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Choosing defense forces bas become increasingly complex because of the
interaction of political, military and ecomomic factors, both domestic and
international. The choices are furiher complicated by the burcaucratic and
organizational influences that pervade the decisionmaking process. In dealing with
there important influences, the rational approach to making force choice decisions i
often clonded or overlooked while special-interest issuer are debated. To ensure the
mast effective wse of limited resonrcer in meeting national yecurity objectives, a
logical structure for organizing the important force planning elementy iv essential.
Thir article examines these elements in a simplified framework and describes their

interaction and importance,

A FRAMEWORK FOR CHOOSING DEFENSE

FORCES

by

Richmond M. Lloyd

and

Dino A. Lorenzini, Lt. Col., U.S. Air Foree

The most difficule milicary
problem ta resolve is that of
cstablishing a security system, as
inexpensively as possible in time of
peace, capable of transforming
itself very rapidly into a powerful
force in case of the danger of
aggression.

- General Andre Beaufre!

Introduetion, Today the need for
quality and clarity in our force planning
decisions is greater than ever. The
steady growth of Sovier military
capability relative to that of the United
States reduces our margin for error.
Higher quality and more timely
decisions must be made if we hope to
achicve the efficiency necessary to
compete with the Soviets, who devote
over 30 percent more resources to
defense than does the United States.?
Lack of a clear set of prioritized
objectives and a consistent military
strategy may lead to our merely reacting

w structuring our choices based on long-
range interests. Thus, as our margin for
error has grown smaller and the risks of
military or political defeat have grown
larger, the consequences of force
planning crrors made in peacetime have
become more critical than ever.
Making the best force cboice decision
in a free society is a difficult and lengthy
process. It enrtails a consideration of
numerous international and domestic
factors, including political, military and
cconomic influences. The sheer number
of ideas, conceprts, opinions and
differing points of view to be considered
can be contusing if one does not havea
useful framework for organizing key
factors. Because planning involves a
prediction of the future, there is
considerable uncertainty and room for
disagreement in making logical choices
about how forces should be structured,
organized, and equipped t meert future
security requirements, Unfortunately,
there is rarely a single right answer.

Publishied Bprist Maikikavyr i0dtlisye vogirdthantlumg, 19s1kiqually valid arguments are often mada
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for widely different choices depending
on the objectives sought and the
assumptions made about cnemy
intentions, technological advances, and
future political and cconomic condi-
tions. Thus, difficule choices, based on
limited information and an uncerein
furure, must be made,

While recognizing that organiza-
tional interests and bureaucratic politics
play important roles in the final
selection of defense forces, this arricle
presencs a rational framework for the
formulation of requirements and the
evaluation of alternative force choices.
This framework represents a compro-
misc between the mmplcxity of reality
and simplicity to aid in undersranding.
It attemprs to identify the most
essential elements in force planning and
to represent their dominant interrela-
tionships. These elements and
relationships are illustraced in Figure 1.}

The framework takes a top-down
approach by starting with national
interests and objectives and proceeding
down to the detailed assessments that
art made to assist decisionmakers in the
sclection of forces for the periodic
updates to the Five Year Defense
Program (FYDD). The explanation of
terms included wich this framework
provides a basis for common under-
standing and assists (00 sorting the
essential force planning concepts from
the many peripheral arguments that all
teo often become the center of
discussion,

The purpose of presenting this
framework is to provide a ol for
understanding the concepts of force
planning, and not to describe the acrual
process itself. T provides an approach
for organizing onc’s thinking for the
planning of future military forces.
Taken in that light, it can be: (1} an aid
to evaluating the arguments of mikitary
strategists or force planners; and (2) a
starting point for developing alterna-
tive approaches o strucuring major

orce. ple nning deciss fons.
ht! /‘7%1% a'l commons.ushwc.edu/nwe-review/vol34/iss1)

Scope. Torce planning can be defined
as the process of establishing military
requirements based on an appraisal of
the security needs of the nation, and
sclecting military forces to meet those
requirements within fiscal limitations.
These requirements are sumetimes
divided into stracegic, theater nuclear,
canventional and contingency cate-
gorics. Alternanvely, regional, mission
area, or Service-oriented categories can
be wsed. In any cuse, the scope of
military force planning is so large tharic
is penerally creared in manageable
components. In an atcempe to establish
the general underpinnings for all foree-
relared issues, some degree of exaceness
in the choice of terminology and
examples has been sacrificed.

