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O~R-~2L, L COOPOlNATION OF ECONOMIC MOBILIZATION 

SO March 1951 

GENERAL HOLMAN: You gentlemen have listened to many speakers 
on some facet of economic mobilization since last September, ~hen you 
heard Professor Millett review for us the "Achievements and Failures 
in the Management of World ~Tar II. '~ That was at the very beginning 
of the course, when we were just getting acquainted with some of the 
problems which a major emergency brings on. 

~ e  are now on the home stretch and we have asked Professor Millett 
back again to help u~ ~u~erstand how a better job can be done through 
application of some of the lessons learned during World War II. 

I am sure that each of you ~ll appreciate the fact that this is 
no easy assignment° I am equally sure, however, that you are about to 
hear some interesting and stimulating ideas on the "Over-all Coordina- 
tion of Economic Mobilization." 

Professor Millett, we appreciate greatly your Willingness to 
come back and help us think these problems through° It is a real 
pleasure to have you withus again. 

PROFESSOR MILLETT: General Holman and gentlemen, I think you 
people m~ast ~o glutton,s for punishment when you invite me to come back 
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 g~ess this is an opportunity for me to come back and say: "Now 
look and see how smart I am." I will try to refrain from doing that 
as much as it is possible for a human to do so. ! will, rather, take 
a look at some of the experiences'that we have been through this past 
year and see what we can learn from them. It is obvious, i think, 
that what we have been through thus far isnlt going to end in the fore- 
seeable future. 

I think there is another thing we have to realize--that there are 
a lot of difficulties that are normal in any period of developz~ent, 
any period of change. We canVt just be guided by prior actlon~ in 
prior periods. When we st~.rt looking at this defense mobilization 
programp we must realize that there is a lot that we are going to have 
to learn as we go along. ~ile the lessons of ~he p~st are certainly 
useful and important--and I am not intending in any way to belittle 
theme-there are so ~any current problems and current difficulties that 
we are going to face in the months ahead that we can't possibly judge 
simply in the light of past experience. I ~hink I pleade~ here once 
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before--but I think it will bear repetition .... that we must also learn 

currently, on a trial-and-error basis. 

'~at I am 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 frame~ork within ~hich solutions must be worked out+ The s~ib- 
stantive problems are always the major issues, and you should never 

forget this. 

You must recognize, too~ t~at I am an outside observer on all 
these things. I have had no pa:°ticipatlon in them. I only know what 
I read in the papers and in the gossip columns. I gather that there 
are advantages and dlsadvantage~ in this° I ~&ndezstand that you have 
had or will have a nut, bet of people speak to you about what and how 
their particular organizations are doing. Obviously they know a great 
deal more about all these matters than I do and can talk about them 
in a more informed manner. The only advantage that I have, the only 
use that I can be to 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 doesnWt mean that what I am saying will be right--you will 
have to be the judge of that--but at least I &on~t have to pull any 

punches. 

If you will permit me, ! will start by telling you about a friend 
of mine who made a very interesting remark a little while ago, a re- 
mark ~howing great wisdom, that i want to pa~s along to you right now. 
Maybe some of these other gentlemen wonlt say this to you, This friend 
of mine remarked that he was sure Mr. Wilson 2~d found it a great com- 
fort to realize 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. As a matter of fact, one of the most interesting things 
I have heard about the events of recent months, is the fact once again 
that many businessmen who come here find Washington a very 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 ~ashington is name-calling, Actually the glare of 
publicity and the constant criticism which goes on in this to~ has its 
good side° It is a kind of safety valve. This whole process is a part 
of politics in our kind of society~ and 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 criti(~i~m as an indica- 
tion of the many competing interests which make up our kind of nation. 

This atmosphere of ~asl~ngton indicates only that the Job here 
is very different fro~ the Job that one has in an industrial plant, 
oftentimes even in the top management of a great company with numerous 
component part~(, Tou dontt see anything happen in Washington~ Nell, 
i will modify that a little. You see very few ~ings happen; I mean, 
in terms of major jobs being ~one. You donlt see tanks being manu- 
factured or B-361s being ~it together in this town. You dontt see 
anything happen here except an a~ful lot of paper work and an awful 
lot of words. A lot of people are telling you what things you can't 
or ehouldn~t do and lots of reasons why. Most administrators in 
industry and in other walks of life are not accustomed, first of all, 
to the large gap tha~ exist~ between the determination of policy and 
i~s performance~ the long echelons of all kinds that exist in getting 
a job done. 

