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THE MILITARY PLANNING PROCESS:
HUMAN IMPERFECTIONS IN ITS APPLICATION

Decisionmaking systems have the tendency to take on the character of their
leader, and the military planning process is no exception. In the author's research and
experience, he has found four personality disorders in planners that he characterizes
as the “Srmoker,” the “In and Outer,” the “Worrisr," and the “Cowboy.” An
understanding of these syndromes can be important to both the commander and to
the development of sound plans.

An article prepared
by
Lieutenant Commander Charles W, Cullen, U.S. Navy

All men are liable to crror: and
most men are, by passion or inter-
est, nnder Lemptation to it,

John Locke

Homo sapiens and the military com-
mander—semirecognized  subspecics—
have throughont history felt the need
for Lools and devices to assist them in
solving problems. Man has sought assis-
tanee thal would enable himn to deline
and project his scheme of things into a
fnture state of affairs. The necd is
clernal hecanse mau, as a reasoning
animal, has a host of bad habits which
lend, with depreseing regularity, Lo
ereate significant diffcrences belween
the real world aud his imagined world,
Tt would take more than these pages to
properly sympathize with thiz regret-
table state of affairs; but rather, let ns
merely recognize the frailly of maun’s
reasoning powers as the starting point

and rationale for this discussion of the
military planning process.

One importanl poinl warrants cm-
phasis at the oultset—that is, even the
prudent nsc of the military planning
process will not assure one of snceess.
Perhaps this suggests that, like imperfect
man, Lhe tools he uses arc also im-
perfeel. In any ease, no argument has
ever been made that one cannot fail,
using lhe planning process, The com-
mander iu possession of a beautiful plan
rigorougly dralted in strict accordanee
with the planning process is simply not
asaured vielory.

What we ean state is that the military
planning process has proven extremely
helpful to commanders over the years.
Tt has minimized his mistakes by pro-
viding a systematic method of strue-
luring an analysis within the limits of
available and reliable information. This
is saying a great deal if you ponder the
environment in which the commander
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must plan and operate. This, then, is Lthe
planning process” only claim Lo fame
and the only reason Lhatl il has been
nurlurecd and langht al the Naval War
College.*

The military planning process can be
deseribed as a logic syslem, [L is a
theoretical construet thal can be trans
lated into the abstract forma and
symbols Lhal would rekindle the hearls
of Aristolle, Aquinas, Von Nenman, and
Morgenstern, 1 would notl recommend
the exercise as Lhe process is demanding
enough as il is. It would demaonstrate,
however, that the estimale of the situa-
tion lends itself 1o formal and symbolic
logic beeause it is 2 model for handling
ideas. The planning process functions
independently of the arguments to
which it is applied. In other words, the
form is incidental to the substanee of
the analysig,

While the system does provide order,
this is certainly no rteason to supposce
that it will be used in an orderly
manner, [ecisionmaking systems have
the tendency Lo take on the character of
the leader, and the military planning
process is no execplion.

From my vanlage point as a reviewer
of hoth actual opcrational and student
estimates and the respeclive dircelives,
the greatest single problem in the use of
the planning process is the failure ol the
commander Lo eonducl an analysis. This
sonnds pretty basic, but it happens. The
failure to conduct an analysis is respon-
sihle for more nnsatisfactory dircetives
than any other gingle cause. If you take
the term “analysis” and look it up in
your Funk and Wagnalls, you will die-
cover that in order to condnel an
analysis you must break down a con-
ceptnal  whole  into  understandable

*Far a furiher discussion of the history of
the military planning process, see Charles W.
Cullen, “Yrom the Kriegsacademie to the
Naval War College: the Military Planning
Process,” Naval War College Review, January

1970, p. 618,

parts, In the military planner’s frame of
reference, thal means breaking down
the wmission, which is a conceplnal
whole, into understandable parls: objee-
tives, physical objeetives, nccessary as-
sumplions, cnemy capabilities, own
courses of action, lask organizalion, and
many others.