Throughout this paper two major
themes underlie the discussion of force
planning conceprs: (1) the allocation of
scarce resources, and (2) the relation-
ship among ends, means and risks.
There will never be enough resources to
satisfy all wants; there are always more
nceds to be filled than there are national
assets available o fill them. Thus,
requircments must be prioritized,
decisions made, and scarce resources
allocated to the most critical nceds.

To obtain the most from our limited
national resources, we must determine
where we want o go {objectives) and
how we plan to gecthere (stravegy). The
importance of these intuitively obvious
ideas sometimes gets lost in the process
of muking derailed assessments and
specific weapon system decisions. Tt
may be necessary o adjuse our military
objectives (ends) o fit within the forees
available (means) o accomplish them.
A mismatch between these two foree
planning clements poses some danger
(risk) o our security interests.

For purposes of discussion the force
planning framewaork givenin Figure | is
divided into two sections: stralegic
chaices and force chofcer. Strategic
choices involve the identification of
n)mmal teresws, mational objectives,
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Fig.1—Force Planning Framawork
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the supporting national scrategy and
military objectives. Force choices
involve an assessment of military
objectives, threar and availahle forces in
order to identify deficiencies that resule
when a specific fiscal limit is applied to
the acquisition of defense forees. Bach of
these two basic choices has a major
feedback loop that is depicted by the
heavy lines in Figure 1. These lines
indicate che iterative nature of the force
planning process. Assessments play an
important role in force planning, as this
is where strategic and foree choices tend
tor come together. Other feedback loops
and orher relationships herween
clements are evident in practice, hut are
omitced for simplicity.

Strategic Chaoices. The hasic
assumptions, scenarios and constraines
that are intraduced in the formuladion
of national interests, ohjectives and
strategy establish the course of
successive decisions. Thus, it is essential
that these choices he clearly defined
prior to the development of foree
choices. The formulation of national
strategy is perhaps the mase difficule
because it requires the consideration of
many interrelated factors. In meeting
our narional objectives, national
strategy should consider the intereses
and objectives of our friends and
enemies, constraines imposed upon our
human, industrial and material
resources, and the technology that we
can reasonably expect to have availahle
during the time period of interest. At
times it may become necessary to
change our national objectives when it
becomes evident that we can no longer
support them with the chosen strategy
and forces available.

National Interests, At the highest
level of abstraction, national interests
are the wellspring from which national
objectives and a grand strategy flow.
National interests are the most

CHOTCE FRAMEWORK 49

The overriding national interests are
normally stated in terms of national
survival and well-being. Preservation of
our territorial integrity, freedom,
independence, political institutions and
honor are fundamental to our survival
as a nation. Maintenance of the
cconomic well-being and overall qualicy
of life of the American people are also
considered important national inter-
ests. A corollary interese is the survival
of our allics—notably Western Lurope
and Japan. We are a mation whose
national survival is inextricably linked
to that of our allies by historic, political,
ceonomic and culural ties.

Although there is no single document
in which our national interests are
compiled, it is possible to identify them
fram the reporrs written and speeches
given by our national leaders. In his
1980 State of the Union address
President Carter indicated that free
world access to forcign oil was a vital
interest of the United States. A vital
interest normally implies that we will
use military force if necessary to ensure
its achievement. Secondary interests
imply less of a commitment of national
resource,

National Objeetives. Whereas
national interests define the basic,
nonnegotiable needs of a narion,
national ohjectives spell out what a
country is trying to do. These objectives
are sometimes referred o as national
policies, aims, or purposes. National
objecrives are the goals thar a pation
secks in order to advance, support or
defend its national interests. They are
generally descrihed in three broad
citegories—ecanomic, security, and
political—although other categories
such as soctal, ideological, or rechno-
logical are also used.

