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EFFECTS BASED WARFARE:
THE SUM OF PREVIOUS EXPERIENCI?

ABSTRACT

Litects Based Wartare (EBW) describes a novel Western conceptual approach to
warfare within which the effects that accrue during war are consistent with, and
limited to. those effects envisaged during the planning process. EBW covers action at
every level of warfare. It embraces any activity that seeks to influence allies,
adversaries, and neutrals, and it demands coherent aftermath planning. Further. it
demands inputs from ali government departments rather than solely from military
sources. EBW is therefore an holistie, pan-governmental construct.

The aim ol this thesis is to determine whether EBW is an original model of warfare or
merely the sum of previous experiences. To resolve this matter the dissertation covers
five broad areas: Understanding EBW, which outlines the context for EBW and
describes the contemporary Effects Paradigm from fivst principles; American Origins.,
which looks at US inputs to the model, combining detaiied historical approach with
recent doctrinal developments; UK Origins, the UK input to EBW, which anatyses a
series of groundbreaking governmental papers issued between 1999 and 2004:
Operational Case Studies, a set of four discrete historical case studies which from an
EBW perspective involve increasing levels of complexity (this adds substance to the
conceptual elements of the thesis); and Yime for Change? The Early 21I* Century
which analyses the strategic tapestry of the early 2 1% Century. delving into matters
ranging from the impact of globalisation upon the wider security environment to
increasing influence of the media and the re-emergence of humanitarianism.

[n support of the above aim this thesis secks to prove three fundamental contentions.
First, the extant Western approach to warfare is the product of a previous era - the
Cold War and its immediate aftermath - which has failed to develop sufficiently to
meet Lthe unique demands of the 21% Century. Ilence it is ill-equipped to deliver
enduring international security today. Second, an alternative approach began to
coalesce shortly after the collapse of the Rerlin Wall. This was duc initially to the
efforts of various US doctrinal theorists, but after their initial mark was made. the
baton subscquently picked up by the UK. Indeed within 5 years of this happening. a
viable if immature effects paradigm had cmerged. Third, whilst the mantra that “wars
have always been conducted for effect’ may true, at least at the strategic level, within
the context of FBW it is irrelevant; because as this thesis will show, the issue at stake
is not whether effects oceur per se - which is a given - but the degree to which causc
and effeci are considered by planners throughout the full depth of warfare.
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INTRODUCTION

This introduction comprises 6 sections: Aims and Objectives: Methodology: Literature
and Source Review; Definitions; and, to set the scene for the opening chapter, a brief
discussion of the Origins of EBW.

AIMS AND OBJECTIVES

The aim of this thesis is to asscss whether EBW merits recognilion as an original model
ol warfare. or whether it is the sum of previous cxperience. Its critics believe it to be the
latter and they suspect that although it promises much, in practise it will deliver no more
than the current paradigm. Naturally ils supporters take an opposing stance, believing
that EBW has both codified and formalised the best of the current model of warfare, and
that it has also added a new dimension to warfare: that of delivering physical and
cognitive cffcets across the full spectrum of conflict including the aftermath. In seeking
to resolve this debate, the aim of this thesis is supported by the following objectives:
1} Describe The West’s Extant Approach To Warfare.

a) Highlight changing threats since the collapse of the Berlin Wall.

b) Discuss the suitability of West’s extant model of warfare to meet the new
challenges.

2) Describe The Contemporary EBW Paradigm.

a) Outline Foucault’s contention that that each new era produces its own unique
mindset of thought.

b) Discuss differences in interpretation regarding the polities / war dynamic.
c) Lxplain ‘effects and outcomes’.
dy Explain the centrality of “winning the peace’ within the EBW Paradigm,
3) Assess The US Input To The Modern EBW Paradigm.
a) Discuss the roots of modern US opecational level doctrine.
by Explain the significance of America’s remote strategic roots.
¢) Explain the significance of the Vietnam Experience.
d) Establish how early TRADOC wotk led to a subsequent reappraisal of doctrine.

¢) Discuss America’s wider approach to warfare / battle.