As a proper analysis progresses, Lhe
commander and his staff should be able
lo view the whole problem with in-
creasing preeision and accuracy—whal
they are going to do, when, for how
long, and with what units. The problem
is that there is an almost natural reti-
cence on the part of commanders, and
of man in general, to conduct disci-
plined analyses. It is hard work,

I the development of this paper 1
have cast certain recognizable planning
Lypes into four deseriplive roles, for the
simple reason that while the selection of
officers to fill ataff billets is a job of
officer personnel assignment, the role
that these officers play is largely a
funclion of their training, experienee,
and personal style, 1 want Lo make it
cxplicitly clear that in portraying these
personal planning disorders I have pnr-
poscly cast these slercotypes in exag-
geration, Some of these characleristics
exist in all of us, this writer notwith-
standing. In an examination of this type
the reader will, hopefully, benefit
through personal  introspeetion.  Less
productively, he may [ind some good
furr in filling these roles with worthy
contemporaries for whom the role is,
quile naturally, not an cxaggeration.

The first characterization I would
like to make is the Smoker. What arc
the symptoms of the Smoker? First of
all, 1 can tell yon that the Smoker
invented  the “by-car™ method of
planning, a method diametrically op-
posed to the systematic analysis of a
situation. There are simplistic planning
situations where the commander ean
simply play the events as they unfold.
The problem is that such situations arc
hard to recognize at the outsel. Further-
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more, one’s judgment in this regard ean
be unduly biased by a number of past
successes, small though they may he,
The by-car planner finds himsell mneh
in the position of the amaleur musician
who has achieved some small amount of
sticeess wilhoul the diseipline of learn-
ing Lo read music,. When asked 1o
perform a complex picee of masic al
first wight, he finds hinself anprepared
for snch a prolessional task,
1. Mission and its analysis
2. Considerations affecting possible courses

of action
3. Analysis of opposing courses of action

a, enemy capabilities

b. own courses of action

c. analysis of opposing courses of action
4. Comparison of own courses of action
5. Decision

Fig. 2—Estimets of the Situstion

One symptom ol the Smeoker is
readily identifiable and can serve as a
checkpoinl  for you in your own
planning or in reviewing the planning of
others, You can tell when a planner is
Mowing smoke, as it were, by taking a
hard look at his retained own eourses of
aclion, I you find that his awn eourse
ol action staiements are but a rewording
ol the mission statement assigned by his
superior, you can conclnde with some
confidence that no analysis has been
conducted, let us assume Lhat the
commander’s mission states that he is to
put lo sea with his force and sink
submarines lor purposes of interest Lo
his superior, 1f, alter laboriously reading
pages and pages of his estimate of the
situation you discover that thie com-
mander’s decision states thal he will pul
to sea and sink submarines, you have
amse Lo doubl the depth of the analy-
sis, Upan reinvestigation of this hypo-
thetical example, you may lind that the
decision stalement and mission slale-
ment are exaclly the same, although the
commander was nol given a predeler-
mined course of action. The conelusion
to be drawn in this case is that, despile
all the smoke, you do not know any

more by reading  the  commander’s
eourses of action and his decision Lthan
you id when you lirst examined his
superior’s dircctive. In shorl, nothing of
substance has heen done. This does not
necessarity mean Lthat the commander
and hig stall have not produced reams
ol information. [t means that they have
nol investigaled the siluation for the
purpose of drawing conclusions, The
comemander  simply  has not  broken
down his mission into understandable
terms. He inay have as many as three
tentalivie own courses of action thal say
more or less the same thing, He may
sprinkle each concept for cach eourse of
action with a few cliches and superla-
lives, but for all practical purposes they
will he identical.

Another checkpoint of a Smoker’s
work, or the lack of it, s evident in
examining the concepts that are dralted
during the estimate of the situation with
regard Lo lentative own courses ol
aclion. One cannol posit au own eourse
ol aclion on an a priori basis. A course
ol action must have a coneepl of opera-
tions Lo supporl the actions proposed.
The Smoker’s coneept will always be
vague and void of Lime and distance
lactors. No elfective military planner
can come Lo grips with a military
operalion without lalking in terms of
time and distance and real world con-
straints. The Smoker prefers to ignore
these constraints and Lo move about, by
BOINEC mysturiuus power yel nncluar, ina
world  of  wish  Talfillment, As  his
planning progresses, he becomes more
and more conlused. The Smoker’s plan
continues to grow until the very last
syllable is typed. Oftentimes he ean be
found looking over the yeoman’s
shoulder as it is being worked up, trying
to eompose the (inal nuances of the
plan that will satisly him. Oftentimes,
after developing two or three courses of
action in his own way, he will choose Lo
make a decision which will start with
own course of action number 1 and

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol24/iss3/7
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then progress through own course of
action number 2 and own course of
action number 3, He is so imprecise that
he is unable to make a deeision, He has
become a victim ol his own rhetoric.