~sinessmen are accustomed to being able to walk across the street 
into the plant and to see %-h~.t actually happen~ as a direct consequence 
of an action they suggest. Your informatlcn aboat the consequence of 
orders and instructions issued here in Washington has a lcng, long 
fight in flowing back up th~ chain. Is it any wonder that a great 
many men working in smaller areas~and, after all, even a ~reat cor- 
poration like General Motors is small compared to an operation llke 
the Federal Government of the United States--find it difficult to 
realize how different is the structure here, hc~ vital are broad de- 
cisions about basic purposes, and how cumbersomo are the methods of 
gettii~g work done. This is tm!e all through the Govezn~ent, and it 
is true in the Department of Defense. I am sure [hat i~ is true in 
the component parts of it. You men have unquestionably had experience 
with these facts. 

I have a great d~al of sympathy with these businessmen who come 
here. Some of them have had the advantage of World ~ar II experience. 
Many of those who were here during World War II either are not welcome 
now or don~t wan~ to come. In consequence, there is a great ~eal of 
i~e~erience here also. 

~T¢~ have to i~itiate new people; this is desirable. But I think 
that ?.,e have to recognize that there will be a lot of frustrations 
and a lot of ulcers, perhap¢ even bitterness in the process. Somehow, 
in some ,.~ay, 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 organizational aspects of 
economic mobilizatfono I said that, so far as defense m~bilization 
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is concerned, there are three great organizational levels which are 
important~ and that the problems which are likely to arise are proD- 
leihs of interre].ationsi~ip between these three levels. Another, a 
fourth part of the problem I omitted--i will say mo-~-e about that in 
just a miD3ate. ]3ut Z spoke of three ievel~o 

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 central action agencies° Then° 
third, the ~#hole milita;,y level has to be geared into these others, 
What has been added ~:ow is the complication of new agencies at all of 
these level~::, whose reiation~hi~ to eac.a other is not always clear. 
This time it is a little of a Z/~,~~zle tO know what, +-'or instance, is 
the relationship bet~veen the Of)Tics of Defense Mobilization and the 
National Security Resources Bo~,rd, at the level of top policy coordi- 
n ~iono . have been told by ~.:o or three different p~.<"~><'.~-~.~s-~" ~hat the 
relationship is clear. I am glad to have that information. }Jut I am 
still a iitble doubtful about i r e  ! ha~ been told that about three- 
qua~"Bers of the staff of the I~SRD as it existed ~,%~o yeu.rs ago have now 
been transferred in one ~sa 2- or another to the ection &gen@ies or into 
Mr. Wil~on,s office° 

i am t--~au..~ that %he pecuiia:~ problem of the National Security Re- 
sources Board is to lock ahead ~.nd to an~icipate what may happen in 
the -,~ay of changing clrcumstance~. Second, it is supposed te keep the 
President informed about how al~ of these great organizations under 
~Sfr. Wil~on and the other~ are p'~:~"~formingo I am n o t  certain there is a 
desirable place for two cr more top,-policy'agenc~ieso 

One of y~u as~ed me a question when I w.::~s here last September 
about statutory agencies ver,sd.s emergency agencies, I can see that 
what i said then %~sas unnecessary. Obviously, the ~tatutory agencies 
have not provided, any real hir, drance to the creabion o f  new emergency 
agencies. We have had a considerable out~ouring of new emergency 
~gencies necessary t o  carrying out mobilization responsibiiitie~: as 

the Preside,hi conceives them° 

"Z gather tAat %,.~ baize been through ~,vo time ~?.hases ~ .... 

,~ - . . . . .  o . , . T e L ~ ) . n e . . ~  o f  o u r  a d m i n i s b r a t - , ' . . v ~ . ~ ,  s ~ m u , u ~ D u r e , :  ! am 
, i ,  , ..... ~c~ ~<.:~v.+ spoken to you. about ~ho~ ~.:c t~ue periods and 

~,~ha~ t'_':.eir c.i:.aracterfistic:s are° I can only sdd this~ You ~hould bear 
in mind %ha~ there is nothing fin~i abou~ the ~resent t%me period< 

It map- well conle he an end, er it may move into something else~ almost 
any day. One never can tell. 

~ut an ~w~, T . . . . .  :~ ~ ~ we wen~ throuch a period of the creation of a number 
of. action agencies that were a;otached to existing agencies. The most 
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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. Fleisbhmarm 
say that this procedure was a great advantage~ because a gre~t portion 
of the necessary administrative services were thus left to the Depart- 
ment of Commerce to ~mndle, and the Department did handle them. As 
a result, the production authority was able to get into operation a 
great deal more rapidly than if it had had to start and put in a mail 
service, a personnel section, and other units for what we call house- 
keeping duties. 

