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Professcr John D. Millett, Professor of Public Administration,
Columbia University, was born in Indianapolis, Indiana, 14 March 1912.
He was for three years assistant secretary for the Committee gn Pub-
lic Administration of the Sociz? Jeience Research Council and for one
year was special assistant to the director, National Resources Plan-
ning Board. He was for a time & staeff member of the President!s
Committee on Administrative Mancgement and early in 1942 he served
as consultant to the War Production Board. In World War II he was
commigsioned a major in the United States Army and was essigned %o
the Control Division, Headquarters, Army Service Forces, where he
became chief, Ceneral Reports Section, and historical officer. 1In
the iest-named position ke had cverzight of the extensive historical
program carried on within the technical services and the staff agencies
of the Army Service Forces., He left the Army as a Colonel. Professor
Millett is author of "The Works Progress Administration in New York
City," 1938; end "The British Unemployment Assistance Board," 1939
coauthor of "Federal Administragors,® 1939; and "The Administration of
Pederal Work Relief," 1941, e is also the author of & valuable study,
as yet unpublished, "Organizaiional Problems of the Army Service
Forces," prepared for internal use in the War Department. One of his
latest contributions to professional journals is a study of the direc-
tion of supply actirities in the War Deparitment, published in the
American Political Science Review, April and June 1944, In the
summer of 1947 he participatsd in an investigation in Europe of
Toreign logistical organizations and methods &s & member of the staff
of Major General C, F. Robinson. He is presently on leave of absence
from Columbia University and is the executive director of the Com-
mission on Finencing Higher Bducation. v
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OVER-4LL COORDINATION OF ECONOMIC MOBILIZATION

20 Mearch 1951

GENERAL HOLMAN: You gentlemen have listened to many speakers
on some facet of economic mobilization since last September, when you
heard Professor Millett review for us the "Achievements and Fallures
in the Management of World War II.% That was at the very beginning
of the covrse, when we were just getting acquainted with some of the
problems which & vajor emergency brings on.

We are now or the home streteh and we have asked Professor Milletd
back again to help us understend how a better job can bde done through
application of some of the lessons leérned during World War II.

i am sure that cach of you will appreciate the fact that this is
no easy assignment. I am pcually sure, however, that you &re about to
hear scme interesting and stimulating ideas on the "Over-all Coordina~

tion of Beonomic Mobvilization,®

Professor Millett, we appreciate greatly your willingness to
come back and help us think these problems through. It is & real
pleasure %¢ have you with us agadin.

PROFESSCR MILLbTT: feneral Holmen and gentlemen, I think you
pesple must be glubttons for punishment when you invite me to come dback
here. Of course it is very difficult for me to suggest that anything
that I said to you last September could possible be wrong. So in one
way I guess this is an opportunity for me to come back and say: "Now
look and see how smert T am." I will try to refrzin from doing that
as much as it is possible for a human to do so., I will, rather, take
a look &t some of the experiences’ that we have teen through this past
year and see what we can lsarn from them. It is obvious, I think,
that what we have been through thus far isn't going to end in the fore~
seeable future. ‘

I thinl there is anothcer thing we have to reelize--that there are
a lot of difficulties that are normal in any period of develcpment,
any period of change. We can't just be guided by prior actious in
prior periods. When we start looking at this defense mobvilization
program, we must rea&lize that there is a lot that we are going to heve
to learn as we go &long. While the lessons of the past are certainly
useful and important--end I em not intending in any way to belittle
them~—~there are so many current problems and current difficulties that
we are going %o face in the months ahead that we can’t possibly judge
simply in the light of pasit experience., I %think I pleaded here once
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before——~but I think it will beer repetition--that we must also learn
currently, on 2 trial-and-error besis,

What I eam here primarily to speak about are organizational prob-
lems. But, of course, it is pretty difficult to do that except in
terms of substantive programs, for which organization merely provides
the froamework within which solutions must be worked out. The sub-
stantive problems are always the mejor issues, and you should never
forget this,

You must recognize, too, ihat I am an outside observer on all
these things. I have had no participation in them, I only knew what
I read in the papers and in the gossip columns. I gather that there
are adventages and disadventages in this. I understand that you have
had or will have a number of psople speak to you aboui what and how
their particular organizations are doing. Obviously they know & great
deal more about all these meiters than I do and can talk about them
in 2 more informed menner, JThe only adventage that I have, the only
use that I can be tc you, the only excuse for my boring you for thirty-
five or forty minutes this morning, is that I can say what I want to
say. That doesn't mean that what I am saying will be right——you will
have to be the judge of that—-but at least I donft have to pull any
punches. « '

If you will permit me, I will start by telling you about & friend
of mine who made & very interesting remark a little while ago, & re-
mark showing great wisdom, that I want to pass along to you right now,
Maybe some of these other gentlemen won't say this to you. This friend
of mine remarked that he was sure Mr. Wilson had found it a great com-
fort to rezlize that he had long and intimate knowledge of the pro-
duction processes in industry. But my friend suspected that by this
time Mr. Wilson was also discovering that, so far as his present job
is concerned, that knowledge is completely irrelevant,

Well, I am not sure whether Mr. Wilson has learned this or not.
But I can say to you that no doubt he is being currently educated on
that score. 4s a matter of fact, one of the most interesting things
I have heard about the events of recent months, is the fect once gain
that many businessmen who come here find Washington & wvery strange
atmosphere,

I don't say this because I want to speak slightingly of Washington
as the Federal capital. Some people seem to think that the only kind
of work done in Washington is neme~calling. Actually the glare of
publicity and the constant criticism which goes on in this town has its
good side. It is a kind of safety valve, This whole process is & pard
of politics in cur kind of society, end I am confident that we are in
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no danger of undermining or belittling the fine performance that is
an everyday occurrence here. We must have criticism &s an indicae-
tion of the many competing interests which make up our kind of nation.