An example of a political ohjective of
the United States is “to foster an
international environment thar is
conducive to the maintenance of world

hARPREEARL S Db nceds Al QOO RoL. RgAce and stability and in which the
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United Scaees, its allies, and its friends
can pursue their national objectives in
sccurity and freedom, ™

An cconomic objective of the United
States 18 "o promote a system of free
and open trade which will enable the
U.S. to benefic from those areas in
which it has a relative productive
advantage.”

A security objective of the United
States is to "preserve the United States
as a free nation with s fundamental
institutions and valucs inrace.”

These brief examples address the
highest level of abstraction and provide
only a starting poine for che strategise.
Detailed objectives must be formulated
and prioritized for particular situations
in which TLS. interests are involved.

National Sirategy. Stracegy is a
word thar is often used bur licele
underscood. It has taken on so many
meanings in different publications that
it is important to set the context for ics
usc here,

Beaufre has defined scrategy as “The
art of applying force so that it makes the
most effective contribution toward
achieving the ends set by political
policy.”” He goes on to state,

The aim of strategy is to fulfill
the objective laid down by policy,
making the best usce of the
resources available . The art-of
straregy consists in choosing the
most suitable means from those
aviilable and so orchestrating their
results cthar chey combine to
produce & psychological pressure
sufficient to achieve the moral
effect required.®

Another author states that,

National serategy fuses all the
powers of 4 nation, during peace as
well as war, to atcain national
interests and objectives. Within
that context, there is an overall
political scrategy, which addresses
both international and internal

forcign and domestic; a national

military strategy; and so on. Bach

component influences nacional
security immediately or tangen-
tially.?

National strategy, as used in this
article, refers to the overall approach or
master plan for accomplishing our
national objecrives through a combina-
tion of military, political, economic,
diplomatic or psychological means.
These tools are the basic instruments of
our national power. Our strategic
choices indicare how we choose to
employ these instruments in the pursuit
of our national objectives. Specifically
our military strategy involves basic
choices between a continental or
maritime approach, an alliance or an
solationist arrangement, a deterrent or
a “warfighting” emphasis, a forward
deployment or a rapid reinforcement
posture, and so on. These siracegic
choices, and the assumptions we make
about them, establish imits on lower
level decisions. Thus, in the op-down
force planning approach suggested by
the framework given here, the milicary
strategy that is initially selected sets the
bounds in which successive force choice
decisions are made.

Military Objectives. Military
objeetives flow from our overall
military strategy. They are the link
berween strategy and force strucwire,
Far example, in response o the
strategic nuclear chreat our national
scecurity objective is "nuclear derer-
rence.” Our plan for achicving this
important national objective is referred
to as a “countervailing strategy.'" This
means that the United States intends o
carry out a broad range of retaliatory
atracks in response to a Soviet ateack so
as to deny the Soviet Union any possible
gain from initiating a nuclear war,

Our military objectives to implement
this countervailing strategy include: (1)
the deterrence of a nuclear attack on the

Published 5% A SRAORHSe S BHESET B ons, 19 /ited States and its allics; (2) the,
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maintenance of cssential equivalence,
{3) the maintenance of both long-term
and crisis stability; and (4) the
prevencion of a Soviet victory in the
event deterrence fails.!! These
objectives become the starring point for
a more explicic determination of the
military requirements for our strategic
nuclear forces.