Finally, you will recognize the
Smoker’s cllorts by his smoke and
hatfle-gab. Some witty burcaucrat col-
lected the Smoker’s tools in the follow-
ing “Balfle-Gab Thesaurus,™

the military planning process slructures
rather than limits thought. 1 will admit
that invariably there is room for a
degree ol justified impatience. There
will be Llimes when the planner will feel
that the entire mililary planning process
is ill suited for Lhe situation. Indced, a
knowledgeable planner, pressed  with
events that are moving at a rapid pace,
should he able Lo move ahead without

A B G

() Integrated Management Options

1) Total Organizational Flexihility
2) Systematized Monitored Capability
3) Parallel Reciprocal Mabhility
4) Functional Digital Programing
5) Responsive Logistical Coneept
6) Optional Transitional Time-phasc
7) Synchronized [neremental Projection
8) Compatible Third-generation Hardwarc
9y Balanced Policy Contingeney

You can choose any three-digit num-
ber, crank it into the thesaurus, and
come up with instant nonsense. Number
155, for example, yields Total Logistical
Coneept, which means absolulely noth-
ing. The Smoker wraffics in these por-
tentous words; he is a rhetorical ex-
tremist, Unfortunately, eliches and su-
peelatives are anathema to the whole
concepl of plauning in a realistic
mannet, Theie presenee in a directive,
cspecially in the concept annex, is
usually inversely proporticnal to the
amount of thought that went into the
planning.

The uext distinetive stereotype 1
would like Lo discuss cau be named the
In and Outer. This architect whisks in
aud ont of the military planning process
at will. Actually, “at will” is loo flatter-
ing, becanse the motive of this move-
ment is as emotional as it is ralional,
Impatience with the system is his major
vice. The In and Outer fails Lo see that

*“Baifle-Gab Thesaurus,” Time, 13 Sep-
tember 1960, p. 22.

damaging the resulls of his analysis, I'or
the student planner, not yel formally
introduced Lo the proecess, such abhre-
viations, often born out of impaticnee
rather than crisis, invariably lead to
uumerous errors and uncontrolled leaps
of illogic.

The In and Outer, possibly beeause
of his impatience with the planning
process, is often misled by the terms
used in the process. The planning proe-
ce8 18 technical in Lhe sense thatl many of
its lecrms bear specifie meanings and
subtle distinetions. The distinetion be-
tween objectives and physical objec-
tives, the need for the mission stalement
to contain both a task and purpose, or
the uses and possible misuses of assump-
tions and cnemy capabilities all musl he
carefully studied il the terms are Lo he
applied in their preseribed context.

Another problem often faced by the
In and Outer is fonnd in the third slep
of the estimate of the situalion, the
analysis of opposing courses of action.
This step is admitledly difficult. The In
and Outer and his staff usnally cover

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1971 5
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quile adequately the first step ol the
cstimate, the mission and its analysis,
and the second step of Lhe eslimale,
congiderations that might afleet possible
courses of action. However, almost in-
variably he broaches over the third step
of the analysis—analysis of opposing
courses of action, The precise reason is
not clear, but, quite possibly, it is
simply hecause the third step is difficalt
work. Having skipped the third step of
the analygis, which i the very heart of
the entire military planning process, his
planning  continues erratically through
the final two steps. Yet he somchow
manages to come up with a course of
action which he declares is a decision.

Because of his inattention o the
estimate of Lhe situation and because he
and his stall do not have a solid
understanding of the precise lerms that
arc uged in the system, it comes as no
surprisc that the In and Outer usually
lacks the foundation nccessary for the
development ol planning schedules, Tt
would be an exaggeration to state that
the malitary planning process is [ollowed
step-by-step in actual planning situa-
tions throughout the allied world, hut [
can stipulate that flag officers directing
force and fleet stalls today think and
traffic in Llerms of cucmy capabilitics,
own courses ol aclion, and the other
conceplual eonstituents of the military
planning  process. When a commander
states that he wants intelligenee esti-
mates on encmy capabilitics, his intelli-
genee people know exaetly what he is
talking about. When the Chiel of Staff
and the Operations Officer are informed
that they should delineale some tenta-
live own courses of action, they Lloo
know precisely whal is expeeted of
them. The In and Outer who does not
give the planning process and its sys-
Lemalic  uspeets  any  scrious  con-
sideration has no basis for a planning
schedule in that these terms are not
understood by hir or his stall,