This atmosphere of Washington indicates only that the job here
is very different from the job that one has in an industrial plant,
oftentimes even in the top management of & great company with numerous
component parts. Tou don't see anything happen in Washington, Well
I will modify that a little. You see very few things happen; 1 mean,
in terms of major jobs being done. You don’t see tanks being manu-
factured or B-36's being pui together in this town. You don't see
anything happen here except an awful lot of paper work and en awful
lot of words. & lot of people are telling you what things you can't
or shouldn't do and lots of reasons why., 3ost administrators in
industry and in other walks of life are not accustomed, first of all,
t0 the lerge gap that exists between the determination of policy end
its performance, the long ecnelone of all kinds that exist in getting
a job done,

Businessmen are accusiomed to being &ble to walk across the street
into the plant and to see wh:at actually happens as & direct consequence
of an action they suggest. Your information abuat the consequence of
orders and instructions issued here in Washington has a leng, long
fight in flowing back up the chain, Is it any wonder that a great
many men working in smeller are&s-—and, after 2ll, even & great cor-
poration like General Motors is sm&ll compared to en coperation like
the Federsl Government of the United States-——find it difficult to
realize how Aifferent is thz structure here, how vital are broad de-
cisions about basic purposes, and how cumbersom> are the metheds of
getting work done. This is true all through the Zovernuent, and it
is true in the Deparimen® of Defense. I am sure ihat it is true in
the component parts of it. You men have unguestionably had experience
with these facts.

I have & great dsal of sympathy with these businessmen who come
here. Some of them have had the advantage of World War II experience.
Many of those who were here during World War II either are not welcome
now or don't wanit to come, In consequence, there is & great deal of
inexperience here &lso.

Ws have to initiate new people; this is desirable. But I think
that we have to recognize that there will be a lot of frustrations
and a lot of uleers, perhaps even bitterness in the process. Somehow,
in some way, we are going to muddle through all of these obstacles in
the days and months and years that lie ahead.

Last September I talked about some orgenizational aspects of
econocmic mobilization. I said that, so far as defense mobilization
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is concerned, there are three great organizaticrel levels which are
important, and that the probiems which are likely to arise are prob-
leig of interrelaticnship between these three levels. Ano ther, a
fourth part of the problem I omitted--I will sey more about that in
Just a minute, But I spoke of three levels.

There is first the problem of top policy coordination and direction.
Second, there is the level of control and distribution of the material
resources of our society--the work of cenitral cction agencies. Then,
third, the whole military level has 4o be geared into theze others.

What has been added now is the couplication of new agencies at all of
these levels whose relationshly %o each other is not alwvays clear,
This time it is a livtle of a psvzle to know what, fer instance, is
the relationship between the Of “ice of Defensc Mobilization and the

National Security Resources Bozrd, at the level cof top policy coordi-
-

nation, I have been told by two or three different porsons that the
relationship is clear, I anm &lad %to have that infarmation., ITut I am
still a little doubsful about 4t. T have been Sold theat about three-

S
quarters of the ataff of the NSRS as it existed two yeuvs agns have now
been transferred in cne wiy or another %o the 2ction ageneies or into

Mr. Wileonts office.

I am told thet the peculiar problem of the Fational Security Re-~
sources Board is to lovk ahsad =2nd to anticipete what may happen in
the way of changing cizrcumstances. Second, it is suppcsed te keep the
President informed about hew ail of these gresy crganizations under
Hr. Wilson and the others are rerforming. I am not certain there is a

Y

desirable place for two or more top~policytagencies,

]

£

tion when I wae here lasit September

sxed me & gues
3 emergency agencies, I can see that
o

Cne of you as 13
about statutory agencies verg
what I gaid then was unnecessary. Obviously, the statutory agencies
have not provided any real hindrance to the ecreation of new emergency
agencies, We have had a considersble outpouring of new emergency
agencles necegsary %o carrying out mobilizabiou responsibilities as
the Pregident conceives them.

(#8

% gather that we have beexn through two time phéses *hus far in
the cvrganizational des cpment of our administraitive s ra. I
sure Lhai s i Lo

& have spoken to you about thooe

what i Aaracher tes ave. I can only add
in ming hiers is pothing finul about the wr

ome o an end, er it may move into
ény day. One never can tell,

But, anyway, we went through a pericd of the cre2tion of a number
of action agenciez that were attached %o existing agencie
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notable, I am convinced, was the attachment of the National Production
- Authority to the Department of Commerce, I have heard Mr. Fleischmenn
say that this procedure was a greai advantége, because & great poriion
of the necessary administrative services were thus left to the Depart-
ment of Commerce to handle, @and the Department did handle them. 4s

a result, the production authority weés able to get into operation a
great deal more rapidly then if it had had to start and put in a mail
service, & personnel sectiorn, &nd other units for what we call hcuse-
keeping duties.-

The second period began with the intervention of the Clhinese
Communists in the war in Kor°a This &ction meant that we had to
step up our mobilization progrém, by giving it new drlve, and cof course
some new agencies,

I think only one really important new separete &ction agency has
been crezted. This was done parily because there wés no exisiting agency
that could take over the responsibility, and partly becezuse it was
necessary to dramatize action. This new action agency is the Bconomic
Stabilization fgency, new headed by Mr. Eric Johnston, with its two
comporent paris-~Price Stabilization and Wage Stabilization.

