b4

§§SSONS FROM
F/G 1973 NL

3

AND/R-3383-USD

Sy

hi

3

M
‘ A
UNCLASSIFIED MDA9

J

AD-A172 S@3 ;




————

| O & iz

2 £
- 40

“m T =

= I

1.6

N
On

I

L2 e

'CROCOPY RESOLUTION TEST CHART
NATIONAL BUREAU OF STANDARDS-1963-A




—

Improving the NATO
Force Planning Process

AD-A172 505

Lessons from Past Efforis

James C. Wendt, Nanette Brown

“-t? :i AT “ ih . "..' %:
- 0CT 2 1986 - ” ;’:
L2

for public roirae and aler its A
dlsi mq icn 5 unamed

J—
[ This do-u ‘v"fﬁ 1,13 been gppre .4

A Report from
The RAND Strategy Assessment Center

QT FILE CORY




The research described in this report was sponsored by the Office
of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy under a Federally
Funded Research and Development Center relationship with the
Office of the Secretary of Defense, Contract No. MDAY0O3-85 ¢
0030.

Library of Congress Cataloging in Publication Data

Wendt, James C., 1944-
Improving the NATO force planning process.

“Prepared for the Office of the Under Secretary ot
Detense for Policy.”

“R-3383-UsDP."

“June 1986."

Bibliography: p.

1. North Atlantic Treaty Organization- Armed Forces.
2. Warfare, Conventional. 3. Military planning  Europe.
I. Brown. Nanette, 19558- . 1I. Rand Curporation.
HI. United States.  Office of the Under Secretary of
Defense for Policy. V. Title.
UA646.3. W46 1986 3557031091821 %667 41
ISBN 0-8330-0715-7

The Rand Publication Series: The Report is the principal
publication documenting and transmitting Rand’s major
research findings and firal research results. The Rand Note
reports other outputs of sponsored research for general
distribution. Publications of The Rand Corporation do not
necessarily reflect the opinions or policies of the sponsors of
Rand research.

Published by The Rand Corporation

[)




S e

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF THIS PAGE (When Date Entered)

REPORT DOCUMENTATION PAGE BER O O O kM

! REPORY NUMBER

2. GOYT ACCESSION NO.| 3. RECIPIENT'S CATALOG NUMBER
R-3383-USDP ﬂb-ﬂ/’yz. ﬁﬂ

4. TITLE (and Subtitle) S. TYPE OF REPORT & PERIOD COVERED

Improving the Nato Force Planning Process: Interim
Lessons from Past Efforts

6. PERFORMING ORG. REPORT NUMBER

7. AUTHOR(a) ] 8. CONTRACT OR GRANT NUMBER(a)
James C, Wendt, Nanette Brown

MDA903-85~-C~0030

10, PROGRAM ELEMENT, PROJECT, T ASK
9. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION NAME AND ADDRESS AREA & WORK UNIT NUMBE RS
The Rand Corporation
1700 Main Street

Santa Monica, CA 90406
Lf 11. CONTROLLING OFFICE NAME AND ADDRESS 12, REPORT DATE
Under Secretary of Defense June_ 1986
for Polic 13. NUMBER OF PAGES
y 42

Washington, DC 20301
4. MONITORING AGENCY NAME & ADORESS(If different from Controlling Office) | 1S. SECURITY CL ASS. (of this report)

Unclassified

15a. DECLASSIFICATION/DOWNGRADING
| SCHEDULE

6. DISTRIBUTION STATEMENT (of this Report)

Approved for Public Release; Distribution Unlimited

17. DISTRIBUTION STATEMENT (of the abstract entered in Block 20, it dil{terent trom Report)

- No Restrictions

18. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES

19 KEY WORDS (Continue on reverse side 1/ necessary and identity by block number)

Military Force Levels
Military Planning
NATO

20 ABSTRACT (Continue on reverse side I necessery end identily by block number)

see reverse side

DD , 3% 1473

n SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF THIS PAGE !When Dete Entered)

~
mnitbifess—




SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF THIS PAGE(When Date Entered)

Since the early 1970s, various initiatives
have been made to improve the NATO defense
planning process. This report examines
some of these efforts. The purpose is to
identify some broad guidelines for
introducing and managing future
initiatives. The report 1dentifies the
most important lessons learned from past
initiatives and applies them to current
defense improvement programs.

SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF THIS PAGE(When Derta Entered)




R-3383-USDP

Improving the NATO
Force Planning Process

Lessons from Past Efforts
James C. Wendt, Nanette Brown

June 1986

Prepared for the
Office of the Under Secretary of Defense
for Policy

A Report from
The RAND Strategy Assessment Center

1700 MAIN STREET
PO BOYIB
SANTAMONICA (A 90406 2148

APPROVED FOR PUBLIC RELEASE; DISTRIBUTION UNLIMITED




PREFACE

Since the early 1970s, various proposals have been introduced within
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization to alleviate problems with the
defense planning process. This report examines selected efforts within
NATO to improve its conventional force capabilities. The purpose is
to identify some broad guidelines for introducing and managing future
initiatives. The report identifies the most important lessons or conclu-
sions drawn from past initiatives and applies them to current defense
improvement programs.

Very little has been written about the NATO Force Planning pro-
cess or any of the initiatives, especially their institutional context.
Thus, the authors have relied extensively on interviews with past and
present officials of NATO, the United States, the United Kingdom, the
Federal Republic of Germany, Norway, and Italy for the material
presented here. To protect confidentiality they have not listed these
sources or attributed any portions of this report to any individual.

