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EXECUTIVE ACTION 

6 December 1951 
iy 

COLONEL WATEE~AN: It was my good fortune several years ago to 
have the opportunity of%aking a course, which was directed by our 
speaker of today, at the Harvard Business School. The course was 
called "Administrative Practices," but its objectives were very much 
the sane as those of our present course in executive skills. Because 
of the impression which this course made on me at that time, I asked 
specifically for the privilege of introducing our speaker, Dr. Learned, 
this morning. 

I can assure you from firsthand observation that Dr. Learned is 
both a skilled executive and a very effective teacher and has a very 
deep understanding of human relations. He is also the coauthor of 
the book~ "Executive Action,. in which you have been doing some reading 
lately. In addition to being a professor, he serves as a consultant 
and researcher in the business world. He has probably met face to 
face more top executives in business than almost anyone else and, 
what is of more dzrect Importance to you, he has also served as con- 
sultant in the armed forces both during World War II and as of right 
now. Presently he is on leave from Harvard, acting as consultant to 
General Vandenberg on the matter of program control. It is my pleas- 
ure to introduce to you Dr. Edmund P. Learned of the Harvard Business 
School. Dr. Learned. 

DR. T~ARNED: General Vanaman and members of the Industrial 
College of the Armed Forces: I am very glad to be here this morning 
and talk to you on the problem of "Executive Action." Executive 
action in my opinion depends, first, upon the clear perception of 
problems; secondly, on human leadership. Both are of vital impor- 
tance. The educational system of the armed forces and the mission 
of this school are designed especially to help recognize problems 
and provide substantive knowledge related to their solution. This 
particular phase of your course is giving recognition to the other 
important fundamental, human leadership. I am going to limit my 
remarks on problems and policies, but I will make a few points based 
on my connection with the armed forces over a period of nine years. 

We need a broad view of military problems and their relationship 
to industry. Inside any one of the three services, and within the 
Deparhnent of Defense itself, we need officers who are men of execu- 
tive talent, possessing a clear picture of the interrelationships of 
the parts. In other words, we are asking for general management 
talent and for men who see problems in all their implications. We 
need men who can start with a strategic plan, see it through its 
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program aspects, and finally into its production schedules. We need 
men who can conceive of the importance of standards for cgntrol pur- 
poses, whether these be standards affecting men, material, or money. 

You can read the daily paper and see the issues before the armed 
forces. Some of the a~tacks being made upon us are reasonable and 
some are unreasonable. They frequently involve such questions as: 
Have we laid out our requirements soundly? Have we phased our pro- 
grams? Or, have we interrelated our objectives of men, materiel, 
and money in such a fashion that they are achievable within the limits 

of the economy? 

As you well know, we begin with intelligence, which leads to our 
grand strategy, and then to the statement of the missions of the 
services. The Joint Chiefs of Staff approve the required combat 
forces %o accomplish assigned missions. Each service develops its 
own program of time-phased support forces. We then calculate require- 
ments for end items and basic facilities. Finally, we make time, 
phased production plans. (This latter job the armed forces have not 
done too well. ) In these times we must use men and material prudently 
in order that the demands on our economy shall be reasonable and that 
we will have continued public support for the forces in being which 
the strategic situation requires. 

We must also plan for the prudent use of men. Whether it be 
materiel or men, we must face the realities of lead time--lead time 
in production or training, in the creation of facilities, and lead 
time for operational training before the attainment of combat readi- 
ness. We need to give more attention to the flow of material and 
men to meet our requirements. The questions involved are: What do 
we have? What do we require? We need to balance requirements versus 
resources on a time-phaSed schedule. We can reduce requirements if ~ 
we do time-phase our needs. I am very much interested in this par- 
ticular subject but I am going to pass it for the more important one 
that has been put on today's schedule. 