Another stereotype you should mect
is the Worrier. His great [ailing in life is

that he cannot understand the mission
and its implications. Unlike the prob-
lems ol the Smoker, who perhaps does
nol possess the requisite mental acuity
to appreciale a problem, the mistakes of
the Worrier are more  cleary  in-
excusable, Students who read the litera-
ture on military planning are conlinu-
ally alerted to the important fact that
the sitnational analyses must be mission
oricnted, 1L is a wise praclice for a
planner to write his mission in bold
letters and keep it before him and his
staff throughout the planning process,
The more complicated the scenario, the
longer the planning cycle, the more
people  that  become involved, the
greater is the lendeney Lo lose sight of
the mission, Il the eommander and his
stall do not have a erystal-clear coneep-
tion of the mission in precise and
definite terms, they are going Lo become
Worriers.

The Worrier  has  great  difficulty
getting through the sccond step of the
estimate of the sitnation, the considera-
tions allccting the possible courses of
action, It is here that the commander
and his stall must examine the general
and fixed faclors thal may affect his
operations, Also, the commander and
his stafll examine relative combat power,
the pumbers and organic characteristics
of the fighting forees opposed. A
thorough mission analysis is essential of
the commander is to aceurately judge
what information is relevant to this step
ol the estimate, The commander has at
his disposal today so much data that it
defies reading, much less comprehen-
sion. While his communications eenler is
receiving information by the page per
seeond, the computer in the back room
is pouring forth reams of printout, What
is relevant” The judgment must be based
on an understanding ol the nission,
what the laks are, and what one’s
position is in relation to his operational
pecrs and his superior. The Worrier, not
appreciating  this, doces nol have the
courage to lurn off the information

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol24/iss3/7
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faucet and get on with his cstimate. As a
resnlt, he entertaing encyclopedic con-
cerns.

The mission and its analysis will
enable you to wade through a pool of
information rtather than drown in an
ocean of it. The decision as to how
much rescarch must be done will always
be difficult, Beware, however, of apply-
ing Parkinson’s Law to this cndeavor
and expanding your investigation to fill
the time available. If the commander is
not surc what information is relevant
and the staff is looking hither and yon,
he had best go back and recxamine the
mission and its analysis to determine
again whether the intelligence ball is
being properly inflated or stuffed.

The Worrier also has difficulty in
testing his own courscs of aclion be-
cause of his lack of focus. Own courses
of action, once established, should be
tested for smitability, feasibility, and
acceplability. The Worrier does not
grasp his mission and oftentimes will
pProposc courses of aetion that are not
suitable, As the very definition of suita-
bility is that the coursc of aetion will,
by itself, accomplish the mission, such a
failing is not surprising.

For cxample, given the taks of pro-
viding antisubmarine warfare support to
a earricr group and an underway replen-
ishment group in separate waters, a
commander may come up with a course
of action which indicates that he will
conduct offensive operations in support
of the carrier and, time permitting, help
protect the replenishment group, Upon
questioning his rationale we learn that
the carrier is obviously more important,
therefore should reccive support on a
priority basis, However, upon examina-
tion of the superior’s directive we note
clearly that neither of the tasks assigned
to the commander were given priorily.
The eoursec of action suggested, there-
fore, is of questionable suitability.

Another symptom of the Worrier is
his demonstrated capacity to plan at the
wrong level. This is caused by his failure

Published by U.S. Naval War College Digital Commons, 1971

1o underatand his mission in relation to
others. Assume that our commander is
onc of numerous group commanders in
the overall operation. He has becn
tasked with the responsibility of sup-
porting only two of the seven task
groups. The superior’s directive indi-
cates that this commander has no re-
sponsibilities toward the other task
groups in the operation, Again his rolc is
that of antisubmarine warfare. The
Worrier begins by rushing through the
misgion and its analysis and then
plunging headlong into the factors af-
fecting possible courses of aetion, We
then observe that hc is progressing at
glacial spced. His assessment of cnviron-
mental faetors and relative combat
power becomes encyclopedic. Yet he
somchow manages to set down encmy
capabilitics which he thinks are relevant.
The Worrier corrcetly notes that the
cnemy has the capability of destroying
all friendly forces. He therefore sets thia
down as an cnemy capability without
rcalizing that it is too broad, First of all,
the commander is not responsible for all
friendly forces. He is only responsible
for so much of them as he has been
assigned by his superior. In short, this
would be a relevant enemy capability
for his superior, but it is not a relevant
one for him. He is planning at too high a
level.