The research discussed here is part of a larger study, entitled NATO
Strategic Assessment, sponsored by the Under Secretary of Defense for
Policy. The study, which is being conducted within Rand’s Federally
Funded Research and Development Center for the Office of the Secre-
tary of Defense, assesses political, institutional, and military aspects of
future U.S. initiatives in NATO to improve conventional defense capa-
bilities. It should be of interest to policy analysts currently working on
NATO and West European defense issues.
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SUMMARY

" This report examines several past efforts within NATO to improve
conventional force capabilities. Its purpose is to identify a set of broad

guidelines for how best to manage future such initiatives in NATO. -

Various initiatives to enhance NATO's conventional capabilities intro-
duced in the last 15 years reveal important lessons about how best to
proceed with present and future efforts.

New political, military, and technological developments have
sparked a new debate within the Alliance over how to improve NATOQ’s
conventional capabilities. The United States itself has introduced
several recent initiatives including SHAPE's Follow-On-Forces Attack
(FOFA), the U.S. Army’s AirLand Battle, Counter-Air 90, the Emerg-
ing Technologies initiative, and now the set of Conventional Defense
Improvement (CDI) proposals, tabled at the May 1985 NATO Defense
Minister’s meeting.

PROBLEMS IN THE NATO PLANNING PROCESS

However, many of these initiatives propose solutions to NATO prob-
lems without due consideration for how to carry them out effectively in
practice. The NATO Force Planning system is often accused of being
inadequate, inflexible, and inefficient because of problems inherent in
the system itself, not to mention the built-in difficulties of planning on
a multinational basis within a 16-nation alliance of sovereign states.

In its current form, the NATO planning system does serve three
useful functions: It facilitates the consideration of Alliance-wide
defense needs, it encourages military exchanges across the Alliance,
and it monitors the meeting of force planning requirements. However,
because NATOQ is an alliance of sovereign nations, its ability to define
force requirements is limited by national preferences and even more by
its lack of leverage over national programs. In most cases, national
planning takes precedence over NATO planning; indeed the latter is
mostly a reflection of the former. Member nations insist on preserving
their sovereign right to plan for their national security and have dif-
ferent interpretacions of NATO strategy. In addition, organizational
problems undermine the smooth moving of conventional defense initia-
tives through the NATO system. The result is often a broad statement
of need without a proper sense of priorities, an inability to agree on
long-term requirements, a lack of mechanisms for carrying out the
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force goals, a lack of coordination of different NATO planning efforts,
and inadequate follow-through.

REVIEW OF PAST EFFORTS

These problems are not new. Indeed, since the early 1970s many
initiatives have been introduced outside the regular NATO planning
machinery in an effort to cope with its inadequacies. These have been
of two broad types:

e Major initiatives, which attempt to cope with a broad range of
conventional force deficiencies and are conducted outside the
normal force planning machinery.

e Specialized programs, which focus on a narrow Alliance need.

This report examines five major initiatives: Alliance Defense for the
1970s (AD-70), SHAPE’s Flexibility and Three Rs Studies, the Long-
Tern Defense Program (LTDP), the Emerging Technologies (ET) ini-
tiative and the current CDI/Conceptual Military Framework (CMF)
initiatives. Also considered are five specialized programs: the Airborne
Early Warning and Control Systern (AWACS) program, Common
NATO Infrastructure and the Collocated Operating Bases (COB) pro-
gram, the Roland/Patriot agreement, and the U.S./FRG Host Nation
Support (HNS) agreement.

Guidelines for Major Initiatives

Our analysis suggests several major guidelines that should be useful
to the current CDI initiative and others that might be undertaken in
the future. In general, such major initiatives should:

® Not be undertaken lightly. Since major initiatives tend to dis-
rupt the normal NATO planning process and could even under-
mine Alliance cohesion, careful judgments should be made
regarding the content and timing of such initiatives. If they are
launched too frequently, they will tend to overload the NATO
circuits.

e Present a clear military rationale. All of the comprehensive pro-
grams need to base their assessments on clearly articulated mil-
itary needs.

e Choose a time frame carefully. It takes NATO two to three
years to design and launch a major initiative. Moreover, much
time is usually required to arrange financing. On the other
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hand, longer-term planning is seriously constrained by the dis-
sipation of interest within NATO and the short tenure of U.S.
administrations. The change in administration during the
LTDP contributed to quickly dumping the LTDP back into the
normal planning process.

e Provide clear political and economic benefits. Many problems
with the comprehensive initiatives are linked to the lack of
political and economic benefits to the Europeans. The ET ini-
tiative would have been more readily accepted had it promised
such benefits.

o Introduce a better sense of priorities into the recommendations to
influence national planning priorities. A serious deficiency in
AD-70 and the Flexibility Studies and Three Rs was that these
programs proposed so many recommendations that no change
in planning was required by the countries. NATO-wide needs
were not sufficiently identified.

® Include adequate machinery for follow-through. Unless this is
done, the initiative may be accepted in principle, endorsed by
ministers, and then largely ignored in practice. Means must be
found to encourage ministers and their staff to execute any ini-
tiative.