I want to discuss human leadership in its broad aspects. I doubt, 
gentlemen, whether I will say anything hhat is new, but if I can 
merely re-emphasize the obvious and have you acceot it as basic, we 
will have made progress. I have found in business and I am sure you 
will find to some extent in the military forces that ~lat we know in 
our hearts to be true, we deny forcefully in much of our daily behavior. 

! shall report observations on people and organizations and ask: 
What does this mean to an executive? How does one play the executive 
role? To some extent I shall speak in abstractions in spite of the 
fact that I have come to the conclusion that few people enjoy abstrac- 
tions. 

128 



Each individual, wherever he is placed in an organization, has 
a personslity protect. This 
striving has a ~ it results in the 
individual's trying to get a signal fran his supervisor that that 
integrity and personality is being recognized for what it is. I 
think we all, whether or not we admit it, have a personality that 
we respect and would like to have other people respect. In so far 
as a leader knows how to recognize and deal with such a fundamental, 
he enhances his power to make an effective group. 

The second observation--again which you all recognize--is that 
each individual seeks to obtain status in a group. This may seem 
to be a contradiction of the first point. Actually, individuals 
seek personal recognition and at the same time they seek group 
status. This search for status sometimes takes the form of empire- 
building. I think our Civil Service system contributes to this same 
objective--to our sorrow. I want to raise the question of how you 
can help people obtain satisfaction in group or organizational effort 
without building empires. 

Bear in mind an observation that I think I read in a book by a 
psychologist at the University of Buffalo. He said that every indi- 
vidual makes logical sense to himself although he may not necessarily 
make sense to anyone else. 

Each individual brings to the organization his own personal 
goals or objectives. Furthermore, he has a unique perception of 
the goals of the organization. The important thing to remember is 
that each individual's perception of his goal in the organization 
may be quite different from yours. He has his own concept of the 
requirements of his particular position, which may or may not agree 
~th the requir~ents of the actual job. He attaches his own Set 
of values to his concepts and his feelings are part of the context 
of an executive's problem. 

Let us examine an exa~ole or two. One young man received a 
promotion from district manager to merchandising manager in one of 
our large corporations. H!e was being added as one of eight new men 
on the staff of a new vice,president. He was given three months ~to 
size up the merchaudising problem. He studied his market; he studied 
the adaptation Qf the product to the market; he wrote a thick tech- 
nical report for his executive and laid it on the vice-president's 
desk. For three months he heard nothing from the vice-president 
about this great work. 

Our merchandising executive became frustrated--in fact, this 
case came to my aStention because he cane to me for advice. He had 
never put himself in the shoes of his boss, the vice-president, who 
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was also new to the job. The merchandiser had never surveyed the 
important issues facing his superior. He was thinking only from 
his personal orientation--a perfectly valid way to think. He had 
failed, however, to realize that his superior might have a different, 
butpressing, problem. Likewise, the vice-president had made no 
move to indicate that he understood the particular problam of the 
merchandising executive. 

The merchandiser actually discussed with me how he could bring 
his report to the attention of the executive. One thing, I am sure 
we would all agree upon, is that a nice thick tome left on the desk 
of the vice,president is not the way to bring matters to his attention. 

Another case concerns a man who was interested in his job but 
failed to understand the impact on others of his own point of view. 
Before the last war began, one of our large companies decided it 
would have to centralize purchasing. Top management had reached 
the conclusion that a centralized purchasing division, to deal with 
the fewest possible agencies of government, should be established. 
This was in a company in which the practice of decentralized manage- 
ment had been established. Each plant manager was a~ost autonomous 
and the purchasing agent in each plant had no functional superiors. 
Suddenly there was imposed upon them a centralized purchasing office. 

The behavior of the new top purchasing executive was of this 
order--he issued directives without consulting the "independent,, 
plant purchasing agents. This central purchasing agent asst~ed he 
understood the company's problem and did not consult plant managers 
or plant purchasing agents in defining it. 