I personally canit see how scme of the other arrangements will last
long. For the Life of me I can't see how the Defense Transperiation
Office is geing %o lasy very leng attached to the ICC. From my own
experience and observation I would say that the Interstate Jommerce Com-—
mission is not & Fedepal trensportation agency. I don't see how you cén
make Defense Transportatior work as long as it is suppeosedly attached
to that, '

The Hoover Commission commented that we didn't have & transportation
agency in the Federal Government. One of the recommendations of th
Commiesion was to creave scme such &gency a8 & part o the Derartment
of Ccmmerce. The BrouLAngs Inssitution task force reccmmended creating
a sepuréte Depariment cif Transportation. I think there is scamething to
,be said for the lavter idea, &lithough I doubt that it is polltlcally

asi tle

In attaching the Office of Defense Trensportation to the I0C it
will e concerned primarily with rail and motor trensportation end not
with air and water transporbtation, Any idea of putting them all together
is probably politically iwpossible, since each form of Sransportation
has its own enthusiasts and fears limitation at the hends of the other.

At the military level it still seems uncertain just what role the

Munitions Board will ploy. I said last September that this was a new
device, w;tqout eny counterpart in Werld War II. I repeat that the army
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and Navy Munitions Board wis not an important and effective 5gency
during World War II. There are a number of books which say differently,
but in my judgment they are all wrong. '

I referred to this before, We had & very interesting inquiry
into Army and ¥avy procurement problems toward the end of the war, and
a report was written by General DUreper and Admiral Strauss. They
recommended new machinery, bui they noted that the Army and Navy
Munitions Board had gone out of existence.

Anywey, I gather the pressnt Munitions Board is having its irouble.
It is a part of the Defense Deyartment, and as a top staff it must work
through the &rmy, Nevy, and Alvr Force. It has had some difficulity,
for example, in defining its relations to the National Production A
hority. ‘

I saw just the other day a memorandum sn the problem of repre-
sentation on the industry committees now being formed by the Kational
Production Authority. Should the Department of Defense be represented
directly? Or should it be represented only through its three components?
What is the Department of Defense? It is an executive departiment, so
the law says, and its component parts are military departments. Who
then shall speak for the raw material and other needs involved in the
precurement programs of the armed forces? :

it the Department of Defense, through its Munitions Board, is
going to have any meaning at all, then it looks to me &s if representa-
tion on all military procurement, production, purchésing policy, rawvw
materials, and requirements problems should funnel from the three mili-
tary departments through the Munitions Board. Now, if the Munitions
Board is not going to have any meaning, if it is going to bte unimportant
in defense organizetion, then, of course, the three military depertments
should have their own separate representation with other agencies.

I am not suggesting that there should be no representation from
the three military departments-~the bureaus of the Navy; the Air
Materiel Command, or whatever its title is in the Air Force; and the
technical services of the &rmy. I am not saying that for one moment.

I em only saying that if they are represented, the representation ought
to be arranged throught the Munitions Board, if the Munitiocns Board is
going to amount to & d---, Now, if it isn?t, if nobody wants it %o
pley an important role, 0. K., don't get worried about it. This is one
of the problems arising in this period and is going to continue to be
troublesome.

I was rather alarmed in December, shortly after Mr. Wilson's office
was created, to read in the "Washington Fost" and the 'New York Times™

B
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"that Mr. Wilson was considering the possibility of bringing all the
military procurement services under the jurisdiction and authority.

of the Office of Defense Mobilization., We useld to think that Mr,
Nelson's order, written in January 1942, was one of the broadest
Executive orders ever writien in the Federal Government. Mr., Nelson's
advisers were constantly saying: "This order gives him 2limost un-
limited power and authority over 2ll matters of procurement wherever.
they may be lodged by statute in the Federal Government." Well, if

r. Nelson's order was broad, Mr. Wilson's order is broader by quite
a good deal, I can see how you might &rgue that there is almost
nothing any place in the Fedevel Government organization in Wasghington
on matters of procursment that canit be brought wnder one of the
phuses of guch an Hgucutive ordor.

So when I read this in the newspape‘s~—x don't know how serious
it was, or whether somebody was just sending up & trial balloon--all
I could say wasy "There we go 2gain; now we have to go through all
this agnrin," I have forgotten how many man-hours we spent in World
War II arguing and writing about the proper location of procurement
responsi ollities,

I think possibly the best explanation of this proposal is just
what I saild a moment &égo-~the difficulty of & businessman coming into
- an office like the Office of Defense Mobilization and not being able
tc say and feel and think that something is being done when he starts
to write a paper or issue some instructions. 4ctually it might not
be that simple even in an industrial plant. OFf course, if the executive
offices were in Schenectady end the plant just down the street, that
is one story. If the executive offices are in a big building in New
York City and there are & lot of plants scattered all over the couniry,
that is another story. In Washington you have to learn to operate
differently. But these businessmen don't always find that out in
New York before theJ come to Washington.