There is an insidious clement here
that one must remember, Beeause of the
cireumstances deseribed  above, the
Worrier tends to draft unduly conscrva-
tive plang. In somc eases he loses all
spirit and anticipation for the action.
Planning at too high a level, the Worrier
as a commander views his asscts as
impotent against the enemy’s overall
capability, Thus, rather than defining
cncmy capahilitics strictly in terms of
their dircet impact on his mission, the
Worrier sces himself as the target of all
of the capabilitics of the cnemy in all
arcas, As a result, the Worrier has a
deeided tendency to be overcautious,
Encmy capabilitics must have a dircet
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impact on your mission or they do not
belong in your estimate.

Lastly, we have that individual who
is best characterized as the Cowboy. To
avoid becoming a Cowboy, one must
reccognize and control bias both in one’s
sell and in one’s stall, The art of war is
so complicated today that regardless of
how much experience one has or how
senior one is, it is impossible ta have
across-the-hoard expertise in all fields of
warfare. We are expert cither in one
phase of warlare or in another. This is
nol bad as long as we recognize it The
problem is that there are many planners
who do not recognize it. They are
biased cither knowingly or unknow-
ingly.

The symptoms ol the Cowboy are
not oo diffienlt to spot, but they are
difficult to remove. Virst of all, in his
estilale of the situation, the Cowboy
will come up with only one or two own
eourses of action when others are obvi-
ous and relevanl. For example, to use
our antisubmarine warfarc commander
again, his assels might cousist ol a
carrier, a flock of fixed wing and heli-
copter aircraft, a school of destroyers,
and a large pack of nuclear subma-
rines—in short, a formidable group, Our
Cowboy planner, however, will whisk
through the estimate and deeide that
this operation is going lo be, in its
entircty, a show lor the nuclear subma-
rines, his favorite weapon, [le antici-
pates no serious problems.®

The commander’s reasoning lor all
this ig that he sces the enemy as being
incapable  of destroying his [avorite
weapon system, For the Cowboy, this
tdea is unthinkable. Our hero is there-
fore inclined to rapidly skip over enemy
capabilities and own courses of action
and indeed the entire estimate of the
situation. [le moves as quickly as pos-
sible into developing his plan, specili-

*The earrier and the destroyers will pro.
Lleet themselyes while his subwarines deliver
the coup de groee.

cally the writing of his favorite annex,
whiclt nnght be air operations, subma-
rine operalions, or cruising instructions.

Not uulike the Worrier, the Cowboy
also has a tendencey Lo plan at the wrong
level, In his case the level is often too
low rather than too high, The resulis are
twolold: the cstimate is weakened be-
cause  enemy  capabilitics and  own
courses ol action are too conflined and
oo constrained, ond, in the develop-
ment  of the plan, a commander
planning al too low a level cannot help
hut encroach upon his subordinates’
legitimate arcas of decisionmaking.

Our Cowbaoy also runs into problems
when Lesling own courses of action lor
suitubility, feasibility, and acceptability.
Suitability is usually not a problem,
Unlike the Worrier, the Cowboy usually
has an excellent grip on his mission, The
problem is that he cannot entertain
imaginative  ways ol carrying it out.
Feasibility is not seen as a matter of
degree. For him a course of action is
feasible without question. e i3 not
introspective enough to compare  the
feasibility of several different courses of
action,

The Cowbay also cannol adequately
examine hig courses of action for ac-
ceplability, When he puts forth a course
of action which is judged by his su-
periors to be unaceeptable, he becomes
quile emotional about it. With hurt
feclings and an indignant manner, he
wants to be told why he eannot nse any
or all of his assets in any way he
chooses. The Cowboy shrugs off the
constraints that limit actions in the real
world. He simply does not understand
the paramcters that have been given to
him,  For that rcuson his proposed
courses of action are often unaceept-
able, cither on  political grounds or
simply because the military action pro-
posed is not appropriate, Tt is not the
best that could be done, and this is one
ol the tests [or acceptability, The st
and most important question that you
st ask yoursell when completing the
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estimate is, “ls this the best that 1 can
do?” For the Cowbay it is the best that
he would like Lo do, bnt this is not the
same. The meaning of acceptability and
its implications in the broader sense are
the cause of the Cowboy’s lament.