Gentlemen, it did not make any difference in that case what the 
new top officer thought or whether he was right. He got a bad re- 
action from people who had a different point of view toward the 
problem. He ignored the personal goals of these people and their 
personal understanding of the problem. NatUrally, he encountered 
mucl~ resistance to what may have been a sound objective. 

lam going on ~_th the list of abstractions about people. Each 
individual in an organization is influenced by the codes and the 
beliefs of the group to which he belongs. To gain acceptance and 
prevent becoming a social outcast, an individual must accepZ some 
of these beliefs~ Have you not seen men go from one office with a 
specialized interest to another office with a different interest? 
Have you seen some of those men completely reverse their former 
positions as they made the change? Does it always make sense? 
However, if you are going to have a good general management result, 
you want these varying views blended into a balanced whole. Proper 
executive leadership monitors this blending process. 

13o 



While we are still on the subject of individuals, let us consider 
that an individual,s capacity to understand a problem or procedure, 
or to receive instructions, is conditioned by his background, train- 
ing, experience, imagination, and ability, one of the biggest jobs 
we have in the armed services is to communicate to those at the work- 
ing level what they need to know in a way that is understandable to 
them. It is one thing to have high-level objectives; it is another 
to have those objectives understood by the person at the lower level. 

Let us remember that people actually associate in small groups 
or small administrative units. The small group may be an informal 
organization or may be part of some well-established formal organi- 
zation, but the people composing it share the same beliefs, codes , 
and feelings. 

Another fundamental about people that I think we should accept 
is that people like to be developing personally. An organization 
has high morale when it is doing things that its members feel are 
worth while. People like to solve tough problems and obtain satis- 
faction therefrom. Work never hurt anybody. People like to do a 
job. Our problem is to give them the opportunity and provide the 
leadership so that the~ will be complicating their experience and 
growing personally. 

As supervisors or executives we must recognize that when peoRle 
come to work, they do not leave their personal lives at home. If 
one has indigestion, a row with his wife, or his children are be- 
having in a manner which does not make h~m proud of them, he doesn't 
forget that when he shuts the front door. If a basket is full of 
R&R's, one may be unhappy. Under these conditions one may be snappy 
with either subordinates or ~uperidrs. Let us recognize the inevitable 
fact that people must blow off steam. Those who don't may get ulcers. 
I think it is wise to recognize that a certain amount of blowing off 
is good. 

Another characteristic of humans is resistance to change. They 
dontt like to do things in a different way. Executives or supervisors 
have a real problem on how to get people to accept and participate in 
change. 

Another fundamental is that people are judged by their behavior 
more than by their words. One of our prominent generals once said 
to me, "I don't understand why more ideas aren't coming up from the 
lower echelons of the staff and the commands.,, My mqswer was a very 
simple one--"They were cut off in the process of coming up." 

Let us turn to a few observations about the fundamentals of an 
organization. I have referred to the small adminiStrative unit. 
Actually, an organization really becomes an organization when its 
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small administrative components are tied together by common purposes. 
This does notrequire the destruction of the unique integrity of the 
personal values and viewpoints of the small units. Rather, the execu- 
tive. has the burden of helpin~ the small units to understand the com- 
plex set of relationships of which they are a part. Each little unit 
has a job to do. It is a fairly specialized job but it fits into a 
big whole. 

Have you not found in your experience that, although you talk 
until you get "blue in the face" about the big broad picture, there 
is no effect because your people know only the small segment repre- 
sented bytheir own unit. Only a few people stand out; these are 
anxious to get ahead. They are going to try to lean~ and understand 
things beyond their immediate activities. However, you will not have 
a good organization until the administrative leaders of ~aller groups 
understand their interrelationships with other units. Your adminis- 
trative leaders must be oriented within and without their o~n groups; 
they must live in a variety of worlds. 

