
arguncnt favors using the cxisting machinery vherever it is possibles

If Colonel Heis won't mind teo much my telling you o story out
of Army oxperience on this score, I might illustrate agoin vwhat I am
thinking about in this woy. In the spring of 1942, I was in New York on
some work for the Army Scrvice Forees, cnd 1 came across a wonderful
office on Fifth Avernus. It was the New York City Procurcment District
Officc of the Office of the Ouartcrmastor Goncral. It was a planning
officc, planning procurcment overations. As a maotter of fact, it was
one of the nicest officcs I have cver seen. I subsoquently lcarnod that
it had been George Whitct!s offices It had @ nice bar behind the pancling
-and certain other foatures that onc might associcte with Nr. White, of
late lamented reputation. But the interesting thing wes that the officer
in charge of this planning coffice for prucurement purpcses, with a staff
of three people, had just been left behind in the whole russ of war opera-
ticns. As & matter of fact, I believe that the Office of tie Guartermaster
General actually had forgotten that there was this cffice in New York City.

It had been expected or anticipated that the whole basis of
procurement operations in the OQuartermuster Generalts officz weuld be
changed under wertime conditions, when what actually happensd was that,
over a perilod of rather gradual mobilizatiocn, the existing depot system
an¢ the cxisting arrangcments for purchasing supplies were simply expanded,
and the plans which had been drovn up ot one time vere ncver put into
effecgt. ‘

I think that there was o great deal of justification for forgetting
about this office. It was shortly thercofier closed out. Herec was an
organizational plan that may hove had some justificotion ot one time but
which expectcd to bring aboubt a rather sizable shift in existing arrange-
ments, and it just vms not workable or feasible under thosc circumsteancos,

¥ow, therc moy be morc to this story than I reeall at the moment,
but at least I coan wvouch for the pancling on the wall and the bar bchind
the pancling,
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I come bock, still, to this generalization: Where therc is an
existing organizational arrangement thoat might reasonably be expected to
hondle wortime conditions, there is a great decl to be sald for continuing
that particular arrangement.

This problem of existing machinery is going to be even greater
for organizational planners today, because we have rudimentary machinery
novr that did not exist between the two wars. The only statutory reference
te industrial mobilization plamning between the two wars was in section
5(s) of the N¥ational Defense Act, as amended in 1920, Now, of course,
we have the National Security Act of 1847, with its provisions for the
National Security Resources Board and for the various activities to be
performed by thz Department of Commerce, the Interior Department, the
" Agriculture Department, and so forthe.

There is more to the story than just that. You have large-scale
military procurement today-~rot on a wartime scale, just en a “cold war™
scalew=cnd you havs various other programs of govermment involving very
close working relationships of various kinds,

It may well be that this newr experience cnd these new relation-
ships that are being built ur under postwar conditions, which are very
much differcont from any conditions that obtoired bsfore 1940, are building
" various relationships and arrangements in the whole fabric of government
<+ dnd tho cconomy thet must be taken account of apd must be utilized in
"~ ofder to avoid wasted offort in ease we should cver have to get inko
largee-scale, wore-scalc preocuremcent operations agoin. '

_ The fourth general problem that seems to me to be very important
is keeping organizational plans flexible and adjustable %o different
circunstances. S