Since the United States itself introduced most new major NATO
initiatives and, as NAT(Q’s most powerful member, necessarily plays a
key role in them, these guidelines are particularly important for the
United States. Thus, the United States should:

e Appoint an individual at the Assistant Secretary of Defense
(ASD) level or higher within the Pentagon to be responsible for
the program. Much of the LTDP’s success can be linked to the
presence of a Special Advisor to the Secretary of Defense for
NATO who was able to focus the Pentagon’s attention on the
program and provide a central point where Europeans could
address their concerns.

o Secure tacit support for the program before introducing it in
NATO. 1t is essential to secure at least a prior consensus
within the U.S. government; acceptance by the major military
commanders, especially SACEUR; approval by the heads of
government if necessary; and involvement of the European
finance ministries.

¢ Develop adequate U.S. follow-through mechanisms to help ensure
allied compliance. Since the United States itself launches most
NATO initiatives, we have to monitor them carefully to prevent
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the recommendations from slipping back into the regular plan-
ning process.

Guidelines for Specialized Programs

An alternative way to achieve more narrowly focused conventional
improvements is through specialized programs. These may be under-
taken through common funding (AWACS, Infrastructure, or COB pro-
gram) or by  specific bilateral/multilateral arrangements
(Roland/Patriot agreement or HNS program). These entail less
dramatic changes in the planning system by focusing on individual pro-
grams. These too should:

e Have clear military benefits. Specialized programs should
address a recognized military deficiency even more than major
initiatives. This applies to both common-funded and
bilateral/multilateral programs, as the success of the AWACS
program and the Roland/Patriot agreement illustrates.

o Have clearly identifiable benefits for all parties involved. This is
again more important in specialized programs, especially when
they require countries to increase normal defense expenditures.

e Have broad Alliance-wide interest. Ideally, a program in this
category should have the participation of most Alliance
members. Again, the appeal of the AWACS program lay in the
fact that one nation could not procure the system alone. This
is not necessarily a prerequisite of bilateral/multilateral pro-
grams as long as the military benefit has been clearly defined.

e Not be undertaken by common funding if immediate response is
needed. The more countries involved in a program, the longer
it will take to procure the weapon system. For example, despite
consensus, AWACS took over ten years before the acquisition
process was complete.

Implementing a specialized program also requires careful attention
to follow-through. It is important to:

e Inuvolve the military commands. The major military commands
in NATO and in nations must present a clear case of military
need. For example, the U.S. Air Force played a vital role in
acquiring the AWACS system.

e Create special machinery to carry out the program. Because spe-
cialized programs can require consensus beyond the normal
NATO channels, it is often necessary to set up additional
machinery to execute programs. The COB program operated




within the NATO Infrastructure program, which slowed its
implementation, whereas AWACS created new machinery,
which worked quite well.

Making the CDI Work

Aside from the above general guidelines, several recommendations
flowing from this study are specifically applicable to the new CDI.

Military Deficiencies. Procedures and machinery are needed to
assure adequate focus on the nine key deficiency areas identified in the
CDI.

e The CDI initiative currently lacks a strong follow-through
mechanism and thus could be lost in the system soon after
introduction. Hence, a new committee or other means should
be established to monitor the progress in the nine areas. This
committee should apply public pressure to ensure that the
countries follow force goals in these areas. If NATO formed
such a committee to oversee CDI progress, for which the U.S.
representative should have the rank of ASD or higher, its moni-
toring function could receive high visibility.

Long-Term Planning. Many attempts have been made to
improve NATO’s long-term planning capability. In the past, these
have usually been directed toward extending the length of time of the
planning process beyond the present six-year period. The CDI
emphasizes the long-term roles and missions of NATO forces and the
forces necessary to support these roles and missions. In addition, more
attention should be given to improving the coordination of the plan-
ning systems of the individual NATO nations. NATO should:

e Gain a better understanding of the planning systems of individ-
ual NATO nations and integrate this knowledge into the NATO
system to increase its flexibility. It is necessary to know when
nations are beginning their planning cycles for new weapon sys-
tems so that NATO can provide advice before decisions are
made instead of after.

Armaments Cooperation. To cope with problems of technology
sharing that impede arms cooperation:

e The United States needs to concentrate on the problem of tech-
nology sharing within DoD and Congress and to develop a more
coherent industrial policy before emphasizing future R&D level
cooperation. The U.S. government is currently pursuing a
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conflicting policy that threatens the credibility of arms coopera-
tion in NATO—namely, offering R&D technology sharing while
at the same time restricting the flow of advanced technologies.
This problem is compounded by industrial restrictions to fore-
stall national and foreign competition.

* Short of a grand technology-sharing strategy, the United States
should continue to pursue specialized programs. In particular,
bilateral and multilateral programs would be a useful way to
continue increased cooperation while a longer term R&D strat-
egy was being developed.

A common funding approach might also be useful for procuring cer-
tain weapon systems, as in the case of AWACS. However, this
approach should reflect certain lessons learned:

The program should have clear military objectives.

Ideally, agreements will be reached more quickly if off-the-shelf
equipment is available.

The process is likely to be slow,

The program could divert funds from other programs; therefore,
common funded procurement programs should have a high
priority.
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I. INTRODUCTION

NATO has often struggled to define its conventional force require-
ments. In 1952, when the Korean War increased the possibility of
Soviet aggression in Europe, the allies responded to this threat by
pledging to contribute 97 divisions—both active and reserve—to the
defense of Western Europe. However, it soon became apparent that no
NATO country could devote the resources necessary to reach this goal.
By 1954, at the December NATO Council meeting, the NATO
members had decided to substitute less-expensive nuclear weapons for
the costly conventional forces called for in the Lisbon Force Goals in
accordance with the New Look pelicy of the United States. Under this
policy, conventional forces were not required to be robust because they
were to serve only as a “trip wire” for the nuclear forces.