If the group is going to fit into the pattern of the ~hole organi- 
zation, the administrative leader must understand his own subordinates, 
his superiors, staff personnel, and other line personnel. Executives 
who are trying to develop men as administrative or executive leaders 
must help these men to achieve the capacity to live and understand 
these many interconnected groups. The executive's capacity, p~ycho- 
logically, to shift his point of view from first one small group to 
another, determines to a very substantial degree whether he makes his 
full contribution to the building of an organization. 

We should recognize as well that an organization is always in the 
process of being built. The job of executive leadership is never done. 
This is especially true of the military establishment, ~here there is 
a greater turnover of leadership personnel. 

The problem of communicating the over-all objectives frown the top 
echelon to the working level is done through the administrative leaders. 
On e of the ~ealities we must face is that t~he actual goal achieved by 
an organization is under the control of these lower echelons. We can 
do planning in the Deparhment of Delense, the Munitions Board, the 
higher levels in the Govermnent, or at the headquarters of any one of 
our three services, but in the final analysis these plans are only as 
good as the understanding of them by the men who execute them. Why is 
it that Congressmen are constantly turning uo one incident after another 
in the procurement area? Is it not because the buyer who does the job 
does not have the concept that is held at the top? He does not under- 
stand, or he does not share the concept or the objectives of the top. 
I am fully aware that some of our congressional criticisms are purely 
political. Many of them, however, arise from the fact that m~n at the 



working level, where an organization maybe fairly judged, simply 
do not understand or conceive the concepts held by the top. 

For example, the Secretary of the Air Force, the Chief of 
Staff, and the Commanding General of the Air Materiel Command all 
agree that our objective isto use our resources and materials 
prudently, We know that we should review our tables of equipment. 
These tables are the basis of issue, and to some extent, the basis 
of requirements calculations. How can we solve the problem of add- 
ing a new and better item but still use up old assets? We can't 
afford to scrap everything already bought because we find something 
better for the future. In some cases military jud~nent would say 
you should do it, but in most cases it may not be necessary. 
Gentlemen, think through the problem of communicating that message 
down to the men who figure the new procurement requirements and who 
pick the items out of the stock bins. These are the places where 
the final action takes place. 

What do these observations mean to executives and supervisors? 
Number one, in my opinion, is the need to distinguish between your 
personal beliefs and goals and those of the people you are tr~ng 
to a&minister. Are you able to develop the capacity in your super- 
visory subordinates to distinguish between themselves and the people 
and problems before them? Unless they can understand the for~es of 
human personality, of organizational beliefs ~and codes, of the cross 
currents of people in an organization, they will have difficulty. 

I recall a company where for eight years men in the top manage, 
ment had been trying to plan a stronger organization. They invariably 
referred their ideas to a management group which was composed o~ 
operating men. They called in industrial consultants to advise them 
on the organization, and these men listened to the operating executives, 
the department heads, and the section chiefs. The operating group 
expressed itself clearly and the consultants also reported the same 
findings, but the top managerswere unable to hear what was stated 
because it disagreed with many of their preconceptions. Obviously, 
there was a complete gap in communication. 

Gentlemen, it isn't necessary to agree with one's subordinates, 
but if one fails to listen to what they say directly, or what they 
try to say by indirection, he °~v~ll not have an understanding of the 
actual situation in which he must work. 

I recall a situation of a supervisor who was ver~ loyal to his 
boss. He reported the sentiments of the people in the organization 
and stated them ~ on an abstract basis. If you could have heard a 
recording of a partichlar conversation and you had known a little 
about the personalities of the executive and the supervisorm~king 
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the report, youmight have been willing to draw the inferenc~ that 
the supe1~isor was talking about how he felt. His loyalty to the 
boss was strong and he wanted him to know the facts, but he did not 
want to be so blunt as to say, "I am talking about you." 

~en listening to subordinates, try to listen objectively to 
~at they are t~ying to say. I~aybe they are talking about themselves 
or maybe they are talking about the organization. It is necessary to 
read the latent as well as the direct meanings of remarks. If a per- 
son comes into your office on a "blo~rlng off spell" and you cannot 
understand ~nat he is sating , be sure to ask yourself, "Is it me or 
is it the other person?" If you just stop and ask, you will find 
your mind ooened to hear more than before. 