Well, there is this sentiment, this feeling, on the part of some
reople that they must have direct control of operaticns in order to
be . effective. I still believe it wouldn't make ony seuse whatscever
to pull the procurement operation out of the technical military ser-
vices. I suspect thet this feeling is shared by everybody in uniform
who comes and talks to you. But I have no doubi that we are going to
hear more about this conbdroversy in the months ahead, not less about
it. It is going coenstantly to be a troublesome feature. And I think
one of the major responsibilities of the technical services of the
Army, of the supply bureaus of the Navy, and of the Air Materiei Com-
mand (or whatover its nsme mey be)in the Air Force, is going to be to
do twu things. One is to educate the men in the higher echelons to
what their job is and how they should operate; and, second, to see
that the supply agencies themselves are operating effectively.. 4nd
that means in the end going out and demonstrating it yourself.
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There is a terrific res ponsiblllty, it seems %o me, resting upon
the procurement units of the three armed forces. It is the require-
ment and the necessity for effective performance. I am putting it
on no higher plane than just sclf-protection. If that isn't sufficient
or proper motivation, we may go on to talk about military necessity.
But I think we should start Wﬂ+h the realization that mzlltary procure—
ment must have a record of efficient performence.

The other day I heard some mer in the National Production Authority
complaining once more about &nother internal problems "Where are the
stated procurement requirements of the military departments? How much
do they want to buy over what time period? And how are they going to
buy 147" But that attitude, I think, is perheps not altogether real-
istic. I think it underestimates the difficulties and the complexities
of the whole requirements story. It reflects oftentimes a misunder-
standing or & lack of comprehénsion of the relationship between stra-
tegic plans and logistic plans, and the fact that oftentimes the
strategic planners are confused and uncertain, Just like all the rest
of us, about what is going tc happen,

The logistic planners have to be prepared for the criticism:
"The logisticians are trying to run the strategy of the war.® That
charge was made time &nd time again during World War II. Strategic
plenners complained about supply planners usurping their function,
while the supply planners pressed for strategic decisions in order to
procure the necessary supplies, which may take 18 months or 2 years to
obtain. In the end the military procurement people cannot wait for
the strategic people to take forever in making up their minds.

I am pot criticising G-3 op the offite of the Chief of Naval Opera=-
tions or the strategic planners of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Their
difficulties are tremendous. Bubt the fact that they have troubles,
the fact that they have complexities, is not an adequate answer to
indifference or hesitancy or delay on the part of the procurement
officers of the military services.

There is another factor thet is going to continue to be trouble-
some in the months 2head. It is one that I failed to mention last
September. This-is the interrelationship between foreign relations
and foreign policy with military procurement operations in ecoromic
mobilization. Now, I don't need to go on and develop this. You have
heard a lot about it. You have read enough to know all the ramifica-
tions.

The organizational part of our problem is, of course, the fact
that we have a2 lot of agencies in this field, beginning with the Presi-
dent himself. We have the National Security Council and the Central

o



" Intelligence Agency. We heve the Office of Special Assistant to the
President concerned with international affairs, We have now the Ncrth
Atlantic Treaty Organizaticn. It is a little hard to figure out where
the general adminisirative responsibilities are located in the North
Atlantic Treaty Orgenization., I gather they are concerned about this
in the Senate too. Then we have difficulties in figuring just where
ECA is going %to fit in, and what the Ffuture of ECA is going to be.

- But the basic problems are not organizaticna2l problems at all,
They are problems of strategy. TYou are a2l) familiar with them, Are
we going to fight alone? 4re we going to fight with assizlance? If
we are going to fight with assistance, wherei If we fight with
agsistance, what do we contribute in materiel and manpowsri What type
of materiel do we contridute? &nd sc forth. Well, these issues are
going immensely to complicate all defense mobilization activities.
There is a further issue which is & very touchy cne. To what extent
are we going‘to mobilize cur economle rescurces in this country? Are

- .we going to put certain restrictions upon the standard -of 1iving of

our population in order to arm other nations, who may or may not be
‘méking an equal economic effort? What ig an equal economlc effort for
other countrxes? .

I canﬁt inegine & more troublesome policy issue in the next two,
three, and four years than just this. After all, such economic indica-
tions as we have poinbd nut nnly to substantial economic recovery in
-all of the natione of western Burope in the last four or five years,
but certainly indicate that to a great part this recovery has bveen
- directed to increases in the civilian standards of living., And I sus-
pect, being in some ways a materialist at heari, that a good part of
the improvement in the economic well-being of the peoples of western
Europe bhas had much to do with the ‘dimunition of influence of ithe Comb
munlst Party in those countries.

There is a very important and vitel political issue here. If
countries of western IZurope now set aside & substantial part of their
newly recovered productive facilities to provide implements of war,
what 1s going to be the political repercussion of this action upon the
voting strength of the political parties now in powery Will it under—
mine their great political strength? Will it encourage internal dis~
satisfaction and encourage Communist agitationi We cannot afford in
this country to ignore such questions., o ' o

I can only believe that militery people must do two things. You
must remain sympathetic with these problems of western Burope. You
must always remember that the policy of the government at any one mcment
of any EBurope&n country is not permanent. The government's policy may
change from time to time. I can only plead that military men are going
vo have to remain fairly open-minded on this score.