Force Choices. Once overall
military strategy and objectives are
derermined it is possible to assess our
ability to carry out that strategy given
the availability of forces and the
projected enemy threat. These
assessmenrs can take various forms,
from detatled analytical treatments of
opposing forces to a seasoned judgment
that intuitively integrates the nonquan-
tifiable factors of war. But whartever the
form, any force assessment should
somechow include the essential clements
of military objectives, threar and
available forces. Deficiencies identified
by the overall assessment are often
described in terms of military risks.
These risks may be reduced by judicious
selection of alternarive forces. Final
decisions about which forces to include
in the next Five Year Defense Program
are conditioned by fiscal and program
guidance thar is consistent with overall
national objectives. These decisions
may lead to an emphasis on improved
rcadiness at the expense of weapon
modernization, or on strategic forces
over additional general-purpose forces.
These choices are largely governed by
an assessment of the risk assumed by
naot investing in foregone opportunities,

The entire force choice process
should be dynamic in order to adapt to
changing conditions. Different force
planning elements are considered in
varying degrees both inside and ourside
of the Defense Department. By design,
the entire process must come together
at least once a year with the preparation
of rhe Five Year Defense Program.

is, ver, is not the final word, a
htt'}I)!?/l/sdlglta ccomnrfolgs usnwtche('dlg} 8l word, a5

Congress will modify the choices to
reflect the public and political moods of
the rime. Meadifications and supple-
mental budget changes are also
requested by the Services during the
year as necessary to meet unexpected
contingencies,

Lach of the force choice elements is
considered in more detail in the
following scctions.

Threat, A description of the threat is
an cssential element of any force
planning assessment, Threat assess-
ments can be global or regional,
immediate or future, nuclear or
conventional, and so on, depending on
the ground rules or assumptions, A
uscful organization of the threat
descriprion can be made in terms of
capabhilities, intentions and circum-
stances. linemy vulnerabilities can also
be added to chis lise.’2

Capahilitics refer o the physical
ability of a potential enemy to impose
its will on other nations. This can be
measured in six factors: (1) demograph-
ic; (2) geographic; (3} economic; (4) his-
torical-psychological-sociological; ($)
organizational-adminisceative; and (6)
military.’® The military capability of a
nation is often deseribed by the number
and quahty of weapons and armed forces
personnel, command and control
features, deployment parterns, readiness
level, mohilization ability, ctc.

Assessing the capability of military
forces can be exrremely difficult. A
simple accounting of the numbers and
types of farces is not always available,
and the cffectiveness of forces is not
:asily measured. For example, the
debate over ratification of SALT I has
cmphasized the problem of verifying
the numbers and cffectiveness of Soviet
srrategic nuclear weapons.

Important economic and political
factors are also difficulr to obtain and to
inrerprer. Communist countries, in
particular, conceal or purp()sefully
distore basic economic data thac is

nwc-review/vol34/iss1/5



52 NAVAL ' WARCOLLECE REVIER < e

commonly available in Western
nations. Economic and paolitical
problems are not freely reported in the
censored press. Recent projections by
the Ceatral Intelligence Agency of
potenrial cnergy and manpower
shortages in the Soviet Union are
important considerations, but are
difficule to assess with any degree of
certainty. '

Intenrions refer to what an enemy
plans ro do, such as initiating an accack.
Knowledge of anorher’s intentions is
considerably maore vague and uncertain
than is knowledge of capabilities.
Determination of intentions includes an
examination of the enemy’s national
interests, objectives and straregy. Justas
U.S. intentions are difficulr to assess, so
100 are enemy intentions difficult to
assess for many of the same reasons.
National leaders do not acticulate cheir
intentions unambiguously, nor do they
act consistently with their srated
intentions. Recent debate over
continuation of détente wirh the Soviet
Union has focused on Soviet intentions,
Is the Soviet Union using détente only
as a means o achieve world domina-
tion? Or does the Soviet Union seriously
desire peaceful coexistence wich the
Wesr?!?