Gentlemen, ~ubora!nates have expectations of superiors. I am 
sure you remember ~at you have expected of your superiors at various 
stages of your career. Just remember, as you assume successive jobs, 
that you are not different from your previous boss. Are you measuring 
uo in any degree to some of your subordinates' expectations? 

I am convinced that what is important to your subordinate is 
important to him whether it is to you or not. If you want to give 
him an instruction or help him with a job, you must remove the mental 
block that is in his way. This mental block may arise out of diffi- 
culties Outside the establishment or organization. If you ~rill just 
listen carefully to some of his talk, though that may seem irrelevant 
to you, I think you will have a better opportunity to communicate to 
him some of the things he needs to know. 

~at is the real nature of the executive or supervisor's job? 
It is to integrate the needs of the organization ~th the requirements 
of the individual for growth and personal development. A leader has a 
responsibility to transmit policy instructions in meaningful terms to 
the receiving ~roup. He must listen to those people in order to under- 
stand the language that is meaningful to them. He has got to interpret 
instructions at different echelons because words have different mean- 
ings on account of the difference in experience. The leader also has 
a responsibility to transmit ideas of the members of his group up the 
chain of command. 

How do you convey recognition to individuals? Let me tell you 
how one general recently recognized the work of subordinate special- 
ists. This general officer, under whom an important study was recently 
conducted, took the experts who did the work with him when he was to 
present their findings to the secretarial level. The general asked 
the specialists to speak when their knowledge was needed in the pres- 
entation. The specialists could answer questions asked by the Secre- 
tary because they had firsthand knowledge of the work. As you well 



know few can foresee what another man wi%1 a~k. The~ ~ of 
the Secretary was e spe~c~y ~ good. The morale eff~ct~,~ gem%lem~n, 
on the I th~ the~ d~r the 

genera] took wi~h. h im will kill 
themselves with overwork becaus~eof the personal satisfaction de- 
rived from this incident. 

If an administrative leader is going to release the creative 
talents of his group, aud if he is going to understand them, he 
must have face-to-fa~e contact. There are exceptions. I have 
known executives in the military, and some in business, who do 
practically everything by R~R, by manual, or by letter writing. 
Fortunately, they are exceptions to the rules. A written document 
is too much a one-way communication. Tr~e communication takes place 
in a context that includes the various people, their personal back- 
grounds, experience , and aspirations. The questions a snbordinate 
will ask--if you will allo~;~an atmosphere of questioning--may do a 
great deal for you. The questions will enable you to know whe%her 
or not you have transmitted to the men in clear lan~age that which 
they need to know in order to bring their potential contribution to 
hear upon the organization problem. Too often we neglect face-%o- 
face contact. 

~ good leader, at whatever executive or supervisory level, 
needs faith in his subordinates. I quote an example from one of 
the large companies in this country. The president told a story 
about one of the decentralized divisions, where full responsibility 
for management decisions was given to the general management of the 
division. The division made a serious blunder in engineering design; 
this was known to the central engineering staff of the company. The 
central staff reported the possibility to the general manager of the 
division. The manager of the subordinate unit, however, supported 
his own engineering department and eventually the product had to be 
withdrawn from the market, and redesigned. The p~resident made a very 
important point about this incident, saying, "If you are going to 
give men responsibility by decentralization, you must let ther.1 take 
it and yon must be willing to accept some mistakes as the price of 
the grovrhh of men." 

One of our major problems in business and in the military 
services is to keep organizations from overcomplicatinE themselves 
and overorgmnizing. In the Civil Service, the status of the admin- 
istrative unit--be it division, branch, or section--has a bearing on 
the compensation and social standing of its leaders and members. 
Thus there is a tendency to overorganize. As an al~ernative to 
oersonal satisfaction from organization status, I offer personml 
satisfaction from problem-solving. Licking a difficult problem may 
he all the satisfaction required. 