The second period beg~n with. the intervention Of the Chinese 
Communists in the war in Eorea. This action meant that we had to 
step up our mobilization program~ by giving it new drive, and of course 
some new agencies° 

I think only one really important new separate action agency has 
been created. This was done partly because there ~:as no existing agency 
that could t~e over the responsibility, and partly because it was 
necessary to dramatize action. This new action agency is the Economic 
Stabilization Agency, now headed by Mr. Eric Johnston, with its two 
component parts--Price Stabilization and ~$age Stabilization. 

I personally canlt see how some of the other arrangements will last 
longo For ~he life of me I canlt see how the Defense Transportation 
Office is going ~o last very long attached to the ICCo From my own 
eyzperience and observation I ~ould say that the Interstate Con~merce gom- 
mission is not a ~de~ transportation agency. I don~t see how you can 
make Defense Transportation work as long as it is supposedly attach~ 
to tha~o 

The Hoover Commission commented that we didntt have a transportation 
agency in the Federal ,$cve~.enz. One of the recommendations of the 
von~ml,.s.%on was to crea~e some such agency as a part of the Department 
of Commerce. The Brookings Institution ta~k force reccmmend~l creating 
a separate Department of Transportation. I think there is something to 
be said for the la'0ter idea, although, I doubt that it is politically 
feasible. 

In attaching the Office of Defense Transportation to the !CC it 
will be concernea primarily ~'ith rail and motor transportation and not 
with air and ~ater transportation. Any idea of putting them all together 
is probably politS.cally impossible, since each form of tran~;ortation 
has its o~: enthusiasts and fears limitation at the han~t~ of the o~her. 

At t h e  military level it still seems uncertain ju~.~t what role the 
Munitions Board will plc..,yo I said last September that ti~ts was a new 
device, without an~ counterpart in World War !I. I re~eat that the army 
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and Navy Munitions Board was not an important and effective s]gency 
during World War II. There are a n'~ber of book~ which say differently, 
but in my judgment they are all wrong. 

I referred to this before. We had a very interesting inquiry 
into Army and ~avy procurement problems toward the end of the war, and 
a report was written by General Draper and A~miral Strauss. They 
recommended new machinery~ but they noted 5hat the Army and Navy 
Munitions Board had gone out of existence. 

Anyway, I gather the pre~<~nt Munitions Board is having its trouble. 
it is a part of the Defense Department, and as a top staff it must work 
through the Army, Na~,, and &it Force. It has had some difficulty, 
for example, in defining i~s relations to the National Production Au- 
thority. 

I saw just the other day a memorandum on the problem of repre- 
sentation on the industry committees now being formed by the National 
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 DefenseT It is an executive department, so 
the law says, and its component parts are military departments. 1~ho 
then shall speak for the raw material and other need~ involved in the 
procurement programs of the armed forces~ 

If the Department of Defense, through its Munitions Board, is 
going to have any meaning at all, then it looks to me as if representa- 
tion on all military procurement, production, purchasing policy, r~w 
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 meaningt if ~t is going to b~e unimportant 
in defense organizetion, then, of course, tAe three military departments 
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 Army. I am not saying that for one moment. 
I am only saying that if they are represented, the representation ought 
to be arranged throught the Munitions Board, if the Munitions Board is 
going to amount ~o a d .... No~, if it isn't, if nobody wants it to 
play an important role, O. 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 "~lashington Post" and the ~New York Times" 



"that Mr. Wil~on ,~as considerir4 the possibility of bringing all the 
military procurement services under the Jurisdiction and authority 
of the Office of Defense Mobilization. We used to think that Mr. 
Nelson's order~ written in January 1942, was one of the broadest 
Executive orders ever written in the Federal Government. Mr. Nelson's 
advisers were constantly ssying: "This order gives him almost un- 
limited power and authority over s, ll matters of procurement wherever 
they may be lodged by statute in the Federal Government." Well, if 
Mr. NelsonTs order was broad, Mr. Wilsonts order is broader by quite 
a good deal. I can see how you might argue that there is almost 
nothing any place in the FedeOal Gove~rnment organization in ~ashington 
on matters of procurement that cantt be brought u.nder one of the 
~haees of such an E~cutive or~or, 

So when I read this in the newsp~pers--i donWt know how serious 
it was, or whether somebody was just sending up a trial balloon--all 
I could say was: "There we go again; now we have to go through all 
this again~" I have forgotten how many man-hours we spent in World 
War II ar~ing and writing about the proper location of procurement 
responslbilities. 