Lo
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Second, military policy must here be subordinate to the political
peolicy of civilian leadership., We were fortunate during World War II
in avoiding any basic conflict of point of view between military and
civilian leadership. World Wer I was very different. There was
great bitterness. The ree2l extent of that bitterness you can learn
from reading such volumes as David Lloyd George's Memoirs, published

- in 1936. There you have six volumes devoted to long recitations of
why Lloyd George didn't think much of Field Marshall Haig or Sir
William Robertson, Chief of the Imperial General Staff. Of course,
Clemenceau's Memoirs are bitter too, &s only a Frenchman can be bitter
when he starts to talk about the militery leadership of France in
World Wer I, This kind of bitterness apparently never developed in
England or in this country during World War II. In fact, on one
occasion Mr. Churchill voiced the opinion--I believe this was about
June of 1944--that this very situation was one outstending difference
between the conduct of World War I and World War II, He spoke of the
fact that there had been none of that bitterness between the professional
military men on the one hand and the top political leadership on the
other, which had existed between 1914 and 1918.

Yow, I hope that when, as, and if, we have World War IIl--and I
am not saying thet it is ineviteble and certainly I hope in this pres-
snt period of armed preparation that we shall avoid sharp clashes of
opinion between military and civilian leadership--~there will be &
great deal of tolerance and mutual respect and understanding on both
sides. It depends a great deal upon personalities., There are going to
~be & lot of times when it 1s going to be awfully tough on military
people, because some civilians may say things you will not like.

But fundementally it secems to me this iessue of how much military
'might we are going to build up in other countries through their own
materiel contributions and how much might we are going to build up by
our own contributions, our own manpower, our own direct military force——
these are decisions that cannot be solely military, They are going to
have to be decisions of & joint character between civilian and military
officials.

There 1s a grest tradition which is pretty firmly fixed in our
society about the dividing line between civilian responsidility and
. military responsibility. By and large it seems to me that the armed
- forces have been very extensively indoctrinated in this tradition. But
it is not an easy tradition to preserve, It is going to de subjected,
I am sure, to & lot of difficulty in the next few years.

 There is one other general observation that I think I would like to
make about the development of mobilization organization. I said this
last September and I repeat it without apologies at this time. It is

10
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Just this: You mist bear in mind that while organizational arrange-
ments are important, they a.e not all-important. I %hink I gave you

a definition befsre that orgenization is no more than a framework
within which we undertake to settle basic issues of policy, program,
and procedure, These fundamental issues have to be settled, regardless
cf what organizational structure you may have. The issues of policy,
brogram, and procedure canrot be settled solely by an organizational
st“ucture. .

T would like to go further and say that you must also bear in mind
that an organizational structure is simply a framework for the exercime
of personal authority end influence; and that personality factors are
elways going to be present znd important. When you have one orgemnizational
structure with one set of personalities, what it does will be very difv
ferent from the same organizationsal structure with a different set of
versonalities. We cannot escape that, '

There are still other vital issues that we have to face today in
the conduct of our military effort. To what exient are we going to
limit the continued material betterment of all classes of peovle in
our socliety? What classes do we impinge upon most? Whait groups do we
impinge upon and what sacrifices do we demand of them in order to in-
creage the proportion of our economic resources golng %Yo national
defense purposest I gather that this issue has not been resolved yet,
It is stiil a very perplexing problemo ~

There are many other issues.. I mentioned before that small
business is going to be a troublesome probiem in this period., It is
here now. It ie going to be with us for a long %ime, obviously,

;Then there are matiters of precedure, - Shall the Controlled MMate~
rials P"aw be started now or @ month. from now or three months from
now, or shall we try something different?

- These are not organﬂzauional questions as such. - These are issues
&hat have to be settled by the best ideas and the best agreements or
compromises that we can make between all rarties concerned. OQur or-
ganization can do no more than serve as a structural framework within
which to make these basic decisions.

The basic problem of programming that we hove with us, of course,
is: What kind of situation are we in, e&nd how can we best anticipate
waat it will be? At the moment it looks to me as if we are saying:

We are going to step up our defense operations maybe from 15 to 18 or
19 or 20 percent of the national productive effort. This is not an

all-out mobilization., It is a partial mobiliz ation, & gray mobiliza-
‘tion. This has Yeen said to you many times, I am sure. It means that
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vhis kind of progrem goal has got to be translated into many specific
and concrete progurement items, and procedures arranged accordingly.
Perhape the orgenizational structure that we have now is adeguate

to the program that we now have, But if the program shifts substanti-
ally, the organizational utructure is going to have to change sub-
stantially too.

I think the main reéson we had some shifts in the organizational
pattern after last December was because the program was shifted. Now,
1f this continues to level out &t about this ratio for a while, we are
going to have some further shifts, I heard some people say the other
day: "Sure, we are going to increase the portion of what we are getting
out of our nationel income for war and greatly increase our productive .
resources &t the same time, It isn't going to be long before we are
- going to move back into & period when we are not going to take a lot
more out for national defense then we did lest December., We are going
to be able to do that because ws are going so greatly to increé&se the
productive capacity of this Nation.®

That may be so. Maybe this is our purpose in this particular
program. If that should be the situation, a lot of the present or-
ganizational patterns will dbegin to taper off and modlfy, and the whole
sense of urgency will become less extensive.

An interesting problem &bout any political decision is this sense
of urgency. Here the militery is caught in & dilemma, Let the war
news be good, let the political news and the strategic deliberations
look good, and we all say: I guess I might as well buy those golf
clubs. What is the use of my going to work on Saturdays and Sundays
any more?" This is not true just here in Washington; it happens all
over the country. But let the war news get black someplace, let the
fear begin to grow, and then we get a sense of urgency once more.