With the advent of Flexible Response in 1968, the requirements for
conventional forces changed again. Conventional forces were required
to be robust enough to prevent the need for early use of nuclear
weapons and perhaps to defend Western Europe conventionally.
Although the robustness of conventional forces called for under this
doctrine remains a point of contention within the Alliance, the adop-
tion of this new doctrine clearly required conventional defense
improvements and sparked a debate over how to meet this require-
ment. During the 1970s this debate continued but the war in
Southeast Asia and nuclear modernization issues often overshadowed
it.

Recently, political and technological developments in the Alliance
have renewed the debate. The European governments have advocated
conventional defense programs aimed at raising the nuclear threshold
to calm public fears aroused during the Intermediate Nuclear Force
(INF) debate. In addition, the development of new-generation conven-
tional weapons, with increased accuracy and lethality, has increased
interest in the potential of these weapons for improving force capabili-
ties. Thus, attention again is on to how to improve conventional forces
within the Alliance.

Failure to provide adequate conventional forces does not result from
a lack of resources. The NATO nations have far more resources than
do the nations in the Warsaw Pact. Although these NATO nations, on
the average, devote a smaller portion of their resources to defense than
do the Pact countries, they devote a larger aggregate amount of
resources to defense. Nevertheless, the Pact nations produce more




guns, tanks, airplanes, etc., with these fewer resources than does
NATO. Furthermore, NATO forces suffer from persisting deficiencies,
such as inadequate stores of muntions, insufficient airbase defenses,
insufficient reserves, and other problems.

To improve NATO conventional forces, NATO must discover ways
to improve the use of the resources of the individual NATO nations.
This can be done through better planning and coordination of the
efforts of the individual nations. Many have concluded that the system
responsible for overall force planning and coordination within the
Alliance—the NATO Force Planning system—is at fault. Thus, a
variety of efforts have sought to improve the output of the system by
changing the planning and implementation process from the outside,
by working to improve it from the inside, or by circumventing it alto-
gether.

In this report, we first examine the regular NATO Force Planning
process to see why it fails to produce sufficiently robust and com-
plementary NATO conventional forces. Then we examine the political
and institutional framework of several initiatives—major initiatives and
specialized initiatives—that have been introduced into NATO over the
past 15 years to improve the making and implementing of decisions
regarding NATO’s force posture. From these past initiatives, we try to
draw some lessons and to construct some guidelines about how to
proceed in the future in the effort to improve the planning system.
Finally, we apply some of these guidelines to current conventional
defense improvement efforts within NATO.!

Our focus throughout this report is on the political and institutional
framework for making and implementing decisions regarding NATO’s
force posture. We exclude from our consideration the industrial
aspects of procurement including production and coproduction.

'0ur research benefits greatly from a series of extensive interviews that were held
with past and present U.S. and West European government officials and defense analysts
and NATO officials involved in NATO defense efforts.
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II. THE NATO FORCE PLANNING SYSTEM

Planning and coordinating the committed conventional forces of all
NATO countries occur through the NATO Force Planning system,
which provides a framework for ensuring that numerous national, po-
litical, military, and economic considerations are properly integrated
into the force plans that the member nations approve. For many rea-
sons, this planning process does not always meet the needs of the Alli-
ance. Some of the reasons for shortcomings in the system are inherent
in the nature of the Alliance or of the system itself and cannot be
easily corrected. However, some of them can be addressed by modifica-
tions of the system.

DEVELOPMENT OF THE PRESENT SYSTEM

Before 1961, the NATO commanders, in particular the Supreme
Allied Commander Europe (SACEUR), largely conducted NATO force
planning. After consultation with military representatives from the
NATO nations, SACEUR determined NATOQ’s military requirements.
Little consideration was given to resources, costs, or other constraints.
As a result, SACEUR’s requirement plans were often quite unrealistic,
and member nations tended to ignore them.

Shortly after Secretary McNamara came into office in 1961, in con-
junction with Secretary General Stikker, he initiated a study of the old
planning system. Several of the resulting recommendations altered the
NATO organization. Three new bodies were formed: the Defense
Planning Committee (DPC) of Defense Ministers, the Directorate of
Defense Planning in the NATO International Staff, and the Defense
Planning Working Group. The intent in creating the DPC—the prede-
cessor of the present DPC—was to substitute civilian for military
authority in the NATO organization to make the flow of authority in
the system more parallel to that in national defense planning. The for-
mation of the Defense Planning Working Group was significant
because it initiated changes in the force planning process—most impor-
tant the five-year rolling force plan introduced in December 1965. It
asked the NATO nations to anticipate their needs five years in
advance and to assess their resources realistically. The formal process
through which this planning occurred was the Annual Defense Plan-
ning Review. This system—now involving a six-year plan—is basically
what NATO uses today.




CURRENT FORCE PLANNING SYSTEM

Currently, the NATO force planning process occurs in three stages
(see Fig. 1). In the first stage, at the ministerial level, the DPC issues
Ministerial Guidance as the outline for force planning. The DPC’s role
in this first stage is to examine the military and economic assessments
presented to it by the Military Commit.ee (MC) and Defense Review
Committee (DRC) and to issue guidance for the Major NATO Com-
manders (MNCs) to develop specific force proposals.