Even when an cnemy has the
capability to threaten our vital interests,
and military action is the best available
option, ciccumstances may prevent him
from doing so. Sovier concern over rthe
actions of China weighs heavily in her
decision to initiate a NATO/Warsaw
Pact conflict. Whether or noc the
United Stares is tied down in major
operations in Korea, the Caribbean or
the Persian Gulf also influences that
decision. Circumstances can also causc a
nation with little hope of defearing
another nation to launch a military
atrack, The Japanese attack on Pearl
Harbor was motivared by Japan’s need
to preserve resource supplies and by the
U.S. war against Germany. Certainly
Japan alone could never expect to defeat

the United States. Another example of
the importance of circumstances
overriding concerns for military
capabilities was the 1973 Arab-Israeli
War. President Sadacof Egypt needed to
force a resumption of the negoriation
process with Istael and to demonstrate
some progress to the Egyptian people in
regaining rhe Sinai Peninsula. !¢

Although selected scenarios are
important tools in threat analysis, they
can casily be misused in planning
military forces. Optimizing forces to the
specifics of onc scenario may be
painfully disappointing if the enemy
selects an alternative approach rthat
capitalizes on our vulnerabilities. In the
1960s the United States adopted a
NATO scenario that assumed a 23-day
warning time for planning purposes.
Military planners soon treaved this
warning time as a rigid fact."”

Extreme positions should also be
avoided. There is a tendency to assume
the worst case by giving the enemy the
benefit of the doube. Military planners
tend to be conservative by assigning
higher effectiveness to enemy forces.
Also, heing intimately familiar with the
shortcomings and limirations of
fricndly forces, they tend to undervalue
those capabilities, Tn addition to
assessing the capabilities of the enemy,
its vulnerabilities should also be
identified. In this way opportunitics to
exploit them can be sought in the
overall defense scrategy. Offensive
measures can be identified to supplant
reactive and defensive ones that can
result from a preoccupation with enemy
strengehs and initiarives.

Available Forees, Another major
input to the continuing assessment
process is a description of the military
forces that would be available to engage
in future conflicts. These forces include:
(1) existing forces (active and reserve)
minus those char are scheduled for
retirement; (2) forces programmed to
become operational during the time of

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1981
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interesr; and {3) force contributions
that can be expected from our allies in
specific situations,

Existing forces provide a convenient
baseline to which additions and

‘deletions can be made. Given the
extended life and long procurement
leadtimes for many weapon systems
today, existing forces inevitably form a
major part of the force structure far into
the future. Force modernization choices
are actually made "on the margin” as
our force structure is not built from the
ground up each year. Thus, although
military strategy and objectives should
determine our selection of forces, it is
also true that existing forces largely
determine our overall strategy and our
ability to meet specific military
objectives.

Naval vessels in particular highlight
these realities. The aircrafe carrier
Vinron is entering the fleet in 1981, 8
years after the procurement decision
was made, and is expected to he in the
fleet until the year 2010, and possibly
until 2025 if subjected to a Service Life
Extension Program. It is interesting to
reflect on what the world sicuation will
be like in 2010 and to imagine how
Vinson will contribute to our security
requirements then. What naval steategy
will be developed to use carrier assets 30
or more years from now? Interestingly,
the aircraft carrier Midway is today
home-ported in Japan, the very country
it was designed to defeat 35 years ago.

Lxisting operational forces have
another cffect on our ahility o meet
the threar. The cost of manning,
aperating and maintaining them comes
at the expense of force modernization,
Thus, the balance between operating
existing forces to increase current
readiness and procuring new forces to
improve future capability is a key issue
on how limited resources are to he
spent each year.

The expected contribution of our
allies isa critically important element to

L()l)/-_aulc in how we allocate o
https: 1g1ta commons.usnwc.ed
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resources. However, it is something
over which we have less control, Allied
capabilities, intentions and circum-
stances should be taken into account.
Their national interests and objectives
come first, and it is only when those
interests and ohjectives are compatible
with our own that we can include allied
forces in the accomplishment of our
military objectives. For example, in
planning for a NATOQ/Warsaw Pact
conflict, should French forces be
included? Including France in assessing
the balance can alter the resules
significantly, particularly if the
comparison is based on manpower.'®
Also, what contributions can be
expected if Western access to Persian
Gulf oil or mineral resources is
threatened?