I think possibly the best explanation of this proposal is just 
what I sai~ a moment ago--the difficulty of a businessman coming into 
an office l~ke the Office of Defense Mobilization and not being able 
to ~ay and feel and think ~hat something is being done when he starts 
to write a paper or issue ~ome instructions. Actuslly it might not 
be that simple even in an industrial plant. Of course, if the executive 
offices were in Schenectady and 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 a lot of plants scattered all over the country, 
that is another story. In Washington you have to learn to operate 
differently. But these businessmen don~t ~lways find that out in 
New York before they come to Washington. 

Well, there is this sentiment, this feeling, on the part of some 
people that they must have direct control of operations in order to 
be effective. I still believe it wouldnlt make any se:~se whatsoever 
to pull the procurement opera~ion out of the technical ~ilitary set-- 
vices, i suspect that this feeling is shared by everybody in uniform 
who comes and talks to you. But I have no doubt tl~t we are going to 
hear more about this controversy in the months ahead, not less about 
it. It Ls going constantly 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 Materiel Com- 
mand (or whatever its n~me may 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 effect~velyo And 
that means in the end goin C out and demonstrating it yourself. 
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There is a terrific responsibility, it seems to me, resting upon 
the procurement units of the three a~ed forces. It is the require- 
ment and the necessity for effective performance. I am putting it 
on no higher plane than just self-protection. If that isntt sufficient 
or proper motivation, we may go on to talk about military necessity. 
But I think ~le should start with the realization that military procure- 
ment must have a record of efficient performance~ 

The other day I heard some men in the National Production Authority 
complaining once more about another internal problems "Where are the 
stated procurement requirements of the military departments? How much 
do they want to b:Ay over ~hat time period? And how are they going to 
buy it?" But that attitude~ I think, is perhaps 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 a lack of compreheneion 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 to happen. 

The logistic planners have to be prepared for the criticism: 
"The logisticians are trying to run the strategy of the war. 'f That 
charge was made time and time again during World War II. Strategic 
planners 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. 

! am net criti~ising G-3 sr ~he offiee of the Chief of Naval Opera- 
tions or the strategic planners of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Their 
difficulties are tremendous. But the fact that they have troubles, 
the fact that they have complexities, is not an adequate answer to 
indifference or hesitancy or ~elay on the part of the procurement 
officers of the military services. 

There is another factor that is going to continue to be trouble- 
some in the months ahead. 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 economic 
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 a lot of agencies in this fie!d, beginning with the Presi- 
dent himself. We have the National Security Council and the Central 
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Intelligence ~gency. We hlve the Office of Special Assistant to the 
Presiden~ concerned with international affairs. We have now the Ncrth 
Atlantic Treaty 0rganization. it is a little hard to fi~are out where 
the general administrative responsibilities are located in the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization. i gather theyare concerned about this 
in the Senate too~ Then we have difficulties in figuring Just where 
EOA is going to fit in, an~ what the f~ture of ECA is going to be. 

But thebasic problems are not olEani~ational problems at all. 
They are problems of strategy. You are all familiar with them. Are 
we going to fight alone? ~re we going te fight with assistance? If 
we are going to fight ~th assistance, where? If we fight with 
assistance, what do we contribute in materiel and ~npower? What type 
of materiel do we contribute? And so forth. ~ll, these issues are 
going immensely to complicate all defense mobilization activities. 
There i~ a further issue which is a very touchy one° To what extent 
are we going to mobilize our economic resources in this country? Are 
~e going to put certain restrictions upon the standard!of living of 
our population in order to arm other n~tlons~ who may or may not be 
making an e~aal economic effort? ~'hat is an equal economic effort for 
other countries? 

I can't i~nagine a more troublesome policy issue in the next two, 
three, and four years than just this. After all, such economic indica- 
tions as we have point not only to substantial economic recovery in 
all of the nations of western Europe in the last four or five years, 
~t certainly indicate that to a great part this recovery has besn 
directed to increases in the clvilian standards ~ of living. And I sus- 
pect, being in some ways a materialist at heart, that a good part of 
the improvement in the economic well-being of the peoples of western 
Europe has had much to do with the dimunition of influence of the Com- 
munist Party in those countrles~ 

There is a very important and vital political issue here. If 
countries of western EUrope now set aside a substantial part of their 
newly recovered productive facilities to provide implements of war, 
what is going to be the political repercussion of thi~ action upon the 
voting strength of the political parties now in power~ Will it under- 
mine their great political ~trength? Will it encourage internal dis- 
satisfaction and encourage Communist agitation~ We cannot afford in 
this country to ignore such questions. 