In the second stage, Force Goals are generated to respond to Min-
isterial Guidance. In principle, NATO Force Goals are based on the
MNC’s assessment of individual countries’ force requirements in the
next six years; they are then passed up through the MC and DRC for
further review before being considered by the DPC. However, for the
most part, NATO force goals are in reality a reflection of the nations
own force plans. To these are added an element of “challenge”—
additional force goals that the NATO commands believe are within the
capacity of each nation. After the NATO Force Goals are formulated,
a Defense Planning Questionnaire (DPQ) is sent to each country to
determine how countries’ national plans compare with NATO Force
Goals.

The final stage in the planning cycle is to turn these force goals into
official NATO Force Plans. This stage in planning attempts to recon-
cile national force plans with NATO Force Goals. It is primarily the
responsibility of the individual countries to identify the best match
between the two, b' . both the International Military Staff and the
DPC often try to persuade nations to modify their national plans to
better fulfill the NATO Force Goals. In the last step of the process,
the NATO Defense Ministers approve the Five-Year Force Plan. The
ministers formally commit forces to the Alliance for the first year and
agree to procure or modify their forces to achieve the five-year plan.

These three stages occur over two time cycles. The Ministerial Gui-
dance and the NATO Force Goals are issued every other year and
cover a six-year time period. The progress review of each nations’ ful-
fillment of the NATO Force Goals is then conducted every year, exam-
ining a five-year time frame. NATO Force Plans are issued every year
for five years in the future. Step 3 of the three-phase planning process
is, thus, repeated annually.’

'See The North Atlantic Treaty Organization: Facts and Figures, NATO Information
Service, Brussels, 1984, pp. 146-151, for a description of the current force planning pro-
cess.
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ASSESSMENT OF THE NATO FORCE PLANNING SYSTEM

NATO is an alliance of sovereign nations and, as is evident in this
brief description of the formal planning system, does not have the
design or authority to enforce compliance. This limitation often leaves
the planning system open to criticism for being inadequate, in{lexible,
and inefficient.

Virtues

In spite of its limitations, the present system has served three useful
functions: (1) It is the only planning system within the Alliance that
considers Alliance-wide force needs, (2) it encourages exchanges of
information concerning defense across the Alliance, and (3) it monitors
the execution of defense planning requirements.

Perhaps the most important function the current plannin: systemn
serves is as an Alliance forum for systematic force planning. For the
alliance to function, it is necessary to conduct broad assessments of the
threat, to identify the proper framework for the use of allied forces,
and ty examine alternative force deployment and acquisition strategies.
The planning system brings these activities together and provides a
forum for coordinating analyses of NATO force requirements.

This same forum also brings together detense representatives—both
military and civilian—from various nations who exchange information.
Given the expected difficulties likely to confront NATO in trying to
fight a coalition-style war, this exchange of information and coopera-
tion among defense analysts and planners is essential to increasing the
coherence of military planning that occurs in the individual countries.

Finally, although lacking coercive means, the current planning sys-
tem does produce a written challenge to the NATO countries in the
form of the NATO Force Goals. This process challenges each country
to increase its contribution and in some way holds nations accountable
to the other Alliance members for shortfalls. Although some NATO
countries tend to minimize their own defense efforts and simply enjoy
the defense provided by others, the challenges posed by the force goals
highlight these minimum efforts and sometimes lead to increased
defense contributions by those members of the Alliance.

European defense ministries also use force goals to help generate
funding for needed weapons programs within their own governments.
When going through the normal defense budget review process,
Defense Ministers find it helpful to have NATO analyze and endorse
their defense requirements.




Impediments

Because NATO is a defensive alliance of sovereign nations, it must
accept that all member nations will preserve their sovereign control
over planning for their own national security. The issue of national
sovereignty creates difficulties in identifying conventional force needs,
in establishing Alliance priorities among the requirements, and in
implementing any changes. These problems have roots outside NATO,
which makes correcting them difficult; they arise from differences in
national interests and threat assessments and from various interpreta-
tions of NATO strategy and doctrine.

Each nation approaches the problem of Alliance defense from a
national perspective, filtering NATO’s needs through their own geopol-
itical, historical, and strategic positions, as well as their own assess-
ments of how force plans will affect their economies. For example, the
countries on the Southern Flank have a greater interest in the Medi-
terranean area, whereas countries in Central Europe are more con-
cerned with the inner German border. In addition, the United States,
France, and Great Britain plan their force siructures for contingencies
other than NATO defense because of their strategic position and past
colonial ties.

Likewise, basic differences over interpretations of NATO strategy
limit the potential for Alliance consensus on planning issues. Debate
continues among Alliance members over the proper role of conven-
tional forces in a conflict in Europe because no clear consensus exists
about the meaning of the flexible response strategy. Historically,
although the United States has emphasized the need to acquire a
strong conventional capability in Europe, Europeans have relied on the
U.S. nuclear guarantee as the primary means of deterring a conflict in
Europe. Although recent events have somewhat closed this gap and
both the United States and Europe are now interested in strengthening
conventional forces to avoid the early use of nuclear weapons, a debate
still continues over what strengthening conventional defense means for
force acquisition and long-term planning.

In addition, there are several general organizational problems with
NATO as a whole that affect planning and implementation. Certain
problems tend to be associated with any large organization—lack of
innovation, efficiency, and speed. Many critics accuse the regular
NATO bureaucracy of trying to block change and of trying to turn any
problem into a question of coordinating procedures. Whether or not
this is a fair criticism, NATO’s track record does suggest that new
ideas either are subsumed into the regular Force Planning system and
resemble on-going procedures, or they are discarded or ignored because




they cannot be integrated satisfactorily. Also, the pace of the system
at times seems not to be affected by the urgency of the problem, but by
the timing of the various sessions. Although work and analysis
proceeds throughout the year, important changes cannot be made
without the approval of the Defense Ministers at the spring and fall
sessions.