[n counting forces, only those forces
that can he expected to he hrought to
bear in a timely manner should be
included. This is an extremely difficulr
task owing to uncertainty in future
manpower and budget levels, allied
interests, state of force readiness,
deployment, and the duration of the
conflict. As with each step of the force
planning process, assumptions must be
made in order to deal with these
uncertainties in making the necessary
assessments.

Assessment. Force planning
assessments comprise a complex series
of analyses that consider the capabilities
of U.S. and allied forces to support the
national strategy when opposed by the
expected threat. The results of these
assessments are the identification of
deficiencies in available forces and the
indication of risks inherent in current
programs. These assessment exercises
serve as a basis for formulating changes
to the programmed forces. This
appraisal process leads to the decisions
that eventually reallocate funds among
the service programs within fiscal
guidelines. Deficiencies are corrected by
making incremental changes in aircraft,
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ship, tank and other procurement
programs. The revised programs are
then used as the basis for future foree
strucrure. '’

In making these assessments, defense
planners must consider what we want to
do (objective), how we plan to do 1
(strategy), what we are up against
(threan), and what is available o do it
({forces). Both qualitative and quantica-
tive assessments are uscful in compar-
ing opposing forces and stracegics.
Qualitative factors include such things
as leadership, training, morale, logistics,
intelligence, technology and initiacive,
Quantitative facrors include order-of-
battle, fircpower, mobility, survivabil-
ity, accuracy, range, weapons effects and
a host of other measurable quantitics.

In the analysts of quantitative facrors,
use is made of counting, modeling and
gaming, Counting the type and numbers
of opposing forces has limited use, but ts
a necessary first srep. Both static counes
and dynamic acerition methods are used.
Questions naturally arise concerning
wlhich forces should be counted,
whether comparisons should be
symmetrical (like forces) or asymmet-
rical (opposing forees), how can double
counting be avoided, how are organiza-
tional aspeces accounted for, how are
firepower and mobility differences
rreated, and how are variations of
strategy dealt with? Various techniques
and assumprions have been developed
to deal with these tssues. As anexample,
the Army uses the concept of Armored
Division Lguivalents (ADI) to scale
numerically the combar effectiveness of
different division structures.”?

Maodels of combat sicuations are used
to determine the ability of milicary
forces to carry out specific missions. The
cffectiveness of individual weapons and
tactics are tested. The analytical model
allows the analyst to extend the resules
of his investigation to complex
INLCractions among many weapon
systems. In effect, models reduce the
extremely complex nature of combat o

a relatively simple mathematical form,
While this can significantly enhance
one's understanding of rhe cause-effect
relationships involved, it can also mask
the true complexity and uncereainty that
will always exist in the reality of war,
Used with caution, however, analytical
models are indispensable aids to
assessing military capabilities.

War gaming is a systematic method
for studying milicary problems that
introduces the human deciston clement
into an assessment. A dictionary
definition of a war game is "a
simulation, by whatever means, of a
military operation involving two or
more opposing forees, conducted using
rules, dara and procedures designed
depice an actuad or assumed real life
situation.””’" Simulated warfare
provides a means of gaining experience,
rdentifying errors or shortcomengs, and
improving skills without paying che
penaltics of the real war, War games
provide valuable insight into the
capabilities and employment of planned
forces.

Political-military simulations can
establish che feastbility of various
strategics and test the ourcome of
particular scenarios, The effeerniveness
of postulated forces and deployment
pateerns can be cvaluated in chis
dynumic serring thae incorporates the
clements of mancuver, chance and
human limittions.

Of course, all forms of wur games are
not without cheir limitattons. Each play
of a game is only anc of many possible
sequences of events and decisions. The
face thar borh friendly and cnemy
forces are played by one side should
also give pause before conclusions are
drawn.