The %trouble with this situstion, @8 you 21l know, is that in pro-
curement operations you can't swing orders up 2nd down this way. The
-lead time on all the operations that you are so familiar with just
doesn't permit that kind of luxury. Moreover, you can't go to an in-
dustriel establishment and say: '"We want a certain proportion of your
production today," and then next month send them & supply form and say:
"Brother, I am very sorry, but I want you to cub that 15 percent." The
reputation of you men, if you do that, with American industry and the
public at large will not be enviable, to say the least. You can't do it
that way, not for one minute, You have got to stick your neck out and,
if you reach out for certain levels, try to m2intain them regardless
of what the war news or the political or batilefield news on some front
may be at some particular time.
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I want just briefly to recall a personal episode of World War II
when General Somervell care back from France in September of 1944.
Our troops had arrived at Aachen, and there was & general widespread
optimism in the United States thet the war in Burops would be over
in & matter of days, &t lsast in & few weeks., Ve were confrunted
with Mr. Nelson's suggestion that we start in with some resumption of
civilian production. General Somervell made 2 specch before the
Netional Association of Manufecturers beginning with these words:
"This is the most importsnt talk I have ever made in my life. The war
is not won. It is not over. Any slackening of production here at
home will meen lives lost on the battlefront six months from now.! .

Nobody would take him sericusly. ZEveryone s2id it was just &
military men spouting off. The military never hes enough, This talk
méde no real impact upon the production leaders, upon the labor
ieaders, or upon other grovss, until 15 December 1944. Then there
was great hysteria. The Germans couldn't have done anything that
would neve stimulated productive effort more than the Battlie of the
Bulge. .

You see, you have got constently to contend in the procurement
and supply operation of the military with this: Don't ever expect to
have logistic understanding by eny large numbers of people. Then you
will never be too frustratcd. You ere aot going ‘b0 get promoted either
until six months later than you ordinarily would expect %o be,

COLONEL BARNES: To start off the question period, Dr. Millett
has agreed to carry on from the point where he Just took s to the
window and then pulled the shade. He said the organizational structure
will probably have tc be changed materially if we get into an all-out
war, Will you gc into & little speculation about that?

DR. MILLEIT: I will go into a little speculation on four factors.
I suspect that, if we have greatly to step up cur operations so far
as the program is concerned, first, we will have 4o make changes partly
Just for the sake of meking changns, to dramatize the fact that there
has been a fundamental shift in purpose., Thet is an important element
politically and sirategically and organizationally., You need %o beur
that in mind. You will have to have some shifts just for the sake of
dramatlzlng the change.

L Secoad, I think uhiS structure thet we have now is g01ng to héve
to be tightened UP guite @ goed deal. I think there is at least ons too

mény echelons in the mobilization machinery. There is the Department

of Defense, the National Production Authority, the Defense Production

Administration, and the Office of Defense Mobiliization. That is one

more echelon than we had in World War II.
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Now, I asked somebody to explain this to me. This is what I
was told. "Well, the organization this %ime is this way: The Defense
Production 4Administration is in a sense the oid office of the vice-
chairman of the WPB for reguirersnts. It is the planning board. It
is where the requirements for raw materials and productive facilities
for our general economy &re beiug matched against the end item re-
quirements of the military, andé adjusiments made in output. Then the
Netional Produetion Authority is the old industrial operations.end
of WPB as 1t was set up in July 1942 under the title of the Director
General of Operations. Thet is really what i% is-—two separate or-
ganizations." Maybve it will work that way. Maybe it will require
change under some new circumsiances, and with different personalities,

I think something more is going to have to happen. There is
going to have to be & lot of strengthening and tightening of the or—
ganizational structure inside the military services themselves. Don't
get me started on that. I will cut my own throat if I do. I don't
believe that the procurement organization is very satisfactory any-
where in the three military derariments at the present time, That
has been gone over and hashed over a dozen itimes since the end of the
war., There are a lot of agreemants and disagrzements about that
opinion. I grant you all that. Nonetheless, 1 for one doubt very,
very much if we can go along the way the structurg now is set up:
there will be some changes and some new personalities as we go &long.

QUESTION: Dr. Millett, would you care to speculate on the place
where the NSRB will fit into the picture with Mr. Stuart Symington?

DR. MILLETT: My hunch is that at the moment it is an unimportant
~issue. I think the NSRB is not very important,

QUESTION: Here recently when the labor leaders walked out of the
Wage Stebilization Poard negotiations, a number of commentators in the
country stated that politically the big basic problem’ was the manpower
orgunization. I wonder if you would like %o comment on that.

DR. MILLETT: Certainly. This is one place where the organizational
structure is going %o have to be tightened up immensely if we get much
beyord the level of cperation thet we have at the present time. I
think I have said several times that the organizational structure for
manpower was probably our blggest single failure in World War II. We
cannot afford to repeat those mistakes in World War III,

Now, &8s I understand the present errangement, it is something like
this. Mr. Wilson has identified some seven different major areas of
his responsibility. Some of these he is operating through committees
end some he 1s operating through & single individuel., Manpower is one
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he has decided for the present to operate through a committee--—a .
manpower policy committee, Mr. Flemming is Chairman, Mr. Flemming
had a great deal of expericnce running the Federal Government's
immediate civilian manpower progrém during World War II, The armed
forces had very satisfactory reletions with Mr. Flemming.

