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WASHINGTON.

WE have some 3,700,000 people in the Department of Defense —
2,700,000 in uniform and 1,000,000 civilian employes—assigned all over the
world. The department spends more than $50 billion a year— more than half of
the Federal Govern ment budget. Its inventory of real property and equipment
is worth over $150 billion. Its major installations— some 600 of them in the
United States alone — are in reality municipalities with all of the housing, the
utilities systems, maintenance and transporta tion requirements, policing needs,
schools and hospitals typical of our small cities. The department operates, for
support of its forces, airlines, ship- ping lines, a communication system,
supply-distribution systems and main- tenance establishments, each of which
represents a major management task in

When I became Secretary of Defense in 1961, I felt that either of two broad
philosophies of management could be followed by the man at the head of this
great establishment. He could play an essentially passive role —a judicial role.
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In this role the Secre tary would make the decisions required of him by law by
approving recommendations made to him. On the other hand, the Secretary of
Defense could play an active role providing aggressive leadership—questioning,
suggest ing alternatives, proposing objectives and stimulating progress. This
active role represents my own philosophy of management. I became convinced
that there was room for and need of this kind of management philosophy in the
Department of Defense.

IN my preparation I read a report published not long before by Senator
Henry Jackson's Subcommittee on National Security Staffing and Operations. It
recommended “more vigorous

The creation of the Department of Defense resulted from the clear recog -
nition. that separate land, sea, and air warfare are gone forever. The National
Security Act of 1947 and its various amendments, down through the Depart -
ment of Defense Reorganization Act of 1958, established the department and
the basis for its operations. Changes in the over-all organization and in the
character and disposition of our military forces have taken place on an
evolutionary basis in response to Congressional action represented by this
legislation. In essence, the three mili tary departments (the Army, the Navy
including the Marines, and the Air Force) have been preserved as separate
organizational entities to train, supply and support the land, sea and air forces.
The forces for the most part, however, are assigned to unified and specified
combatant commands, the commanders of which by law exercise

(For pictures of McNamara on the job, turn page)

The function of these commands is to carry out wartime strategic missions
assigned to them by the President through the Secretary of Defense and the
Joint Chiefs of Staff. The ultimate responsibility rests with the President.
Immediate command of the forces is in the hands of the “unified and specified
commanders,” subject to the instruc tions issued by the President. I, as Sec retary
of Defense, act as agent for the President.

A S I saw it, the changes which had been made since 1947 had recognized
two highly significant facts:

First, it is clear that our international political problems and our military
problems are now indivisible. On the one hand, we have global commit ments



growing out of our position of world leadership. On the other, the vast strides
made in communications and transportation have shrunk both the time and
distance factors which influ ence our relationships throughout the World. The

Second, it is equally clear that the role of the Joint Chiefs of Staff has
significant ly changed. No longer is their influence greatest as chiefs of their
respective services. Rather, as members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in the com-
mand channel from the Presi dent to the unified and speci fied commanders,
their great est influence is in the strate gic dispositions and employ ment of our
combined forces deployed throughout the world.

EACH of these changes was fundamental to the relation ships of the
leadership in the Department of Defense. Each necessitated a rethinking of old
concepts and a new ap  proach to traditional ways of doing things.

President Kennedy's charge to me was a dual one—to de termine what forces
were re quired and to procure and support them as economically as possible.
The decisions re quired were and are numerous, complex and of the great est
importance. But the mech anism of decision - making left something to be
desired from my viewpoint, the view point of active managership.

We had to begin with a thorough re-examination and analysis of the
contingencies we might face around the world. I considered that we were too
slow to develop the alternatives and the decisions as to the numbers and types
of forces we really needed.

Our problems of choice among alternatives in strategy and in weapons
systems have been complicated enormously by the bewildering array of entirely
workable alternative courses which our technology can support. We believe the
nation can afford whatever in vestment in national security is necessary. The
difficult question is, “What is re quired?” It is far more difficult to build a
defense program on this kind of foundation than it is to set a budget ceiling and
then squeeze into it whatever programs you can. However difficult, this is
exactly what we set out to do.

TO be really meaningful the defense program must be looked at in its
entirety, with each of its elements considered in light of the total program. This
can be done only at the Department of Defense level. For example, the size of
the Polaris force cannot be determined in terms of the Navy shipbuilding



program or even the entire Navy program, but

To make such a review a reality a five-year program was devised presenting
the proposed force structure and cost projections in terms of the principal
missions of the Defense Department. We show just what we are planning to
spend on each mission, such as for the strategic retaliatory forces, continental
air and mis sile defenses, general purpose forces (primarily for limited wars),
and research and devel opment. These categories are further broken down into
individual systems and projects. For each mission, we show how many planes
we plan to have, how much investment is involved, what the expected operating
costs are, how many personnel are involved.

IN each case competing pro grams and systems are judged on the basis of
their contribu tion to the mission to be ac complished and to the defense effort as
a whole. Balance within a given program and within the entire effort is sought,
always with a single overriding objective — the de fense of the nation.

The judgment inherent in this balancing of programs and systems can no
longer be intuitive nor rely on past experience alone. The range of choice is too
broad, the number of al ternatives too great. In the se  lection of weapon systems,
in the design of forces and in de termination of the level of the national defense
effort, there fore, we are making greater use of a technique called “sys tems
analysis.” Perhaps it is best described as “quantitative common sense.”

Systems analysis takes a complex problem and sorts out

I would not, if I could, at tempt to substitute analytical techniques for
judgment based upon experience. The very de velopment and use of those
techniques have placed an even greater premium on that experience and
judgment, as is sues have been clarified and basic problems exposed to dis -
passionate examination. The better the factual basis for re flective judgment, the
better the judgment is likely to be. The need to provide that fac tual basis is the
,reason for emphasizing the analytical tech nique.