Throughout the assessment process
there s aiways the danger char the
limitations of key assumptions and
constraints will not be fully appreci-
ated. Subjective judgments are made in
the creation and application of all
quantitarive assessments, One musr not

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1981
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be swayed to equating the validity of the
outcome with the precision of the
tesults,

Deficiencies and Risk. Through
the qualitative and quantitative
asscssment of stratepgy, objectives,
forces and dhreat, deficiencies in our
force structuce and military strategy arce
identified. Insufficient numbers of
people or weapons, low combat
effecriveness or kill probability,
inadequate logistics clements, lugging
technological capabilities, or the
inability to move and sustain forces may
be identificd. The net result of chesce
deficiencies is that risks must he
assumed until improvements can be
made,

Risk can be broadly described as the
diffcrence berween desired ends
{militaty objectives) and what can be
achieved with available means (straregy
and forces). To choose military forces
effectively, tisks must be analyzed,
assessed and managed,

Risk analysis involves the identifica-
tion and quantification of faceors
affecting the desired outcome. In
particular, the probability of failure and
the conscquence of failure should be
analytically addressed if various levels of
risks arc to be assessed and managed.

Risk assessment should consider
what the overall implications are of the
identified deficiencies. How risks are to
be measurcd and described must also be
decided. Several alternarive measures of
risk include rapidity of success, ability to
conduct simultaneous cngagements,
and likelihood of success.?? [n cach casc,
the mcaning of “success” must be
defined. Risk asscssments higblighe
areas requiring actention in terms of
programming actions.

To minimize their effect, risks muse
also be managed. For crucial uncertain-
ties, additional information may be
soughrt to reduce them. Budgets may be
raised to lower the overall risk of failure.
Limited resources may be reallocated

Among mission arcas, acceptring
increased risks in some areas inorder to
reduce the risks in others, At the highest
level of planning, 2 nation may accept
higher levels of security tisks o uchieve
other political or social development
objectives.

Alernatives and Programmed
Forces. The final and most difficule
step in force planning is to select from
alternative forees the number, type and
mix of weapons systems and platforms
needed o correct deficiencies in our
forces and to minimize risks, keeping in
mind the requirement to maintain
balanced force levels and fiscal realism,
This is accomplished each year in the
preparation of the Five Year Defense
Program. This programmed force is
fiscally constrained but the hope is that
it fulfills the most critical aspects of the
national defense strategy.

The Planning, Programming and
Budgeting System (PPBS) is the formal
mechanism used by the Defense
Depurtment to establish the Five Year
Defense Program (FYDP). This
document lises how the defense budger
will be allocated over the nexe 5 years,
Although the FYDP is the end resule of
a long and involved process, it sbould
not be regarded as a definitive
sement of US. choices of military
forces for the future. The analysis and
debate, both public and internal,
surrounding the multitude of decisions
that shape future defense forces play a
significant role in force planning. Thus,
force programming should be thought
of in its larger contexe, involving the
Executive Department, Congress, the
media, academia and the American

puhlic.

Fiscal and Program Guidance,
The entire force planning process can
be viewed as a resource allacation
problem. The Five Year Defense
Programi is the resule of a long PPBS
cycle whose objective is to decide how
limited resources are w be allocated
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among competing ptiotities. An eatly
step in the PPBS cycle is the issuance of
fiscal, policy and programming
guidance by the Sectetary of Defense to
the militacy services in the form of the
Consolidated Guidance. This guidance
reflects the Administrarion's desired
priotities fot the coming yeat.

Five differcnt levels of tesource
allocation affect the amount and mix of
resources applied to defense,?® First,
there is consideration of the nation's
total resources and how they are to be
shared between the private and public
sectors. Concerns with inflation, slow
growth, unemployment, and budget
deficics have been the focus of debate at
this level during cthe 1970s.

The second level of resource
allocation occurs between defense and
social programs within the federal
budget. Competing economic, political,
and security objectives strongly
influence these resource allocation
decisions. Thus, defense planners must
articulate well their legitimate needs to
meet the nation's narional sccurity
objectives. It is also necessary that a
realistic appraisal be made of the future
availability of defense funds. Too often
defense plans assume budgets will rise
in the furure to correct current
deficiencies. A declining share of the
federal budget went to defense during
the early 1970s because of antiwar,
isolationist feelings and efforts to curb
inflation. Consequently, force moderni-
zation plans were continually shifted to
the later years of the Five Year Defense
Program. The mood of che nation as it
enters the 1980s appears more
conducive to considering a shift of
resources from nondefense to defense
programs, but the ensuing debate will
be long, arduous and uncertain in
outcome. The fiscal guidance given to
the Department of Defense is the result
of decisions made ar the above two
levels.

