& pressure model - presentation

| # Peter Thunholm
Lt Col (army) & Ph D (psychology)
Swedish National Defence College



Form Approved

Report Documentation Page OMB No. 0704-0188

Public reporting burden for the collection of information is estimated to average 1 hour per response, including the time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and
maintaining the data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarding this burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection of information,
including suggestions for reducing this burden, to Washington Headquarters Services, Directorate for Information Operations and Reports, 1215 Jefferson Davis Highway, Suite 1204, Arlington
VA 22202-4302. Respondents should be aware that notwithstanding any other provision of law, no person shall be subject to a penalty for failing to comply with a collection of information if it
does not display a currently valid OMB control number.

1. REPORT DATE 3. DATES COVERED
JUN 2006 2. REPORT TYPE 00-00-2006 to 00-00-2006
4. TITLE AND SUBTITLE 5a. CONTRACT NUMBER

The Planning Under Time pressure model-presentation 5b. GRANT NUMBER

5c. PROGRAM ELEMENT NUMBER

6. AUTHOR(S) 5d. PROJECT NUMBER

5e. TASK NUMBER

5f. WORK UNIT NUMBER

7. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION NAME(S) AND ADDRESS(ES) 8. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION

Swedish National Defence College,Department of War Studies,Box REPORT NUMBER

27805,115 93 Stockholm Sweden, ,

9. SPONSORING/MONITORING AGENCY NAME(S) AND ADDRESS(ES) 10. SPONSOR/MONITOR’'S ACRONYM(S)
11. SPONSOR/MONITOR'’ S REPORT
NUMBER(S)

12. DISTRIBUTION/AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

Approved for public release; distribution unlimited

13. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES

The original document contains color images.

14. ABSTRACT

15. SUBJECT TERMS

16. SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF: 17.LIMITATION OF | 18 NUMBER | 19a NAME OF

ABSTRACT OF PAGES RESPONSIBLE PERSON
a REPORT b. ABSTRACT c. THISPAGE 16
unclassified unclassified unclassified

Standard Form 298 (Rev. 8-98)
Prescribed by ANSI Std Z39-18



Disposition

The current status off the Planning Under Time-
pressure (PUT) model.

Why invent a new military planning model?
Background to the PUT model.

Presentation of the basic PUT model.

Presentation of the Quick PUT.

Differences between PUT and traditional models.

Some results from testing with PUT.

Conclusions for military planning and decision making.




The PUT model is a new military, tactical level, decision
making (or mission planning) model.

The PUT model was developed by Thunholm, at the
Swedish National Defence College, within the framework
of the Swedish Supreme Commander’s Program for
Doctoral Studies.

The model has been tested both in scientifically controlled
studies and in training and field evaluations since 2000.

Will be the base of a new unified armed forces tactical
planning model and is currently adapted for use In
Integrated/parallel planning within the framework of the
Swedish NBD C2 Development project.

Is the only tactical model trained and used at the NDC for
navy and army officers.

“Locally” adapted to Mechanized units, SF, and Anti-
Aircraft force.
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Why invent a new planning
model?

Several studies indicate that traditional military decision
making models are seldom followed in real time planning
situations!

Reasons for this are that traditional models are seen as
too time-consuming and prescribe unnecessary steps, not
adding any substantial value to the process.

This leaves the military without a useful tool for planning
and decision making!

Thus, the problem was not low military decision quality,
but the problem was that traditional models are not much
used outside military schools.



Background to the PUT model

‘a8 PUT Is based In three different areas:

. 8 1. Military decision-making and planning tradition, i.e.
| A experience, captured in traditional models. (e.g Army
doctrines, manuals and regulations)

2. Contemporary (NDM-) research on military decision
g making and military planning. (e.g. Klein, 1989;
Pascual & Henderson, 1997; Schmitt & Klein 1999)

3. General or context-free psychological research on
decision-making under time-pressure and uncertainty,
problem solving, creativity and expertise. (e.g Zakay,
1993; Lipshitz & Strauss, 1997; Dunker, 1945;
Claxton, 1999)
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PUT adapted to NATO/EU
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Quick PUT

Planning process under time-pressure
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| & Differences PUT — Traditional
models

Satisficing vs. Optimisation
Product vs. Process focus
Commander vs. Staff centric
Iterative/parallel vs. Step-by-step




The traditional military decision making

Process
« The ideal-process is sequential, additive, and is based

purely on analytic deduction {
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*The solution (COA) is to rise ”logically” in the end of the process



The PUT process

* In real-life decision making deviations from the ideal
process often occur

>>>’)*

Test the solution

*The solution comes to mind when the decision maker is ready!
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& Two experiments: PUT vs.SAR (1)

, e Significantly quicker decisions when utilizing
. PUT compared to the SAR model!
‘*[©  « Inaverage no differences (study 1), or higher

B objectively measured decision quality (study
2) when planning according to PUT!

-« Higher decision confidence when planning
according to PUT !
« PUT was evaluated as a good model for

nlanning under realistic circumstances, SAR
was evaluated as a bad model (5.1 vs. 2.7).

High rating for the PUT model has been
consistent in every evaluation (4.6 — 5.3)




Wide range in the process among individuals as when
to make the actual committment for a COA! 90%

decide before the ”correct” moment according to the
model.

No differences in physical or psychological arousal.
More time-pressure perceived when using the SAR.



The PUT model is a simplification compared to
traditional models.

Planning according to PUT have resulted in
significantly faster planning without loss of plan
quality.

The PUT model is generally perceived to be a suitable
model for use on the field .

The PUT model has been adapted for use in two- and
three-level parallel/integrated planning, and the
model works well.

The model is still under development and the next
step is to integrate the model with NATO OPP...
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