These problems are inherent in the system, so little can be done to
change them except by radically altering the basic premise of the Alli-
ance or by redesigning the system. At the very least, these types of
problems and impediments must be acknowledged because they help
define the araas where improvements can be made.

Limitations

The impediments just discussed arise from the very nature of the
Alliar. ., or from the nature of its organizational structure, and are
quite resistant to change. Fundamental attitudes of the Alliance
members would have to change. But considerable improvements are
possible within the present systemi. The output of the NATO planning
system could be improved if we directed our attention and efforts
toward these areas: implementing the force goals, setting priorities,
long-range planning, and weapons acquisition cooperation.

Perhaps the greatest single weakness of the regular NATO Force
Planning system is its inability to get sovereign allies to carry out its
force goals procedures. Even when nations accept the force goals,
these are often not funded in national plans and programs. When
nations fail to meet these force goals, they are reminded of this failure
at the following DPC meeting. But they usually have a list of reasons
to explain th-ir shortcomings and no coercion is possible.

Another major weakness of the NATO Force Planning system is its
inability to set priorities adequately and to follow them. The force
goals set by the DPC are placed into three categories according to their
priority, but these categories are too broad. Moreover, when countries
respond to the DPQs in their own national plans, these priorities are
largely ignored. On the average, about 70 percent of the NATO force
goals are adopted by the individual countries in their own plans and
about 70 percent of these, or about 50 percent of the original force
goals, are actually implemented.? [n practice, the 50 percent of the
original force goals that nations implement are selected by the individ-
ual nations on the basis of their own criteria and not on the basis of
their relevance to NATO's coalitional needs. If nations could be per-

‘Based on conversations with U.S. government officials.




suaded to implement the 50 percent of the force goals that best meet
Alliance requirements as a whole instead of national needs, Alliance
defense capabilities would be considerably improved.

There are many reasons why the NATO system fails to set and fol-
low priorities adequately. One is the desire of the individual nations to
guard their own national prerogatives and to use their own resources
according to their own strategic assessments. The NATO nations will
always have differences over strategic assessments and will always
preserve their own discretion; however, even within the area of agreed
strategy, nations have different perceptions over how to conduct a
defense. The military forces of the various countries all have their own
interpretation of how a war would proceed and they are prepared to
fight it their way and acquire forces accordingly. When offered a list of
force goals, they choose those goals most suited to their own perceived
needs.

In addition, there is a general reluctance to set priorities among mil-
itary establishments. Military establishments in all NATO countries
have learned through experience that a list of priorities can be used
against them. Setting priorities often means the elimination of low-
priority items but it does not necessarily mean the approval of high-
priority items. National legislatures interpret the lack of support of an
item by the military as synonymous with the lack of need of that item.
However, high-priority items are also subject to legislative scrutiny and
may not he approved.

Another limitation of the NATO Force Planning system is its lack
of long-range planning, which is essentially a process of matching
future requirements with future capabilities. Even within individual
nations, this process is difficult because neither of these elements can
be known with much certainty. Within the Alliance, the difficulties
are more acute because there is even less agreement over long-term
requirements. Occasionally, allies can agree over a particular long-
range need—such as electronic warfare, Identify Friend or Foe (IFF),
or AWACS—but agreement over broader areas is more difficult.

A more serious problem limiting long-range planning in NATO is
the lack of control over the development of future capabilities. NATO
Force Goals are set every two years for six years in advance. However,
the length of time from the R&D stage to the initial operating capabil-
ity of a weapon system can be ten to 15 years. By the time NATO
nations have NATO Force Goals in hand, the development of most
weapons systems has already begun. The system does not provide
guidance during the critical period when such advice could be useful.

-y
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A fourth major deficiency in the NATO Force Planning system is its
lack of guidance to individual nations over how to implement the force
goals. Although nations are asked to fulfill force goals, NATO has no
adequate mechanism to help countries acquire the necessary forces or
to coordinate efforts within individual countries. Within the Alliance
there is considerable duplication in the research, development, and pro-
duction of conventional forces. All nations have recognized that some
kind of cooperative process could be beneficial to individual nations as
well as to the Alliance as a whole.

This process of cooperation and planning is limited. The procure-
ment of weapons systems occurs through the actions of industrial
firms, which employ a substantial labor force and support and develop
high-technology research, development, and production techniques.
Therefore, governments tend to support their own national industries
in unprofitable and inefficient projects if these projects help their
economies. Nations will continue to choose a more expensive and less
efficient policy unless we can change the incentive structure and pro-
vide some of these benefits through cooperation.

Despite these problems, some improvements are possible. The fol-
lowing section presents some examples of past programs that addressed
some of the problems discussed here by by-passing some elements of
the normal planning system in an effort to improve conventional capa-
bilities.




III. MAJOR INITIATIVES

Because of the limitations and weaknesses of the normal NATO
Force Planning process just described, various initiatives have been
proposed, usually by the United States, to evaluate the needs of the
Alliance as a whoie and to recommend broad improvements in NATO’s
conventional force capability. These initiatives have taken several
forms, have originated in different places, have been carried out in
many ways, and have had varied objectives. This section analyzes
some of these past initiatives to see what lessons they may provide for
us today.