Within our system of government the
world will always be defined by others
regardless of our rank or position in the
military. This is a rather bhasic faet, but
it has profound repereussions, It is
incumbent on cach and cvery one of us
as military commanders Lo devise
imaginative plans that aceept all limita-
lions imposcd by our superiors, cither
civilian or military. Therefore, the con-
strainls on planning, identified in the
first step of the cstimate, bear heavily
on one’s tests for aceeptahilily,

While these constraints may change
over a period ol time, il is never
acceptable to cast your basic or primary
plan on a presumption that changes will
take place or will be made in time hy
yonr superior. If they are nol, you will
be lelt with no plan at all. That leaves
the Cowboy with bnt one personal
course of action: to return to his cabin
and wait for his reliel, In hrief, il is our
duly to perlorm within the defined
paratnclers, Our challenge is to do so
creatively and with imagination. In the
interval, our responsihility may or may
not be to seck change.

OI course, lo assure preparedness,
alternate and contingeney plans arc al-
ways drafled based on assnmptions Lhat
key aspects of the general situalion will
chauge or Lhal specific constraints on
current. planning will be lifted or im-
poscd. These necessary and vital enlee-
prises ate apart and distinel rom Lhe
Cowboy’s world.

I have painled the Cowboy in ex-
treme. Nonetheless, in degrees he exists
in all of us. Recognize him. We all must
take Socrales” diclum Lo hearl, “Know
thysell.” And, as Aristollc prohably
added when ttoring Alexander: “Know
they staff.”

These - then are the slercolypes

against which we musl guard: Lhe
Smoker, who fclt that the discipline of
the process with its rules and models
inhibited his genius for rhetorie; the In
and Outer, who flailed to sec Lhat the
planning process structures rather than
limits thonght; the Worrier, who saw his
mission in Llerms of taking on all the
bnrdens of this world; and the Cowboy,
who could nol limit himself to accepl-
able options. Fach, in his own way,
denics the nolion thal a commander, as
a decisionmaker, can rationally examine
a prohlem, that he can do 8o without
being a slave to his prejndices, and that
he can coustrnet a cogenl framework
for action. This is an idea at least as old
as Socrates,

¥ X K X ¥ WX

I would like to disenss three addi-
tional pitfalls that portend grave danger
lo the planner. First is the prohlem of
cnemy capahilities and cnemy inten-
tions, Yon recall that only two criteria
may be weighed in considering ¢nemy
capabilitics. These are: can the enemy
carry out the aclion, and will thal
action, if carried out, directly affeei
your mission? If so, the encmy capabili-
tics sbould be rctained and carried
forward for urther analysis. L is al this
point thal the military planner arranges
Lhe list of retained enemy eapabilities in
their order of probability. This is done
on Lhe basis of apparent enemy inten-
tions. Yon arc warned in almost all
applicalde  planning publications that
dealing in cnemy intentions can he a
very dangerons practice. 1L is nonethe-
less a nceessary efforl, in that limited
resonrees available Lo the communder
and the [ovees opposed demand choices
of priorilics. For the commander’s own
forces Lhese resources are known, bul of
the enemy Lhey can only be estimated
or deduced, Bul in both eascs they must
be made,

The pitlall is not in dealing in enemy
intentions, per se, but rather in con-
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fusing cnemy intentions with encmy
capabilitics. The most disastrous nis-
take that you as a military planner cau
make—the In end Outer, the Worrier,
Cowboy, and Smoker nolwithstanding —
is Lo overlook an enemy capability or Lo
reject a relained enemy capability solely
on the grounds of what you belicve the
encmy might do, Do nol miss an enemy
capability. 1f it affects your mission,
you musl relain it. List it low in
probability if your intelligence estimates
warranl i, but do not diseard il.