I can only believe that military people ~ist do two thlngs~ You 
must remain sympathetic with these problems of western Europe. You 
must always remember that the policy of the government at any on6 moment 
of any European country is not permanent. The government's policy may 
change from time to time. I can only plead that military men are going 
to have to remain fairly open-minded on this score. 
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Second, military policy must here be subordinate to the political 
policy 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 War I was very different. There was 
great bitterness. The real extent of that bitterness you can learn 
from reading such volumes as David Lloyd George~ s Memoirs, published 
in 1936. There you have six voltumes 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, 
Clemenceauts Memoirs are bitter too, as only a Frenchman can be bitter 
when. he starts to talk about the military leadership of France in 
World War I. This kind of bitterness apparently never developed in 
England or in this country during World War If. In fact, on one 
occasion Mr. Churchill voiced the opinion--I believe this was about 
June of 1944--that this very situation was one outstanding difference 
between the conduct of World War I and World War If. 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. 

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

But fundamentally it seems to me this issue 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 a Joint character between civilian and military 
officials. 

There is a great tradition which is pretty firmly fixed in our 
society about the dividing line between civilian responsibility 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 be subjected, 
I am sure, ~o a 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 
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just thls~ You m~dst bear in mind that while organizational arrange- 
ments are important, theF a~e not all-important. I think I gave you 
a definition before that organization is no more than a framework 
within which we ~udertake 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, 
program, and procedure cannot be settled solely by an organizational 
structure. 

! would like to go further and say that you must also bear in mind 
that an organizational structure is simply a framework for the exercise 
of personal authority and i~fluence~ and that personality factors are 
al~v~ys going to be present and important. When you have one organizational 
structure with one set of personalities, What it does will be very dif~ 
ferent from the same organizational structure with a different set of 
personalities. We cannot escape that. 

There are still other vital issues that we ha~e to face today in 
the conduct of our military effort~ To what extent are we going to 
limit the continued material betterment of all classes of people in 
our society? ~'~%at classes do we impinge upon most~ What groups do we 
impinge upon and what sacrifices do we demand of them in order to in- 
crease the proportion of our economic resources going to national 
defense purposes~ i gather that this issue has not been resolved yet. 
It is still a very perplexing problem° 

There are many other issues. I mentioned before that small 
business is going to be a troublesome problem in this period. It is 
here now. It is going ~o be with us for a long time, obviously. 

Then there are matters of procedure. Sha~l the Controlled Mate- 
rials Plan be started now or a monthfrom now or three months from 
now, or shall we try something differentY 

These are not organizational questions as such° These are issues 
that have to be settled by the best ideas and the best agreements or 
compromises that we can make between all parties concerned° ~r or- 
ganization can do no more than serve as a structural framework within 
which to make these basic d~cisions. 

The basic problem of programming that we have with us= of coursep 
is: What kind of situation are we in, and how can we best anticipate 
what 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 ]5 to 18 or 
19 or 20 percent of the national produo~Ive effort. This is not an 
all-out mobilization, it is a partial mobilization~ a gray mobiliza- 
tion. This has been said to you many times, I am sure. It means that 
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this kind of program goal has got to be translated into many specific 
and concrete pro qurement items, and procedures arranged accordingly. 
Perhaps the organizational structure that we have now is adequate 
to the program that we now have. But if the program shifts substanti- 
ally, the organizational structure is going to have to change sub- 
stantially too. 