AD-70!

Background

By the end of the 1960s, a new development in the Alliance seemed
to require a change in the NATO force structure. Flexible Response—
the new NATO doctrine—called for a broad range of conventional
forces to meet the Soviet challenge at any level. The Soviet invasion
of Czechoslovakia in 1968 and the subsequent deployment of five addi-
tional Soviet divisions in that country also accentuated NATO’s con-
ventional deficiencies in the Central Region.

Even as it became increasingly obvious that NATO had to address
the deteriorating conventional balance, pressures mounted on certain
NATO countries to reduce their troop commitments. in the United
States, many began to feel that Europeans were not contributing suffi-
ciently to their own defense. In addition, the war in Vietnam was
demanding more and more resources, and many Americans resented
the unsympathetic positions of some NATO allies. In response to this
public sentiment, Senator Mike Mansfield introduced a bill in Congress
to reduce the U.S. troop commitment in Europe.”

For domestic reasons, some European countries were also threaten-
ing to reduce their force commitments to NATO: Belgium wanted to
reduce the number of its forward deployed troops, Canada had

IThe development of AD-70 is chronicled in a series of NATO Letters and NATO
Reviews. In particular, see NAT(} Letter, October-November 1970, December 1970,
January-February 1971, and March-April 1971, and NAT() Review, May-June 1971,
September-October 1971, November 1971, and January-February 1972.

?For the text of the Mansfield Resolution, see NATO Letter, April 1970, p. 23.
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proposed to cut its European deployments by two-thirds; and the FRG
was reducing the length of conscription. The combination of a growing
Soviet conventional threat, a new strategy that emphasized stronger
NATO conventional forces, and a potential reduction in troop strength
within the Alliance forced NATO officials to come to grips with the
problem of force improvements.

It was in this context that AD-70 was introduced. The program was
designed to address NATO’s military problems by improving some of
its most serious conventional force deficiences. The program was also
intended to address Alliance political problems by increasing European
contributions to NATO conventional force improvements. The
groundwork for the AD-70 initiative was established by two key players
in NATO at the time: General Goodpaster (SACEUR) and Secretary
General Brosio. Much of the analysis and the details of the programs
included in this initiative originated in the United States, with the
active participation of the office of International Security Affairs (ISA)
in the Pentagon and certain elements of the State Department. The
actual implementation occurred primarily within the NATQ bureau-
cracy.

The purpose of AD-70 was to identify the main deficiencies in
NATO's conventional defense capabilities and then to devise collective
improvement plans to address these problems. In all, eight areas were
identified and the proposed improvements were sent through NATO
channels: to the DPC, the DRC, and finally the Executive Working
Group. Six of the eight areas were finally given high priority in 1973:
aircraft shelters, anti-armor, war reserve stocks, electronic warfare, air
defense, and the modernization of air-delivered munitions.

AD-70 succeeded in accomplishing more of its political goals than its
military goals. For the most part, the tide of Mansfieldism and troop
withdrawals had ebbed by the early part of the 1970s. This change can
be attributed, in some respects, to the active role played by the Euro-
pean governments in AD-70 and to the promise of increased contribu-
tions to NATO defense by these governments.” An important political
factor was the formation of the Eurogroup, an organization through
which the European members of the Alliance discussed methods of
enhancing European participation. In particular, through the Euro-
group, the European members of the Alliance increased their share of
NATO infrastructure funding for aircraft shelters, a key problem iden-
tified by AD-70.

3An additional reason was the opening of Mutual Balanced Force Reduction (MBFR)
negotiations at this time.
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However, aside from these improvements in aircraft shelters, little
was accomplished in the military arena. Few improvements were made
in the six high-priority areas and once the political pressure was
removed, no special efforts were made for further improvements.

Lessons

Despite some modest successes, AD-70 took only the first steps
toward improving NATO’s conventional defense capabilities. The pro-
gram did identify critical areas for defense improvements. But it
attempted to implement suggested improvements through the normal
NATO Force Planning system. This move ensured its acceptance by
national and NATO officials and directly involved the NATO bureau-
cracy in its execution, but it also ensured that the initiative would not
escape from the limitations of the normal planning system that under-
mined its effectiveness. This meant that a few short-term changes
were implemented, but once the political pressure was reduced, efforts
at improvement were largely forgotten.

The intent of the AD-70 initiative was to improve the output of
NATO force planning. However, to gain acceptance throughout the
Alliance, it was implemented through reliance on the regular NATO
Force Planning process. Thus, the intiative was hampered by several
of the impediments of the process, such as resistance to change and the
slow pace of the system. In addition, many of the recommendations
were either near-term force fixes or longer-term improvements without
long-term guidance. This approach, therefore, did not result in extend-
ing the force planning horizon. The importance of establishing priori-
ties across the eight defense areas was lost because there were too
many recommended improvements. The priorities were so broadly
defined that their effect was diffused. Finally, insufficient measures for
follow-through were established to ensure that the countries would
abide by NATO’s recommendations. AD-70 relied almost entirely on
the regular NATO system to implement the program and did not intro-
duce any extra mechanism to oversee the process.

FLEXIBILITY STUDIES AND THE THREE Rs

Background

By 1974, NATO’s conventional force posture had not improved
much. Some of the most serious deficiencies were in areas such as air
defense, early warning, and readiness, which directly affected NATO’s
ability to respond quickly and effectively to a Warsaw Pact surprise
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attack. Two efforts were undertaken at SHAPE to address these defi-
ciencies and to respond to the growing threat of a Soviet surprise
attack.