An outstsnding examole is the practice of Mr. Lincoln, President 
of the Lincoln Electric Company. Mr. Lincoln believes in setting a 
goal difficult to reach. He has actually turned down inves~ents in 
new equipment ~ith pay-outs which many businessmen ~ould regard as 
good investments. He will continue to use old equipment in order to 
oermit his men to figure out a new jig or fixture that will get the 
desired results from their old machines. They get satisfaction through 
the exercise of their creative abilities. 

You are all familiar with the doctrine of completed staff work 
which bears a close relationship to what I am saying. Fundamentally, 
you assign a task or problem to some office in the staff. Assume 
that a particular problem is assigned to ,,Personnel." This is the 
office of primary or leadership responsibility. It is this office 
that should get the broad answer that the higher echelon would ~ ob- 
tain if it had the time to do it. In order to get the answer, this 
office draws upon people from various oortions of the staff, such as 
Operations or Materiel. In principle this is a simole military task 
force organized around a proble~. The answer prepared by the office 
of primary responsibility should be a stalf-wide, well rounded one. 
Any recor~ended actions affecting various sections of the staff or 
any commands should be included and clearly stated. 

Another thing we have to do to develop executives is to let 
subordinates make some decisions. Gentlemen, when you give a job 
to a subordinate and he comes uo with an answer, you can tell him 
that he is right or wrong. But you can use auother course. You 
can ask him questions: Have you considered this? Have you con- 
sidered that? Have you talked with this office? Have you talked 
with that office? By these very questions, you give him ideas. 
You can demand an immediate answer, ~hich has one kind of effect 
on the individual, or you can respect the potential capacity of 
that individual and let him go out of the office and provide his 
own answer to those questions. ~en he gives you his final con- 
clusion, you will have more of a measure of the man' s capacity and 
you will have oreserved his self-respect as well. What I am suggest- 
ing is that the attitudes and behavior of the executive have a great 
bearing on whether men grow under his sponsorship. 

I am thinking now of an executive ~o read a report prepared 
by one of his subordinates. In the course of the conversation, he 
asked: "Have you thought of this question in connection with this 
report?" He went further and said, "If I were writing this report 
I wouldn't include this paragraph." After the subordinate deliberated, 
the executive, however, signed the report in the fonu the subordinate 
wrote it. The paragraph remained in the document. By his behavior 
the executive in effect said: "There is room for a difference of 
opinion." The executive told me that he wanted the subordinate to 
learn to take responsibility, including all the consequences as well. 
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The attitude and the ability of a leader of men will show. 
During the war one of our generals directed the commender of a group 
to make a division of personnel into two equal groups. He was not 
told which of these he~w0ui~ cc~d after the division was made. 
The original group commander was assigned to one group and a new 
co~nander to the other. It was the opinion of the general that the 
original commander had made a fair division of personnel by skill. 
Three months later the general could tell by the differential ability 
displayed which group belonged to that group commander. The second 
commander was not as good an organizer or leader as the first. 

There was a psychologist who was trying to explain to an 
admiral how he analyzed teamwork within a naval air group. The 
admiral looked at the charts and said, "This is so and so's g~oup"; 
he was right. The admiral knew nothing about the scientific meth- 
odology of the psychologist, but from the description of the psycholo- 
gist he recognized the operating pattern of one of his better group 
commanders. 

Let us now consider the role an executive can play. In one 
role he can make all the decisions, issue all the orders, and work 
on a one-to-one basis with his subordinates. In o~er words, he 
will call his subordinates in one at a time, give them instructions, 
and see that they obey them. Or he can play a second role. He can 
have staff meetings in which he works with a group and tries to 
foster a tean spirit. He can ask questions and stimulate group 
discussions and encourage the staff to reach well-balanced conclu- 
sions and plans. 