! think the main reason we had some shifts in the organizational 
pattern after last December w~s because the program was shifted° Now, 
if this continues to level mzt at 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 national income for war and greatly increase our producti~ 
resources at the same time. It isn|t going to be long before we are 
going to move back into a period when we are not going to take a lot 
more out for national defense than we did last December. ~e are going 
to be able to do that because ~c are going so greatly to increase the 
productive capacity of this Nazlono" 

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

An interesting problem about any political decision is this sense 
of urgency, Here the military is caught in a 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 cf urgency once more° 

The trouble with this situation, as you all know, is that in pro- 
curement operations you canTt swing orders up and 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- 
dustrial establishment and say~ "We want a certain proportion of your 
production today," and then next month send them a supply form and say: 
'~Brother, I am very sorry, but I want you to cut 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 cantt 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 maintain them regardless 
of what the war news or the political or battlefield news on some front 
may be at memo particular time° 
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I ~nt Just briefly to recall a personal episode of ~orld War II 
~hen General Somervell came back from France in September of 1944. 
Our troops had arrived at Aachen, and there was a general widespread 
optimism in the United States that the war in Europ6 ~rould be over 
in a matter of days, at least in a few weeks. We were confronted 
with Mr. Nelson's suggestion that we start in with some resumption of 
civilian produchion. Gene~'al$omervell made a speech before the 
National %ssociation of Manufacturers beginning with these words: 
"This is the most importent talk I have ever made in my llfe. The war 
is not won. It is not over. Any slackening of production here at 
home will mean lives lost on the battlefront six months from now." 

Nobody would take him ~eriously, Everyone said it was just a 
military man spouting off° The military never has enough° This talk 
made no real impact upon the production leaders~ upon the labor 
leaders, or upon other groups, until 15 December 1944. Then there 
was great hysteria. The Germans couldnTt have done anything that 
would have stimulated productive effort more than the Battle of the 
Bulge. 

You see, you have got constantly to contend in the procurement 
and supply operation of the military with this: Donlt ever expect to 
have logistic understandi~ by an~ large n~mbers of people. Then you 
will never be too frustrated. You are not going ~6 get promoted either 
until six months later than you ordinarily would expect to be. 

COLO)~L BARf.S: To start off the question period, Dr. Millett 
has agreed to carry on from the point where he just took us to the 
window and then pulled the shade. He said the organizational stln~cture 
will probably have to be changed materially if we get into an all-out 
war. Will you gc into a little speculation about that? 

DP. MILLETT: i will go Into a little speculation on four factors. 
I suspect that, if we have greatly to step up eur opera~ions so far 
as the program is concerned, first, we Will have to make cha~ges partly 
just for the sake of making changes, to dramatize the fact that there 
has been a fundamental shift in purpose. That is an important element 
politically and strategically and organizationally° You need to beur 
that in mind° You will have to have some shifts Just for the s:~ke of 
dramatizing the change. 

Second~ i think this structure that we have now is going to have 
to be tightened up quite a gOO~ deal. X $~hink ther~ Is~ at ~east one too 
many echelons in the mobilization machinery. There is the Department 
of Defense, the National Production Authority, the Defense Production 
Administration, and the Office of Defense Mobilization, That is one 
more echelon than we had in World WarII. 
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Now, I asked somebody ~o explain this to me. This is what I 
was told. "Well, the organization this time is this way: The Defense 
Production Administration is in a sense the old office of the vice- 
chairman of the %~B for requirezents. It is the planning board. It 
is where the requirements for r~w materials and productive facilities 
for our general economy are bei~g matched against the end item re- 
quirements of the military, and adjustments ma~e in output. Then the 
National Production Authority is the old industrial operations end 
of ~B as it was set up in J~y 1942 under the title of the Director 
General of Operations. That is really what it is--two separate or- 
ganizations." Maybe it will work that v~ayo Maybe it will ~equire 
change under some new circumstances, and with different personalities. 

I think something more is going to have to happen. There is 
going to have to be a 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 organizationls very satisfactory any- 
where in the three military deFartments at the} present time. That 
has been gone over and hashed over a dozen times since the en~ of the 
war. There are a lot of agreements and disag~3ements about that 
opinion. I grant you all that. Nonetheless, I for one doubt very, 
very much if we can go along the ~vay the structur~ now is set up; 
there will be some changes and some new personalities as we go along. 

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 ~ery important. 

QUESTION: Here recently when the labor leaders walked out of the 
Wage Stabilization ~oard negotiations, a number of commentators in the 
country stated that politically the big basic problem' was the manpower 
organization. I wonder if you would like to comment on that° 

DR. MILLETT~ Certainly~ This is one place where the organizational 
st~acture is going to have to be tightened up imzensely if we get much 
beyond the level of operation that we have at the present time. ! 
think ! have said se~.~ral times that the organizational structure for 
manpower was probably our biggest single failure in World War iI. We 
cannot afford to repeat those mistakes in World War III, 