I wish there were tims, although I am not sure of ny owm competency
to go back over all this gcntroversy ebout whether the 1939 Industrial
Mobilization Plan was adequate or inadecuatse, ~why it was not pub into
gffact, and who the villains were in this particular skulduggery. At
least, this last seems to be the attitude of cerbtain legislative comnmittees
that have locked into the subject. But it seems to me fairly evident
that the Industrial Mobilization Plan of 193% did have this particular
weaknoss--the weakness of assuming an overnight transition from peace to
war becauvse that is what harpponed in 1917, As a matter of fact, the
lessons of 1917 and 1918 were inapplicable to a poeriod of gradual defense
preperation beginning, letis say 1 July 1940. pAnd everythlng that was
donc from 1 July 1940 to 7 December 1941 certainly was of rual bencfit
- after that time. o .
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Thore was another difficulty in this 1939 plan that relsoted to
the subsbtance ¢of thoe situstion, Thore was nothing at 211 said in the
1532 plan about depressions. There was nothing at all said.aboubt largee
scale uncmployment and the cxistence of other unused industrial resourecs.
Yot that was the actual situation which obtained in 1940. What did that
mean? It meant that, for a considsrable time, you could expand industrial
plant and procuremsnt operaticns without any direct impact on, or without
curtailing, civilian prodvction, or without curtailing the producticn of
other than direct military geoeds, So that there was not the need for a
full blown industriel mobilization organizatiorn in a pericd -when, first
of all, you were not at war, bubt orly in a period of preparation for war,
and more Imwportant than that, you were in a period of unused industrial
resources. In othsr words, wWo woro in o poriod of considerablc slask
-injour whols economy, snd those rezouarcs:z could be utilized [or war purposes
without getting into & grand scheme of ceoucmic planning and economic
controls, -

I think it =might bz useful if it werc possible to draw organizo-
ticnal plens to it varying ccnditions or, perhaps, to fit varying time
periods, Just 25 in the demebilizaticr plemming of the War Department
there was a Pericd I and a Peried IT zlan rocognizing dofinite time
pericds. Iaybe there ought to be a Poriod I and a Period II mlan for
industricl mcbilizotion just as thero was for industrial demobilization,
It seoms to me thot this olewent of flexibility and of =djustmcnt to
varying circumstanoes and ncods is o tromondously importent one tha

~cannot bo overlocked in orgenizotional planning.

There aro peliticol faetors, too, that an organizatisnal planncr
siaply cannoet igroro,., Many of us like teo tako the attitude thot polities
is something that cxists, but v vish it didntt; we moy have to compromisc
with it, buf lctts just stick Lo the norrow path ond lot the compromiscs
come as they are nccessary luter. There is o good deal of Justification
for this attitude. Yet, on the obher hand, it is unot realistic, because
we. hope we will have polities with us always. At least, the polities of
our varticular system of goverrment 43 one of thesz essentials that we
say we are intorested in vreserving,-and e certainly can reacorably
anticipate that we arg: going to have zolitical pressurcs with.us. W
are going to have to face varying political conditions, -

i There vere numerous innuendees during the vmr about the rcasons
why Mr, Roosevelt suppressed the report of the Stetbtiriuc Board, which
-wag set up in the auvtumn of 1939 to review the Industrinl Mobilization
Plan reported that autwar. There was really nething scandnlous sbout
~the Stettinius Board repors, as, creswanbly, all of you toulld realize

upon reading it. Bubt the recommendation to set up war mobilizption
machinery thon and there just:simply vms not o pelitically foasible or
timely recommendation as of thaot moment. Tre recommendation was all right,
but the timing was all wrong.




The timing element hero is important in just that way, and
you cannot ignore it, So any orgenitational plans will have to be
lexible and adjustable to varying circumstaonces, both eccnomilc and
political.

Finclly, there is one other item to which I must give some

“attentione=the cost factor. An orgonizational planner cannct, obvicusly,

moke o hord-and«fast estimate of the administrative cost invelved in the
arrangenents which he suggests, but this is not an adequate excuse for
ignoring the cost factor.

What do I mean by "cost frotor"? Let us use the word "cfficicney"
a8 perhaps beling more meaningful under the circumstancess. I like to
think of efficicnecy in orgoenizational terms in much the same way thot an
engineer thinks of efficiency in mechanical terms--the relationship of
your input and your cutput elements. The connotaticn is net one of
saving money; it is one of getting more output for the input slements,
Another way of putting that is this: Obviously, you must avoid wasteful
and duplicating organizational arrangements. I would nct be satisfied
with an existing organizational structure just because it is the existing
organizational structure, unless I was also satisfied that it was
probably as efficient an organizational structure as was obtainable under
the circumstances. One standard here, of course, is this: You obviously
de not want two organizational unids trying to do the same work, You
obviously de not went larger and more complicated organizetional arrange-
nents than are necessary for the task at hand. But applying suech genersl
standards as thesc . is difficult, particularly, again, when cne is dealing
with organizational plans. But ot least emphasize the problem, acknowledge
the existence of the problem, realize thot it exists and that therc must
be constent adjustment to meet this cost, or efficicncy, factora