_ This committee arrengement brings together at the moment a lot of
people with Mr, Fiemming simply a&s an impartial presiding officer. The
role of the Labor Department in this situation is, I gather, somewhat
unclear. Mr. Tobin has some aspirations that haven't Leen thus far
spelled out in any instructions from the White House. There are other -
people with manpower ideas, like the Selective Service and the military
departments. We have guitc a few manpower administrators in the
Congress. ’

Maybe for the present 2 committee with Mr. Flemming presiding
over it is the best way %o handle it, I doubt if this kind of arrange-
ment could last very long if the going gets really tough, Manpower is
vital, We are just fussing around with it at the moment. :

QUESTION: You mentioned earlier in your talk that you have some
rather strong feelings on the probiem of determining requirements, I
wonder if yon would summsrize some of thése feelings for us.

DR. MILLETT: I hoped you would ask me that. I would like to
spend guite a little time on it. This really isn't my bailiwick, bud
I should like to express ar idea or two.

About three weeks age I ran into & men who was in the stock control
branch of ASF during the war. He is en industrial statistician, He
has become very bitter about the inadequacy of the present supply con-
trol procedures and the difficulties in caloulating supply requirements
with the present elahorate form. He kept saying that it was all too much
work. FHe thought it should be possible to reduce all of this procedure
to a less elatorate basis. I got to wondering after that if we couldn't
take an entirely new approach under present circumstences %o the whole
problem of requirements. %hat I am about %to outline in very brief form
1s probably in essence what we have or what we are going *o have. I
suspect I am cnly suggesting something that is already implicit in the
system, '

I doubt very much if we can ever calculate requirements in exact
detail for a thousand er, two thousand major items, I doudbt very much
if we can ever calculate these in the nicety of meeting all agreed and
conceivable ocperational &and organizational requirements,

Why cen't we then try a different method. Lat us say we are going
to devote 18 percent of our national productive effort to military output
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- for the next *two years. You cen't caleculats exactly what thet means
in terms of increeses in productive caepacity, but in general we know
what this will mean dollarwise in military spending. Then we must
start with a strategic concept under these circumstences, with this
level of output and decide wh&i do we want to produce in terms of

end items of military supply. '

This whole problem is partly one of magnitude of the Alr Force
as ageinst. the Navy end the Ground Forces. It is a problem then of
balancing. Within a given tot4l m&gnitude and a general division output
between Air, Navy, and Ground, we must have procurement requirements
which balance. We can't purchase all tanks and heavy guns. We heve
to balance these with smsll arms, with trucks, with emmunition, and
with 2 lot of other complementary items all the way through that pro~
curement program, ‘

s should take a look &b what the major items of a balanced pro-
curement operation would be, and keep these within the limits of a
fizxed proportion of cur economy. Then we may have to adjust tables
of orgenization and equipment or the tables of distribution to the sup-
plies we are going to have on hand. In addition, some equipment will
nave to go to an international aid program., I suspect that the Munitions
Agsignments Board during the war was primarily engaged in dividing up
current production as it ceme off the line &nd was stored in our depots.
I think probably a lot of our foreign 2id is going to have to be handled
that way in the future, within the limits of what we &re producing. We
are going to divide it up after we have it on hand. There is no point
in asking: "What is the military requirement for tanks &nd what is the
forelgn aid requirement for tanks?" The basic element is, How meny
tanks are we going to produce within & given level of productive effort?
And, how many different plants are we going to have producing tanks?

As I understand it, we are not placing all cur procurement requirements
with any one plant at the moment. What we are doing is spreading the
output among several different plents on & partial basis, Then, if we
should have to speed up later, we can move in with a rapid expansion.
This is important, But let's oalculate requirements in terms of pro-
duction end economic feasibilities and noét try tv ¥id ourselves into
thinking we can add up all our requirements on the basis of troop
Strength, allied need, and operational plans.

QUESTION: You mentioned the traditional military abstention from
political and diplomatic questions. It seems to me that is is a very
debatable question, Yesterday we heard & talk by & senior logislator
in which he said: "You people of the military ought to help us. We
cannot be experts on everything.," On the other hand, we have known in
the past certain military figures who certainly spoke their minds. Would
you go & little further in evaluating what you me&n and what you think the
proper attitude in this regard should be?
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DR, MILLETT: I wish I hau the wisdom %to answer thet. I just don't.
It dossa't reduce itself, I would say, te any formula, But it reduces
itseif, Jjust as I am seying, primarily to a matter of personaiities, to -
circumstences, to the situatiocn thet Jau have on hand.

- Leb us look at it this wayt Let us take the relations that existed
in the Roosevelt regime during World War II with General Marshall, &dmi-
ral King, and General Arnold, Look slso @i General Arnold's relations
to General Marshall, I think it was amazing the way that Marshall was
able to keep Arnold in line most of the time. The relationship that
existed between the Army and Mr, Hopkins in the White House was on the
whole a relationship that was very cordial and friendly., When WPB offi-
cifls for instance; o¥ somobody else, started yowling too much, Mr, Hopkins
helped the military & great doal, Mr. Stimson, Mrs Patterson and MNr.
Forrestal understood end appreciated the importance of civilian-military
collaboration., Sometimes they were accused of being stooges, which
they never were. They were public servants. On the other side there
was always the wisdom and forbearance of General Marshell, for example.