There has been some intimation, I know, that I have usurped the decision-
making prerogatives of our military leaders. I think they would be the first to
say that this is not so. To the contrary, I have encouraged the Joint Chiefs of
Staff to express themselves openly and free of the restraints of their service con-
nections in the interest of the soundest possible defense pro gram for the



country. My ef fort has been to provide to our military leaders and my civilian
associates through every scientific, technical and management tool available,
the best factual basis for judgment which can be pro duced. But then, that very
judgment, born of experience, must be brought into play.

On many major issues, backgrounds of varied experience lead to different
judgments and conclusions as to the best course of action. I am gratified that
this is the case! Too often has honest difference been re solved by compromise in
the interest of unanimity, with the result that the strongest ele ments favoring
each position are lost in the process. The ac-

IN some cases service interests are involved; the judg ments brought to bear
reflect the historic viewpoints of particular services. These cases are rare,
fortunately, but when they occur they are fraught with controversy. In such cir-
cumstances the decision must be mine. Obviously, a decision made in these
circumstances cannot satisfy every differing viewpoint — it cannot please every
protagonist—but it must be made. I am charged by law with the decision-
making re sponsibility — and I have no hesitancy in making the re quired
decisions, always, of course, subject to the approval of the President.

We must encourage honest differences in views in our deliberations. The
exposing of differences and examination of arguments supporting these
differing views provide the insight necessary for wise deci sions—and the times
demand the wisest decisions which can be made. It goes without say ing,
perhaps, that once a deci sion has been made, we all must close ranks and
support it.

My constant association with the Joint Chiefs of Staff and my frequent
contacts with our senior commanders have served to heighten my admiration
for them and their staffs — our military colleagues. Their dedication and ability
are unquestioned. The perception and insight with which they approach
questions of the gravest magnitude should be as great a source of satisfac tion to
every American as it is to me.

In my weekly discussions of major issues with the Joint Chiefs of Staff we
are frank and candid in our expressions of views. The views of each

I SHOULD add that it is not uncommon to find adherents and opponents of
a particular view both among my military advisers and my civilian advisers. But



rarely, if ever, is there a division of views along military and civilian lines in the
Defense Department —there is a consideration of views and judgments and a
de cision in the interest of the defense of the nation. We have had an immense
buildup in the military strength of this country in the past two and a half years,
but every major decision affecting it was born of controversy within the Defense
Department — controversy in the sense of honest differences in views.

During that period, we in creased the number of war heads in our strategic
nuclear alert forces by 100 per cent. We increased the number of combat-ready
Army divisions by 45 per cent. We increased the number of tactical fighter
wings by 30 per cent; we in creased the expenditures for new Navy ship
construction to modernize the fleet by 100 per cent. We increased by over 300
per cent the size of the forces trained to counter the cam paigns of subversion
and co  vert aggression and guerrilla operations which the Commu nists are
emphasizing.

NOTE that the increases are widely different in size. Each of the decisions
involved in achieving these increases was the subject of careful an alytical
evaluation and equally careful and soul-searching judgment—differences of
opinion were encouraged to sharp en our focus on issues and help in reaching
decisions.

I am convinced that the de  fense program has moved ahead. I think we can
appraise our progress in terms of the immediate combat readiness and size of
the forces we now have. I am fully aware that the application of my manage -
ment philosophy — that of ac  tive management at the top —has caused some
wrenching strains in the department as new thought patterns have been
substituted for old. I am convinced, nevertheless, that the strains have been
worth it and that the department has taken on the vital outlook which I believed
it should in the interest of the best defense for the nation.

It has been suggested in

However, before we can effectively decentralize we must develop an
organizational structure which will permit us to proceed to true decentralized
decision-making rather than to management anarchy. Too often responsibility
and au thority have been so fragment ed by overlapping and diffused
organizational arrangements within the department as to make it virtually
impossible to pinpoint responsibility. In such situations decentralization of



decision-making au thority is unwise if not impossible. As a matter of fact, in
these circumstances decisions must be made at higher levels in the department
— often at the very top—because no one else has the clear authority to make
them.

THE organization itself must be so structured as to define clearly the lines
of au thority and responsibility. We completed the development of the Defense
Communications Agency which already had been set up and established ad -
ditional department-wide agencies such as the Defense Sup ply Agency and the
Defense Intelligence Agency to accom plish exactly those purposes. This has
permitted us to begin the decentralization of deci sion-making that we want.

Before I finish my tour of duty in the Department of De fense, I hope we will
have es tablished an . approach to the job—a philosophy of manage ment and a
foundation of military security — that my suc cessors will be able to build upon
and strengthen. I think each large organization goes through a period of
evaluation when the patterns of the fu ture are formed, when the intellectual
framework for deci sions is established, when the administrative techniques are
sharpened, when the organiza tion structure takes shape. I believe that the
Department of Defense is in such a period to day.

WE have expressed a man agement philosophy and devel  oped a
management concept which we are following and from which we are trying to
establish procedures. We be  lieve the Defense Department, the Congress and
the country will benefit from this effort as we pursue the basic objec  tive—the
defense of the nation.

This article can be viewed in its original form. Please send questions and
feedback to archive_feedback@nytimes.com

© 2017 The New York Times Company

http://query.nytimes.com/gst/abstract.html?res=9A01E5DB153AE13ABC4E51DFB266838F679EDE&src=DigitizedArticle
mailto:archive_feedback@nytimes.com?subject=Archive%20Feedback&body=%0D%0A%0D%0AArticle%20ID:%201964042697334246
http://www.nytimes.com/content/help/rights/copyright/copyright-notice.html