I urged, o moment age, btuilding ona oxisting organizational
structure. I think that is important. But I thirk ws must also be
critienl of existing organizaotional structurc and the pessibilities of
its expansion, primarily upor the grounds of efficierncy, upon the ccst
in terms of manpower, and other rosourcos. EBxperirmentation in administra-
tion or organization is onc of the essentials that we have always to
utilize, but exporimentation, we know, is costly, and some cxperimentation
can be avoided if we worry sufficicntly buforehand chbout cost cloments,
about the factor of what it is going to take in manpower and what 1t is
going to tnke in terms of other resourcos to run an operstion on this
paerticular scale. Is thoere some way in which we could carry out this
particular operation ot leces cost in terms of administrative overhend?
This is & constont challconge that you simply cannet igrore. - I dontt know
how you can answer it, but at lecast wo con maintain an open mind; we can
worry about 1t; and the least we can do is say, "Well, there are some
alternatives that might be less costly.™

10




There 1is another element in this matter of efficiency that ties
in with an esarlier pecint I mentionazd when I said that interrelationships
had been such a crucial and, st the same %time, such a difficult phase of
our organizational experience in World War IT. A good part of the diffi-
culty arose out of too much organizatioral thirking in a vacuum, too much
organizational thinking at the ideclopiezl level, and too little organi-
zeticral thinking at the operatiocnal level. Take this ideoclogical confllct
thnt existed betvicen the War Department and the War Producticn Board.,
Every time some proposal came along, ths Tar Production Board sterted: to
shout from the housetops: "The military wants to take over the eivilian
eccnomy." This mode a marvelous slogan, o flag to unfuri ard rally cround.
On the other hand, the Army would then retort: "The civilians are trying
to take over the strategic conduct of the war," or, "The civilians are
trying to interfere with military procursment and determine what are
military needs 2nd requiremonts." At that idoological level, very little
was ever settled; but when it came to the operational level--the level of,
how do you do this job? and how many pieces of paper is it going to taket?-
--then many of the difficulties were qbutled sometines f{rom +the sheer
necessities of the situation.,

I have just finished re¢ading a book reesutly published about the
various plans that were used for controlling the distribution of raw
materials during World War Il. One of the authors is David Novick, who
modestly never mentions +he Pfact that he was the nuthor of PRP. But in
all of that controversy about the Production Requirements FPlan, very
little was ever said about how the plan would operate in detail,

In June of 1942, I sat in with a committee in WPB. It -wmas the
Committee on the Control of the Flow of Materials--a magnificent titloe.
That committee nover did anything but talk in this ideological realm.

One day I got so tired I deccided I had cnough of thet., I was
going to go dovm to the mail room and ask the man in charge of the mail
room what would happen when 16,000 forms came in, in onc month., I went
down there. It wos in the bﬂsomcnt ef courses I asked tho man in |
charge of all the imechanics what was going tor happen. when 16,000 forms—
I thinX it was PDe25-Am-crrived in less than & month. That 7as the
cstimote. He lookod ot me. He had not scen anybody from up on high for
wecks or months. He leaned tack in o chair and said, "You arc the first
man who has come sround ~nd asked me thote-«it wen!t work. Come herc and
It11 show you why." He Sook me on a tour of his pstablishmoat. When
I camc beck, I wrote a memorandum in “hich I said, with great wisdom,
that it vms net going to work--I wos not in uniform; I was o civilicne=
bzeause at the ‘operational lovel it could not work, It wes a completely
1mp0551b funetion, and experience fmuly &cmonctratrd that that was

ctly the casc,
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I ecan remember when ths forms the War Department was supposed %o
get on errived in the Munitions Building along in June. They were put
in four or five offices on the fourth floor, and, literally, there was
no room for anybody to get into these offices for the papers that were
there. All of these papers were to be sant back, with the commgnts of
the War Department, within two weeks. That kind of working relationship
was impossible to achieve.