You men might ask yo~rselNes some questions regarding the 
executive role you will play--~he attitudes you will express and 
the assumptions yo~ are going to make about people. Are you going 
to listen or not? Are you going to put emphasis on problems and 
try to help your subordinates understand the breadth and scope of 
these problems and the people that should help solve them? Are 
you going to allow open discussion and permit criticism? Are you 
going to accept some critici~n of how:you are running the organiza- 
tion? Are you going to foster participation on the theory that the 
more men who participate in solving a problem and working out a plan 
or procedure, the more they understand what has to be done? 

I notice the time for my formal talk is almost up. I have 
one or two more points to suggest. They may be picked up in the 
discussion period. Everyone shown on the same horizontal line of 
an organization chart is not on a par, Then, you may ask, .What 
is the function of an organization chart?,, An organization chart 
shows who is responsible for what. It designates the office of 
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primary responsibility for a function, an area, a service, or what 
you will. The designated Office has more responsibility and authority 
in its assigned area than any other office on a comparable level. The 
other offices have a Rarticipating or coordinating interest, but not 
necessarily a vetoing interest. Each office is supreme on some assigned 
responsibility. 

This last observation raises another question. In the discussion 
of a problem, should rank or technical competence dominate? I realize 
that rank often does dominate but that is not necessarily correct. Let 
us assume that the problem is assigned to an office under %he leadership 
of a colonel. He seeks assistance from other offices and a brigadier 
general as well as some lieutenant colonels and majors attend the meet- 
ing. Should the general control the meeting or should the responsible 
colonel--assuming, of course, that he is competent--govern the proceed- 
ings? 

In closing let me ask you--are you going to be a leader who helps 
an organization to do? Gentlemen, a good executive is not judged by 
the number of decisions that he makes, but by the number of good deci- 
sions that come out of the organization for which he is responsible. 
Thank you. 

QUESTION: Would you discuss the feeling of insecurity that you 
just passed over lightly in your discourse, that management should 
look for and work with. 

DR. LEARNED: That is a very good point. People do want to know 
where they stand. That is one of the values, I think, of face-to-face 
contact by the administrative leaders. People come in witk all sorts 
of problems. Some of them are essentially those of personal insecurity. 
They are uncertain about their work or they have family problems. They 
want to talk to their superior because they have confidence in him. I 
also believe in periodic personnel reviews. Any superior ought to talk 
with his employees and subordinates periodically, at least once a year, 
or twice a year, or on some other informal schedule. 

In either type of personal discussion it is important to place 
the person at ease and give him a chance to make comments. Do not 
start an interview with "Do you have any problems?" There are many 
right questions but this is not one of them. People don't like to 
wear their problems on their sleeves. Some people do but most don't. 
I would advocate long periods of silence if necessary. In other words, 
if your caller has nothing to say, do not force hi/ to talk. If the 
person wants to talk about what is important to him you may hear per- 
sonal things; you may hear about his job. 
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If people do not perfor/ satisfactorily, you should talk about 
their deficiencies instead of following the age-old practice--used 
by civilian and military organizations alike--of passing the misfits 
on to someone else. Sometimes the misfit is given a better rating 
than he deserves in order to pTomote him out. It usually turns out 
badly for the man concerned, and it hurts an organization to have 
pegple promoted who are not able to do the job confronting them. 
Early in the career of all individuals, as early and as low down 
in the organization as possible, there should be a sound evaluation 
of their capabilities, their aptitudes and personal aspirations, so 
that the misfits can be reduced and the round peg can be placed in 
the round hole. 

QUESTION: What are some of hhe more common techniques employed 
in this so-called empire-building? 

DR. LEARNED: I have seen situations in which a tough problem 
was subject to a staff study and instead of the problem being resolved, 
the study recommended that an organizational element be established to 
solve the problem. This new element would then be duplicated in every 
lower echelon of co~r~r~and. Ssuetimes a recommendation originates be- 
cause a person wants to build an empire. Too many people get into 
the empire-building business because of queer rules. %~ie judge a per- 
son's importance by the number of people he supervises rather than by 
the quality of his problem-solutions. If you want rank and the' only 
way you can get it is to build an empire, this naturally tends to 
create empira-building. If you want a Civil Service rating, you try 
to increase the ~mportance of the office or raise the status of,your 
organization. 