Now, as I understand the present arrangement, it is something like 
this. Mr. Wilson has identified some seven different major areas of 
hiB reaponsibility. Some of these he is operating through committees 
and some he is operating through a single individual. Manpower is one 
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he has declde~ for the present to operate through a committee--a 
manpower policy committee. Mr. Flex~ing is Ohairm~n. Mr. Flemming 
had a great deal of experience running the Federal Government's 
immediate civilian manpower program during World War II. The armed 
forces had very satisfactory relations with Mr. Flemming; 

This committee arrangcment brings together at the moment a lot of 
people ~ith Mr. Flemmlng slmply as an impartial presiding officer, The 
role of the Labor ~epartme1~t in this situation Is~ I gather, somewhat 
unclear° Mr, Tobin has some aspirations that havenlt bee~ thus far 
spelled out in any instructions from the %~ite House° There are other 
people ~ith manpower ideas like the Selective Service and the military 
departments. ~e have quirt a few manpower admin!stratore in the 
Congress. 

~aybe for the present a committee with Mro ~'lemming presiding 
over it is the best way to handle it, I doubt if this kind of arrange- 
ment could last very long ~f the goingget9 really tough. Manpower is 
vital. We are just fussing arotuld ~Ith it at the moment. 

QUESTION: You mentioned earlier in your talk that you have some 
rather strong feelings on the problem of determining requirements, i 
wonder if you would summarize some of these feelings for us. 

DR~ MiLLETT: i hoped you would ask me that. I would like to 
spend quite a little time on it. This really isntt my bailiwick, but 
I should like to express an idea or two. 

.&bout three weeks ago I ran into a man who was in the stock control 
branch of ~F during the war° He is an industrial statistician. He 
has become very bitter abo-c,t the inadequacy of the present supply con- 
trol procedures and the dii'ficulties in calculating supply requirements 
with the present elaborate form~ He kept saying that it w~s all too much 
work. He thought it should be possible to reduce all of this procedure 
to a less elaborate basis. I got to wondering after that if we couldm~t 
take an entirely new approach under present circumstances to the ,~hole 
problem of requirements. %V~at I am about to outline in very brief form 
is probably in essence what we have or what we are going to have. I 
suspect I am only ~uggesting something that is already implicit in the 
systemo 

I doubt very much if we can ever calculate requirements in exact 
detail for a thousand or. two thousand major items° I doubt very much 
if we can ever calculate these in the nicety of meeting all agreed and 
conceivable operational ~nd organizatlonal requirements° 

Why can St ~e then try a different method. L~t 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 cantt calculate exactly what that means 
in terms of increases in productive capacity, but in general we know 
what this will mean dollarwise in military spending° Then we must 
start with a strategic concept under these circumstances, with this 
level of output and decide what do we want to produce in terms of 
end items of milibary supply. 

This whole problem is pa~.tly one of magnitude of the Air Force 
as against the Navy and the Ground Forces. It is a problem then of 
balancing. Within a given total mag~itude and a general division output 
between Air, Navy, and Ground: we must have procurement requirements 
which balance. We canlt purchase all tanks and heavy guns. We have 
to balance these with small arms, with trucks, ~ith ammunition, and 
with a lot of other complementary items all the way through that pro- 
curement pro@ram. 

~e should take a look at what the major items of a balanced pro- 
curement operation would be, and keep these within the limits of a 
fixed proportion of our economy. Then we may have to adjust tables 
of organization and equipment or the tables of distribution to the sup- 
plies we are going to have on hand. In addition, some equipment will 
have to go to an international aid program. I suspect that the Munitions 
Assigmments Board during the war was primarily engaged in dividing up 
current production as it came off the line and was stored in our depots. 
I think probably a lot of our foreign aid is going to have to be handled 
that way in the future, within the limits of what we are 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 and what is the 
foreign aid requirement for tanks?" The b~sic element is, How many 
tanks are we going to produce within a given level of productive effort? 
And~ how many different plant~ are we going to have producing tanks? 
As I understand it, we are not placing all our procurement requirements 
with any one plant at the moment. What we are doin~ is spreading the 
output among several different plants on a partial basis. Then, if we 
should have to speed up later, we can move ~n with a raoid expansion. 
This is important. ~ut letfs calculate requirements in terms of pro- 
ductioh and economic feasibilities and not try to ~id ourselves into 
thinking we can add up all our requirements on the basis of troop 
strength, allied need, and operational plans. 