The adjustment in your plan to cover
an unlikely enemy capability may be
quile incidental. For example, the
cnemy may have the capability of
gorlicing 2 small minc foree Lo mine a
cerlain strail of intcrest to you, Your
intelligenee  indications arc  that the
chance of his doing this is remolte. Still
be could do it, and if he did, it would
affect the execution of your plan. You
can simply decide to have some lone-
some pilol reconnoiter the cnemy’s
anchored mine force every few days lo
see what they are up to during the
operation. By this means you have
covered the capability. If you discard
the enemy capabilily, you will not have
your air reeconnaissance and may there-
fore find enemy mines where they
“weren’t supposed 1o be,”

While this example is very basic, the
principle holde al all levels of planning,
To avoid error, the number of relained
cnemy capabilitics must remain fixed
throughout the discussion of cnemy
intentions. Only the ordering of the
relained enemy capabilitics may be in-
flucnced by c¢nemy intentions. This is
truc regardless of how convinced you
might be of the accuraey of your erystal
ball,

The Worrier is perhaps least likely to
he unduly swayed by enemy inlentions
or by constraints in planning that move
onec lo view the cnemy intentions
optimistically. It would be poor counsel
lo cnjoin you to be Worriers, however.
Rather be a liscal wizard and exploit

your intelligence, bul always be a Capa-
hilitics Man.

Another error sitnation has Lo do
wilh aggressive estimales and conserva-
live plans and may be labeled the
Tiger/Lamb Syndrome. [ have found
that the true eolors of the commander
are flown in the task organization. You
will recall in the development of the
plan, after the estimale of the situation
has been completed, the commander
sels forth those tasks Lo be accom-
plished and designates what units are Lo
accomplish them and what organiza-
tional structure they are lo operale
within. 1t is inleresling Lo contrast the
decisions made at this lale slage of the
planning process with the conclusions
made carlice in the cstimale of the
situation with regard Lo relalive combal
power. For an example, lel us use again
the commander planning lor antisub-
marine warfare operations, The task
organization indicates Lthal nine of 12
destroyers have been assigned solely to
the carrier. Yet, in his dircclive we nole
that the tasks assigned to the destroyers
arc to provide ASW protection to the
earrict  and conduel offensive ASW
operations, bul we see nine ships dedi-
caled Lo screen the carricr. Such an
arrangementl may be both appropriale
and aggressive in some cases, while in
others it may nol be. One can [ind oul
very quickly by reviewing, if you have
aceess Lo lhis commander’s estimate of
the situation, If allocation of forces
assigned to cach task is appropriale, you
can expeet to find the relative combat
power assessmenl in Lhe commander’s
estimate of the situation to indieate that
the ¢nlire operation is marginal, that the
enemy has considerable offensive sub-
marine capability, and that the com-
mander himsell must therefore assume a
defensive position. Or you might dis-
cover in examining the comimander’s
mission and ils analysis that eertain
conslrainls  on  planning have been
placed upon him by his superior, For
instance, he is dirceted to proteet the
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carrier at all costs, regardless of the
present threat. If one of these is not the
case, we have some cause to conclude
that the commander is more concerned
about protecting the carrier than he is
about sinking submarines.

In the military, consistency is not
necessarily a virtue. However, we can
expect that if the estimate was thorough
and the plan was developed on the
conclusions made in the estimate, a
correlation between the tasks assigned
to the subordinates, the concept of
operations, and the relative combat

Many exceptions may come to mind,
but, as a check on your own planning, if
you were a Liger when conducting your
estimate of the situation and a lamb in
tasking your organization, you have
cause for reflection and reappraisal.

The final pitfall concerns the accept-
ability of risks. As military com-
manders, our great burden in life is that
we are always planning in a conflict
situation. You have, therefore, an auto-
matic enemy capability the minute you
begin your planning cycle. That is, the
enemy always has the capability of
damaging or destroying your force. Not
all of the multiple threats of the enemy,
however, must be met directly. Careful
analysis of your mission, your role in
relation to your superior and other peer
commanders, as well as a careful assess-
ment of relative combat power, are
essential. The tendency of the Cowboy
to meet every threat head on should be
avoided. For example, given the task to

proceed through hostile waters to a
certain area and upon arrival to conduct
shore bombardmenl, movement into the
objective area in such a manner as to
invite the attention of the enemy might
be dramatic and bold, but foolish. The
first task of the commander is to get his
forces into the objective area where
they can carry out their mission and to
get them there in fighting trim. In short,
there is no virtue in bleeding early. Or as
General Patton repuledly noted, “No
bastard won a war by dying for his
country, He won it by making the other
poor dumb bastard di¢ for his country.”

And really, that is what the military
planning process is all about.
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No military leader is endowed by heaven with an ability to
seize the initiative. It is the intelligent leader who does so
after a careful study and estimate of the situation and
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Mao Tse-tung: On Guerrilla War, 1937
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