A third level of resource allocation
occurs when each Service’s share of the

defense budger is determined, Initial
shates ate given in che Consolidated
Guidance. Concetns ovet roles and
missions may sucface at this cime,
Changing defense priorities have an
important effect. The Catrer adminis-
tration’s emphasis on modernizing
srrategic nuclear and NATO forces
meant less resources for ochet
contingencies. This had its greatest
effect on Navy and Marine Corps
modernization effores. Recent concern
over unrest in the Greater Middle East
and a rapid deployment fotce capability
may prompt a reallocation of future
budger shares.

Within each Service a fourth major
resource allocation must be made
among each of the appropriation
accounts. Should funds be provided for
manpowet, operations and mainte-
nance to ensure current readiness? Or
should funds be provided for procure-
ment to implement force moderniza-
tion plans? In the early 1970s, the Navy
purposely cut in half the size of the fleet
in an effort to provide funds for
shipbuilding. During the later half of
the 1970s, the Army accepted reduced
manpower and material readiness to
pay for weapons procurement and
prepositioning of equipment for
NATO.

Finally, a fifth level of allocation
occurs when aleernative force choices
are made within the procurement
accounts of each Service. Should Army
divisions be light or heavy? Should the
Navy build a large number of small
carriers or fewer large carriers? Should
the Air Force procure air-launched
cruise missiles for an upgraded B-52 or
invest in a new manned penetrating

bomber?

Feedback and Iteration. This
description of the force planning
framework considered each element in
a step-by-step fashion, This is not meant
to imply thar force planning is a rigid
sequential process. In reality, elements
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are considered to various degrees by
different groups at different times.
Feedback and iteration exist atall levels.
Consideration of too many feedback
loops would complicate the diagram and
destroy the usefuiness of the frame-
work. Thus, only three feedback loops
are highlighted.

The heavy lines in the upper portion
of Figure 1 emphasize the need for
feedback and iteration in making
strategic choices. Military, political and
economic assessments may indicate the
need to revise the initial choice of
national strategy in order to satisfy the
national objectives. It may also be
necessary to review the national
objectives to ensure that more has not
been attempted than the available
resources, technology and forces can
accomplish.

The heavy lines in the lower portion
of Figure 1 emphasize the need to
reassess the ability of available forces to
carry out the desired military objectives
after programmed forces have been
added. Alternarive forces can be
evaluated in order to determine the
most cost-effective choice.

Finally, the assessment element
forms the link between strategic and
force choices. The limitations or
deficiencies of a military strategy may
become apparent only after forces have
been chosen to carry it our. Where a
strategy-force mismatch exists, either
the forces must be increased, the
strategy revised, or the objectives
lowered.

Conclusion. This article presents an
organized framework for choosing
defense forces. As such, it is intended to
serve as a useful starting potnt for the
consideration of complex force
planning issues. Political, bureaucratic
and organizational facrors often obscure
the important rational elements of force
planning decisions. In light of a growing

Soviet military threat and increasing
competition for scarce resources,

FRAMEWORK 57

choosing the best defense forces is more
crucial now than ever before. Cur
margin for error is shrinking,
demanding that precise and thorough
consideration be given to the key
elements of force planning,

Because of the complexities invoived
in force planning and the numerous
uncertainties that make precise
evaluation difficult, clear-cut choices are
seldom achieved. Ceonsequently, the
final programming decisions are often
made in an atmosphere of polirtical
bargaining and organizational advocacy.
It is incumbent upon those involved in
national defense to have some rational
approach for considering the numerous
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force planning elements in order to addition, it is essential that they be able
make timely and informed judgments to communicate those issues to the
on complex force choice issues. In American public clearly and concisely.
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