9~JZSTION: You mentioned the traditional military abstention from 
political and diplomatic q~estions. It seems to me that is is a very 
debatable question. Yesterday we heard a talk by a senior 16gislator 
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 a little further in evaluating what you mean and what you think the 
proper attitude in this regard should be? 
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DR~ MIL~TT: I wish I ha~ the ~sdom to answ3r that° I just don!t. 
It doesn't reduce itself, I would say~ to any formula. But it reduces 
itself, just as i am saying, primarily to a matter of personalities, to 
circumstances~ to the situatiou that you ~hy~ve on hand. 

Let us look at it this wayi Let us take the relations that existed 
in the Roosevelt regime during World War II ~ith General Marshall, Admi- 
ral Kingp and General Arneldo Look also at General Arnoldls relations 
to General Marshall. i think it was amazing the way that Marshall was 
able to keep Arnold in line ~ost of the time. The relationship that 
existed between the Army and Mr, Hopkins in the White House ~:~as on the 
whole a relationship that was very cordial and friendly, When WPB offi- 
cials for instan~e~ o~ somebody el~e, started yoW!in~ too ~auoh, ~z~ ~opkins 
helped the military a great deal. ~ro St~m~on, Nr. Patt~z~Qn and ~ro 
Forrestal understood an~ appreciated the importance of clvilian-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 Marshall, for example. 

Someons--I think it was ~he "Chicago Tribune" and then it got into 
the Congressional Record--gave General Marshall h--- recently for not 
w~iting his memoirs, saying: "Well, if he is that kind of guy and wonit 
lift the yell of secrecy on what went on in World "War II~ should we pay 
any attention to him now?" That is a wonderful attitude to ~ake saying 
that Marshall's job was to criticize all his wartime associates. Itis 
because he refuses to do so that his own personal relations in World War 
Ii were so effective. 

! ~m not suggesting that Dhe military is always right. ~ut the 
military has a point of view that is dramatic and vital, and it has to 
be listened to. 

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

General Somsrvell was 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 ~hem to Stimson 
and showed what was going to happen, We didnlt have the transcontinental 
rail capacity to move those men that were scheduled to embark from the 
west coast. We didnlt have the rolling stock to do it. We didn't have 
the port facilities on the west coast to load them and move them. it 
wouli have been an awfully lot simpler Just to ship men through the 
Panama Canal into the Pacific and land them there and not go all through 
the States° 
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But Mr. Roosevelt and Mr. Stimson said: '~Sorry. You canlt do 
that. These boys have got to have thirty days in the United States 
on their way to the Pacific. You can't do it the easy way. Tou 
canlt do it according to the logistic end of it." That was a 
civilian decision. I know that once made General Somervell accepted 
it. He was a good soldier. If the Japs hadnlt stopped when they did 
all the troubles he forecast would have o~curred. Remember that the 
first restrictions on Pullman travel in this country came after "~- 

day. 

QUESTION: I am wonderilog what we can expect the role of the 
Munitions Board to be in another emergency, possibl.~ World ~ar III. 
~;ould you tell us what you think? 

DR. ~LLETT| I can try to do that very briefly, I will just 
put it this way| 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 a very considerable degree 
during World War II, some in Washington, and more out of ~ashington, 
It seemed 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 collaboration and cooperation here in Washington 
and in overseas theaters of co~nmand than we had in World War II. 

I will put it further this way: I very, very much doubt if there 
should be three different lsvels 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 aategory. We 
have a lot of cross procurement now. We haventt 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 am not suggesting the need of having 
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 
forc2~ 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 program in the field. We were not able to get together, We 
did not have a common organizational pattern in the field. After all, 
manpowe r problems are going to be essentially geographical problems in 
this country, They don~t follow the same lines as 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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~ight geographical areas. This means, then, that these problems have 
to be handled on a common basis. They must have a common field or- 
ganization, a 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 that the cnly place where you can look for the 
necessary l~dership is in the Munitions Board. I dontt want to look 
for it in a civilian agency, i think the whole operation is going to 
have to be stepped up a great deal. 

Now, I think the board has been making 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 sympathetic 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 among the armed forces. 

We were lucky in the last war, because we started f~om a base period 
when we had a reserve of manpower and materials. We are not starting 
from that kind of base this time. So anything that we do to step up mili- 
tary production Is to that ~xtont ~oing t~ curtail tho present bevel 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. You ha~e to be prepared for that. You 
have to be prepared to give us satisfactory answers; not just fancy 
answers, 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. Millet~, when we sent you the scope for this 
lecture, we had 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 class will agree with me in saying that you have 
contributed a great deal to their final problem° Thank you very much. 

(2 July 1951--350) S. 
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