-~ Someone-~I think it was the "Chicago Tribune! and then it got into
the Congressional Record-—gave General Marshall he-- recently for not
writing his memoirs, saying: "Well, if he is that kind of guy end won'lt
1lift the veil of secrecy on what went on in World War II, should we pay
- any attention to him nowt" That is a wonderful attitude to take saying

that Marshall's job was to.criticize all his wartime associates. It's
beceuse he refuses to 4o so that his own personal relations in World War
11 were so effective,

-1 am not suggesting that the military is always right, But the
military has a point of view that is dramatic and vitel, and it has to
be listened to.

On the other hand, there are other points of view that the military
is just going to have to accept. I will tell you one little story
thet I am very fond of to illustrate this conflict of military and
political point of view,

General Somervell wés terribly upset as a military man because the
Secretary of War ordered that all troops going to the Pacific from
Europe must be brought home to the United States first. He worked all
the figures up and took them to Marshall and he took them to Stimso
and showed what was going to happen, We didn't have the transcontinental
rail cepacity to move those men that were scheduled to embark from the
west coast,  We didn't have the rolling stock to do it, We didn't have
the port fucl+:t~es on the west co&st to load them and move them. It
would have been an awfully lot simpler just to ship men through the
Paname Canal into the Pacific and land them there &nd not go all through
the Sﬁates
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But Mr. Roosevelt and Mr. Stimson said: "Sorry. You can't do
that., These boys have got to have thirty dsys in the United States
on their way to the Pacific. TYou cen't do it the easy way. You
can't do it according to the logistioc end of it." That was a
civilian decision. I know that once made General Somervell accepted
it, He was & good soldier. If the Japs hadn't stopped when they did
all the troubles he forscast would have oocurred. Remember that the
first restrictions on Pullman travel in this country came after VE-
day. '

QUESTION: I am wondering what we can expect the role of the
Munitions Board to be in another emergency, possibly World War III.
Would you tell us what you think?

DR. MILLETT: I can try to do that very briefly, I will just
put it this ways I think some degree of coordination and common
collaboration between the armed forces in their procurement and sup-
ply operations is now indispensable. We had & very considerable degree
during World War II, some in Washington, a@nd more out of Washington,
It secemed to us that the farther you got away from Washington, the
more cooperation there was between the three services. What we have
got to have is even more collsboration and cooperation here in Washington
and in overseas theaters of coamand then we had in World War II.

I will put it further this way: I very, very much doubdbt if there
should be three different levels of stockpiling, levels of supply, in
the United States for items of common use between the three forces.
After all, a great deal of procurement will fall in that category. We
have a lot of cross procurement now. We haven't gone quite so far, it
seems to me, in cross storage as we might, although I gather we are
moving in that direction.

We are improving procurement arrangements for common items. I
think that is very important. I em not suggesting the need of heving
a fourth logistic force alongside the Air Force, Army, and Navy. I
am saying that we must have an agency with power to direct the three
forced to work together on procurement and supply matters. That agency
seems to be the Munitions Board.

For example, I think we made a great mistake in the armed forces in
World War II in the way we handled our production urgency and manpower
priorities progrem in the field., We were not 2ble to get together, We
did not have & common orgenizational pattern in the field. After all,
manpower problems are going to be essentially geogrephical problems in
this country. They dontt follow the same lines ms procurement special-
ists for the armed forces, Manpower problems are problems of housing -
and hours of work, utilization of labor, and of placing plants in the
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right geographicel areas. Thig means, then, that these problems hawve
.to be hendled on & common basis. They must have & common field or- A
ganization, & field organization with authority to act in every major
~Production area in order to handle manpower problems and production
urgency problems, : :

It seems to me thet the cnly place where you can look for the
necessary leadership is in the Munitions Board. I don't want to look
for it in a civilian agency. 1 think the whole operation is going to
have to be stepped up a great deal, '

Nows, I think the board has been meking some progress in this direc-
tion. I hope it is going to continue to Progress, The degree of
progress is going to depend upon a sympathe tic understanding of the
need for collaboration inside the armed forces, If we should have a
lot larger procurement effort than any we have had before, we shall have
to have more collaboration amony the armed forces. :

We were lucky in the last war, becouse we started from a base period
when we had a reserve of manpover and materials. We are not starting
from that kind of base this time. BSo anything that we do to step up mili-
tary production is to that extont going to eurtail tho present level of
civilian consumption and to that extent is going to increase criticism
of actual procurement operations., If I as a civilian, looking on this
from the outside, and a lot of other people on the outside, have any
suspicion that we can criticize the armed forces for their procurement
methods, we are going to do it. 7You have to be prepared for thet., .You
have to be prepared to give us satisfactory answers; not just fancy
énswers, but really meaningful answers, answers that will show us that
you are collaborating, that you are preventing duplication of supply
levels, that you are handling procurement of supplies and distribution,
from beginning to end, on the basis of common understanding and co-
operation. If you don't do this, you are going to have more and more
complaints about procurement operations—-people saying that procurement
ought to be taken out of the hands of the military entirely.

COLONEL BARNES: Dr, Millett, when we sent you the scope for this
lecture, we hed our fingers crossed, We didn't think it could be covered
by any one man in that amount of time. You have proved that we were
wrong., I am sure the clags will egree with me in saying that you have
contributed & great deal to their final problem. Thank you very much,

(2 Juiy 1951--350)8.
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