In 1974, the Flexibility Studies were produced—a series of coordi-
nated analyses by SACEUR of the Central, Northern, and Southern
Regions, and by Supreme Allied Commander Atlantic (SACLANT) to
identify possible improvement areas for enhancing NATO’s conven-
tional force flexibility. In all, the studies recommended 865 improve-
ments. However, these recommendations were never approved by the
Defense Ministers or converted into an action program. Hence, this
effort faded quickly without ever being implemented.

The second effort, directed by General Haig (SACEUR) in 1976, had
more success. This program, called the Readiness, Rationalization, and
Reinforcement program (Three Rs), was not an original program; it
drew exclusively on the Flexibility Studies to identify force improve-
ments. General Haig designed the program to take the most useful
recommendations from the Flexibility Studies and repackage them
according to SACEUR priorities.

To implement this initiative, Haig went outside the normal channels
in NATO. He identified nations that were not meeting their force
goals. Then he presented their deficiencies in relationship to the
Three Rs framework to give a scheme of priorities to improvements.
Meetings were held with European military commanders to ask for
suggestions and to be sure follow-up work was being done. He con-
ducted interviews, talked with NATO officials, wrote journal articles,
and testified before Congress to increase the visibility of the program.
In short, he used his authority as SACEUR to pressure nations to
increase their efforts in accordance with the priorities of the Three Rs.

This program ran from 1974 to 1982 and in that time approximately
80 percent of the original recommendations were successfully carried
out. Those tended to be low-cost or no-cost items.

Lessons

The Flexibility Studies/Three Rs program was different from the
other major off-line programs because it was designed by NATO mili-
tary officials and did not involve political authorities. Its purpose was
to identify specific military problems that did not necessarily require
the involvement of the political authorities. However, a major reason
for the lack of action on the Flexibility Studies was the lack of support
by all national militaries. Although this type of initiative may not
require support by national political authorities, it must be supported
by national militaries at a high level. And without political support, it
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is difficult to persuade national military leaders of the need for
changes. In the case of the Three Rs, General Haig's authority as
Supreme Allied Commander allowed him to set Alliance-wide priorities
and work closely with the other military leaders. Furthermore, his visi-
bility was such that he also gained political cooperation from national
leaders. Nevertheless, the accomplishments of the Three Rs were mod-
est in terms of NATQO’s needs.

There are several problems with a military-sponsored initiative.
First, it must rely entirely on persuasion to be effective. If national
military leaders can be convinced of the need for change, then they will
act. However, they often have their own agenda and persuasion often
is not enough. They must be coerced by national politicai leaders.

Another problem with the military-sponsored initiative is its lack of
funding. Although there are examples of important low-cost or no-cost
items that can improve Alliance capabilities (e.g., procuring a common
gas nozzle so that NATOQ aircraft can refuel at any base), many
improvements are expensive and additional funding is required.
Without the support of political leaders (and financial ministries in
European countries), the possibilities for improvement are limited. In
fact, many of the Three Rs’ larger recommendations were picked up by
the Long-Term Defense Program (LTDP) and included in its format.

Finally, such an ad hoc approach lacks an institutional follow-
through. Whatever success can be attributed to the Three Rs was due
to General Haig personally while he was SACEUR. He pressed the
program forward, but when he left in 1982 the program ended.

THE LONG-TERM DEFENSE PROGRAM*

Background

In 1977, following the withdrawal from Vietnam, the United States
was once again able to turn its attention to Europe. The change in
U.S. administrations and renewed hope in Europe for a more European
focus by the United States set the stage for a large cooperative NATO
cffort.

The LTDP was designed to identify, in a priority form, key conven-
tional force improvement areas, and to provide the proper mechanisms
for ensuring enough independence from the normal force planning

4For a description of the LTDP, see Report on Allied Contributions to the Common
Defense: A Report to United States Congress by the Secretary of Defense, March 1982,
p. 83; and The Implementation of the NATQ Long-Term Defense Program (LTDP), First
Report by Committee on Government Operations, U.S. Government Printing Office,
Washington, D.C., 1981.

[b




16

process to ensure that these improvements wouid be carried out.
Furthermore, for the first time, a major initiative was tied to a funding
source. The LTDP was to be funded within the 3 percent real annual
growth in NATO defense budgets approved by the Defense Ministers
in 1977.

The idea for a new major initiative came from inside the Pentagon.
The first step taken toward devising the initiative was to coordinate
support for it within the U.S. government and Europe. Robert Komer
was appointed Advisor to the Secretary of Defense for NATO to design
and carry out the program.” Before it was introduced within the Alli-
ance, he was able to secure the support of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the
military services, State, and the offices of ISA and Defense Research
and Engineering (DRE) within the Office of the Secretary of Defense
(OSD). In addition, discussions were held with various European and
NATO officials including Secretary General Luns and General Haig to
get at least tacit agreement from some of the major actors before offici-
ally introducing it to NATO. Moreover, the concept of designing an
LTDP was broached at the highest level by President Carter at the
NATO Summit Meeting in May 1977. President Carter proposed that
if the allies could produce a suitable L TDP within a year, he would
host a second heads of government summit in Washington a year later
to consider it. This high-level process largely circumvented bureau-
cratic obstacles, though it did stir up much staff-level resentment.

The second step involved the introduction of the LTDP into the
official NATO system. The NATO Defense Ministers approved the
concept and establ