It seems to me that unless we are concerncd witih how the details

going to be worked out, unless we begin tc worry about some of the
mechenics, and unless we begin to worry about scme of the operating
wmethods to bo employcd, wo are ignoring or overlocking cortain cssentials
of our whole organizational plan; but more than that, we are not only
impairing the possibilities of its success, but we arec going to construct
unneccssary organizational arrangements and we are going to construct
devices that will bc very co°tly and incfficicnt to operatec. So simplicity
of crrangements, trying to kesp operating detail at operating lovels, so
far as pessible, and constructing arrangerments which will lecd to top
cchelens acting like ftop echelons, arc parts of this business of organie
zational efficicney, of orgenizational cos+,

I don't kncw how much 2ll thesc observations arc going to help
you in your problem, If you asked mo that guestion, I om afraid I would
have to say they ars not going to holp very m much, becausc, as I szid to
stoart with, as you all realize, wnd a5 Coloncl Neis menticned, you arc
cxplorirg soeme new ground--this testizng of organizational plans instead
of testing going orgunizationzl arrangoments.

0f qours:, the real ond ultimete test in ony organization comes
when it gobs under woy. Docs it got the Job donu with o minimum amount
of offort? Sccondly, is the mothod of deing the job gomerally. zcceptable
to the people invelved? That means, is 1t accsptable to Congress, to -
variocus organized gréups of our society, and to the administrotive partici-
pants in' the arrangerents. These tests--the tests of how well a job is
done, with what resources, and the test cf popular or general acceptance--
are tests which caon come only-with experience, only with actual cperation.
But they are, it ssems %o me; the ultimat: tests of the sounduess of any
organizational plan, .

" Thank you,.

'COLOWEL HM3IS: acntlemén, this is your opportunity to have answered
o great mony gqussitions that I know are in your minds, Dr,. Lillett is now
prepared to answer them,

QUESTICGY: Dre HMillett, I would appreciate it if you would expand
on your third point in reference t¢ the use of the present govermmertal
agencies in case of war.
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DR. MILLETT: Let us anticipate something., Let us anticipate
that the recommendaticns of the Hoover Commission about the Derartment
of Commerce are actually put into e¢ffect; more particularly, that the
transportaticn serviee that was rzcommanded in the report about the Depart-
ment of Commerce is achieved. That is assuming o great deal, but, for
the moment, let us make that assumoticn. Then, for. instancc, in the whole
ficld of mobilization of transportation resources, one might rcasonably
expcet to use that arrangement. As o mattor of fact, when it vwas proposed
by the Commission, the Cormission had in mind that ons of its Trimary
achicvements would be not only in planning mcbilization of the transpore
tatlon resources of the country in the ewvent of wartime ncoed, but actually
cdevcloping skeleton arrangements for such mobilization. If that should
be donc, then, it scoms to mo; one might reasonobly cxpect that <this
mochincery, which has never existed boefore, could be utilized for that
purposc., And you would certainly want to ask yoursclf the question: Does
it make sense? TIs it desirsable o use new machinery or even to shift some
of this into a new setting for wartime purpeses, or should we utilize this?

I can think of other illustraticns. Of course, there are some
fields in which we don't have peecetims machinery anything like what would
be needed in wartime. We don't have price control machinery, although we
do have in the Department of Coummerce today voluntary allocation schemes
that come very clese to the distribution arrangements used during the war,

Obviously, where you don't have any pecacctime machinery, you must
get new wartime machirery. Where you have extensive peacetime machinery--
and even if this is not pcaec, whatever elsc it is, we have extensive
existing machinery~«I1 think you wrould want to utilize it, unless there
are very pgood reasons not to do so,

. It does not scem very rcasonaoble to me to anticipate, for instance,
that the Interstate Commerce Commission could be an operating agency for
govermment control of transportation facilities. That is not the way the
ICC operates. It never has and dees not nov, Somcitimes I em not surc
the ICC is cven a part of the Govermmont. There were times in the war
when I certainly was not sure on that score. Be that as it may, the nature
of the operation required in wartime is too far different Irom the nature
of the going operation of the ICC to have ever made the ICC a wartime
mobilization agency.