Competition for ratings may be overdone. In other cases we 
should improve ratings. Somemilitary rank and Civil Service ratings 
are not adequate. As you rise to the higher echelon of command, you 
ordinarily obtain more rank, whether Civil Service or military. The 
notion that rank is not needed at the bottom is a false one. We have 
a false organizational philosophy because we fail to recognize that 
ability at the working level really counts and that sometimes you can 
use more rank at the botto~ than you require at the top. We recognize 
this in the ranks given major co~r.~,~anders, but not as much as we might 
in staff officers and lower level subordinate commanders. 

QUESTION: I would like to have you tie your discussion of what 
we were saying before on calling in these people and talking with 
them, having group or individual meetings, to the situation in the 
armed services. T~day our policy generally when we make up efficiency 
ratings is to call the people in and discuss with them the idea we have. 
How can you get that across unless you discuss it with them? I believe 
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the Air Force Regulations do not specify that you have to call the 
individual in unless he is materially out of line in some particular 

fashion. 

DR. LEARNED: I am not sure of the practice in the Air Force. 
I have heard that the bad points are discussed but not the entire 
rating. If you establish the right a~nosphere,-one in which you are 
responding to their problems and they in turn are responding to 
yours--then I think you can have a discussion of efficiency that 
is worth while. But if you tie all your discussions to efficiency 
ratings and do not have other face-to-face contacts, you weaken 
your chance to inspire and develop men. Under these circumstances 
the efficiency rating conference is given undue weight. 

QUESTION: Doctor, you made a statement to the effect that we 
should spend more time on problems and less on organizations; but, 
problems are always with us. Maybe I missed your point--but it 
seems to me that the better the organization is, the easier it is 
to Solve the problems; 

DR. LEARNED: You say problems are always with us and I agree. 
I say we ought to get solutions--good solutions--faster. I hope 
you do not disagree with that. You are throwing out another obser- 
vation,-if the organization is right, it should help in the solution 
of the problems. I can't see that your observation is inconsistent 
with what I said. 

Let me be very concrete--have you ever been in operations in 
any one of the services, suffering at the time from shortage of 
materiel? Did you say anything complimentary about the Materiel 
people? Didn't you continue to plan combat operations or opera- 
tional training on a schedule of your own making without facing up 
to the limitations of logistics? I felt throughout the war that 
the one certain characteristic of planners in all deparhnents was 
their capacity to overcommit. More than once we had to delay a 
plan. The operator's urge is to "do it now," regardless of restric- 
tions. Let the man fr~n Operations be transferred to Personnel or 
Materiel, where he must try to overcome the shortage of which he was 
critical before, and what happens to him? He says, "What in the 
world is the matter with those operators? They refuse to face up 
to the logistical fact~ of life." 

Gentlemen, why are the services being properly criticized 
right this minute? It is because the schedules you made were 
worthless. What is more, some of the schedules were known to be 
so by the people who made them. 

Operations, Personnel, and Materiel offices, all have a valid 
point of view. What is needed is a coordinated merger into a 
master plan. 
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Right now the people of the country are struggling with the 
question of the extent to arm or not to arm. So we have conflict. 
We must find a balance and the planners will have to make plans 
accordingly. 

What I an pleading for is that we should not allow a military 
program to be determined by a single set of considerations. We have 
to solve the problem. The organizational elements and their points 
of view bear on the solution. But we must not let organizational 
interests obscure or prevent a solution. 

COLONEL WATE~IAN: On behalf of everybody here in the college, 
I would like to express appreciation for a very fine job on "Executive 
Action.', Thank you very much. 
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