S0 there is this factor, and ar important factor, of how closely
akin is the wartime operation to the existing or :rresent cperation? Where
there is a close relationship, then it secms to me not unrezsonabls to
ugse the existing machinery,

Personality factors arec also involved. Secretary Ickes, for example,
insisted that sirce, in peacctime, he had had closc working relationships
with the oil industry, he was nct geing to be done out of those relatione
ships ir wartime, And the formation of the Fetroleum Administration for
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War, which was a separato agency with ir, Ickes as head of it, but which
actually functioned 23 part of tho Int syior Department for the most part,
d vtilized a good deal of the machinery 1n51dy that Dcpartmnnt, made

a lot o ‘senso under thosc clrcu_stanccS.

I om not sure that onswers what you have in mind.  There arc a
lot of compllcatlons here, but I would like, principally, te emphasize
this part of it: I den't Believe any of us can bhe doctrinaire about
this business of gxisting machinery as ageinst emergency machinery.  We
mey vent some of one and some of the other. :

QUESTICH: If it is possible to test a plan that has net neen
put into operation, would it not be better to put into the plarring the
tho ught thet would have te be put into the testlng of 17 .

'DR. KMILLETT: Because of the apparent poyularity of that question,
I shall refrain from answering it. I would be inclined %o generalize by
saying that agencics, by and large, tend te be weak on coordination bul
sormevhaet stronger on the performance end,

The committec arrangemeht, ou know, is beoing modified in terms
of having committeces with a chairman vith “uvhorlty to decide. " That way:
of putting it, of course, is intondcd to suggost that o commitbee- is net
going to be an excusc for innction, which is one of the greatest dangers
ir-all committes arrangements.

The committee is very useful as a means of formallzlng ralatlon-
zhips and contacts, and I would not minimize hﬂut at all,

It was cmezing to me how, in the spring and summer. of 1842, a
request from the Army Service Forces for fornal roprescntation on
coemmittess in WEPB should have boon rebuffed as an attempt to cxpand
military jurisdiction. That was up ot the ideolegical level, again,
whore we got into argument, when, as a matter of fact, they could not
cpcérate without these contdbts. They could not make. the deecisions they
hed to meke without very close wworking relationshipse. There were many
military officers with m1=1tary personncl in the Social SbCUTlty Building
all the time, and nobody said, ™¥e want to kick them out."™ Yet at the
seme time, WPB people were sayinz, "We don’t want them on any committees,”
which was a nonsensical arrangemént., The Army never as¥ked, at any time,
for anything except representation. It did net ask for power of decision.

I think the present formula of a committee with a chairman with
vower of decision may be a workable answer to, on the one hand, the probler
of formalizing relationships, and, orn the other hand, to ths problem of
the deloy that can arisc if you ore going to clear with everybody first.




QUESTICI: Dr, Millett, you mentionzd that onc of the difficultics
you cncountered was too much organizoticnzl thinking at the 1deologlc 1
level and too litilc thinking at the oporationsl level. . This is a . rather
hard question to phrase, but could you comment on how far .standardized
organizational patterns should be forced by “the higher echelons on the
lower echelons? In other words, is standardization of orgarization a
golden calf or not?

DR. MILLETY: That is a nice guestign. I have erncountered that
in a nurber of different places, at different times.

You know, maybe selfwconfessicn is good for +the soul, but,
actually, +the more I study and the mere I see different orgenizations,
the less ¥ believe I really know about organization,

I have been gullty of this thrusting business nyself, =zuad I have
some very severe reservatlons about ite. There is &« good reason for it,
bear in mind. An organizeticn which 1s constructed, in Army Shrms, on
the line-staff pattern involves marny types of contacts from one level to
another levels. Those hicrarchical, or lins, upeand-dovm, echeloneto-
cchelon relaticnships arc facilitated if yeu, as o stafi officer hére,
Imow o countorpurt dowvm herc, He is ddentified as such, and his sphere
of responsibility corresponds to your sphere of respounsibility up above.
Te be specific, if you ars =z G=2 of an army, f{or instance, you would like
to have a G-4 at the corps and a G-4 ot the division in a tactical
organization, because it facilitates your zetting your job done if you,
as G=4 of the army, can. spot o G-4 in the corps and a G-4 in the division,
know the guy, call him by his {irst neme, cun get the informaticn you
want out of him, and ecan consult with him withcut any difflculty. So
that 2 standard organizational pattern has some very reanl advantages of
that scrt'that I thizk ought not to be overlocked.

On -the other hand, any standard organization must amake aliowances
for oersonﬁllty factors cnd for other difficultics. Some of you men

‘could say more on this score than I can, but I have heard of divisions

where the most imporbtant staff man ond the renl broine of the division
was the adjutant and not the chicf of staflf, and I have heard of other
arrangements where the G-3 was, for 211 pragtical purposes, the roal
commanding gereral, The stardard pottern of orgunization in those cases
did not rqyeal the realities of the personulity situation that existed.

I am rather inclined to say, if I have to in o cotegorien
fashion, that thers is o lot to be said for the standard pattern in
facilitating relaticunships, but no standard pattorn con ever take account
of perscnality factcrs. Dont't be misled by tho standard pattsrn; find
cut about Tthe perszons, oo,
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QUESTICY: Doctor, we have set up, it seoms to me, two bascs
that are in conflict. Onc is that thé vlan must be realistic and mecting
chahging conditions, and the other is that it must be accepbable to those
responsitle, presumably the Congress and the people, Isntt there a definite
conflict there? Isntt the only course, sometimes, to set up an organiza-
tion in terms of the pest and thereby reveal the mistakes, which will make
the change to what is needed acceptable later on?

DR. MILLETT: Yes. I am not sure that there is & conflict there,
in this sensc: I grant you that any organizationsl pattern, as I said,
has to be adjustable under varying circumstances, and one of the circum-

stances is this matter of popular accepbance or prevailing beliefs at

that narticular time, Then you must toke account of thate I would be
satisfied, for instance, if we recognize that any organizational patitern

~represents best current thinking under circumstances we know about from
past experience ond roasonably anticipate, but not let ocursclves get into
hard-and~fast thinking as a result. Reanlly, all T am plecoding for is
flexibility in organizational thirking.

If T might ho eritical for a moment--u lot of peopls won't agree
'with this=~I have o feeling that the stoff organization pattern which was
developed in the Army as a result of the Harbhord Board?!s work in 1921 has
¢ome on down through the years in such 4 way that it has crystallized in
the thinking of many veovle to the point that they just are not willing
to believe that there might be some different organizatioral pattern. I
think that the organizational plarning of the Harbord Board was magnificent.
I went over the proceedings of that Board and read the report with a great
deal of care some time ngo, ard I was tremendously impressed by the Job
that wes done. Of course, the terms of raference were to develop a staff
system for the Army comparcble tec that which General Pershing had worked
out for the AEF in France, with his headguarters at Chaumont. In those
terms of referencs, the rcesult carried out exectly the instructions. And
to me there is a lot ol organizational thinking there thot is still sound,
but I think that you should still be open-minded about it, reassess ik,
and decide whether you thirnk it hos to work thet way. I bzlisve, from
vhat I know, the Army is doing some thinking of that kind right now and
is' making, at the Army Department level, somo rather important modifica=-
tiong in that old- thinking.

‘ CCLONEL ¥EIS: Gentlemen, our time has about run out, I know that
we ‘have all orofited tremendousiy from listening ©o Colonel Millett this
mor ning .

. Colerel Millett, I want you to know that wwo have, despite any
implications to the contrary, nc golden calf irithin our barn, and the work
of any student who fecls thet he hos the urge to wwrite .o minority report
is most accoptable if it is completc. Thank youe

(30 August 1849-=750)S.
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