4) Assess The UK Input To The Modern EBW Paradigm.
a) Explain the significance of these inputs and outline the timescale involved,

b) Test the UK model for completeness.

wh
~—

Analyse [Four Unrelated Case Studies Of Differing Complexity And From
Diffcrent Periods.

a) Use historical evidence to add to the conceptual elements of this thesis.

b) Use studies as frameworks for analysis to allow pertinent EBW themes to be
identiTicd.

6) Describe the Strategic Realitics of the Early 21% Century.

a) Discuss the rise of globalisation; the media; and the resurgence of
humanitarianism,

b} Discuss the cultural dimension, including rationality and the cognitive domain,
¢) Discuss the 21% Century aftermath.

¢) Discuss the utility of planning warfighting and post-warfighting activities
separately {current mode! of warfare) or together (EBW aspiration).

Finally, it is neither desirable nor indeed feasible to cover every aspect of warfare within
this thesis, hence three sets of factors fall outside its scope. First. pre-Manoeuvre Warlare
does not feature other than to illustrate speeific EBW themes. So, for example, Operation
Chastise was selected as an Case Study because it shows how even a straightforward
‘one-of1™ operation can generate second and third order strategic. operational. tactical «nd
psychological cffects. Similarly, Counter-Insurgency does nof feature as such, yet two
examples (the British experience in Malaya, and Magsaysay s methodology for
countering the Hukbalahaps) are included becavse they illustrate pesfectly the EBW
mindset. Sccond, the tone and approach of this thesis are unashamedly Anglo-American.
This is dcliberate, and it refiects the incontrovertible fact that the modern EBW paradigm
is an Anglo-American construct. Of course, in time its use might permeate throughout
NATO, the EUl and perhaps even the UN; but if this happens it will be because NATO
procedures generally mirror those of the US, and the EU follows NATO. It will not he
because each participating nation inputted to its development. Third, the thesis makes no
attempt to compare the American ‘way of war’ with that of the British. Such a
comparison is certainly possible, and it would no doubt make for a worthy dissertation in
its own right. But it would be inappropriate within this thesis because it would widen the
focus unacceptably, and thus risk the thesis being pulled in two directions. Moreover.,
comparing American and British ‘ways’ has littic to do with EBW per se. Both countries
played their role in EBW’s development, but as we shall see. they did so at different times
and in different ways. With this in mind, this thesis seeks to unearth what the EBW
paradigin comprises, who contributed what, and when the key events occurred.



METHODOLOGY

The study opens with an explanation of the West’s current approach to warfarc. which for
want of an official title the author has termed ‘the Manocuvrist Paradigm’. Covering this
ground is nccessary in order that like may be compared with like: the current model with
EBW. That said, much of the old model is subsumed within EBW. Therefore attention
focuses on key differences, such as the current model’s quest for speedy results versus
EBW s desire for holistic aftcrmath planning. This section is followed by an appraisal of
the context for EBW, which - on the back of Foucault’s claim that each new era produces
its own unique mindset of thought, its *episteme’ ' suggests that not all military
developments ure evolutionary. This opens the possibiiity that EBW could be an original
construet, or at least contain sufficient original elements to meril accreditation as one.
‘The focus then shifts to a brief discussion of the politics / war dynamie. This shows that
there is more than one way to view this rather intricate relationship: either as associated
or disassociated activities. This is a key area of discussion, and the thesis contends that
EBW supports the former view whilst the current model supports the latter. Indeed so
central is this theme to the topic in general that it recurs throughout much of this thesis,
The first chapter finishes by outfining the Effects Paradigm from first principles. in an
attempt to demystify the model and to clarify any fundamental misunderstandings.

Chapter 2 analyses American inputs to the model. It takes a broad historical approach,
and it contends that whilst the early high visibility inputs to EBW date from around the
1991 Guil War, America’s past is as relevant as more recent developments. Beginning
with America’s catharsis in the wake of Vietnam, this chapter establishes that significant
doctrinal changes occurred within a short period of time, and that these changes were
both deliberate and fundamental. This adds credibility to Foucault’s epistemic model.
and in doing so it reaffirms the possibility that EBW could indeed encapsulate more than
previous experience. This vital background provides the context to undertake a
meaningful assessment of how FBW evolved out of Manocuvre Warfare. Next. the focus
shilts to whether there is ‘A Uniquely American Way of War'. Using Russell Weigley's
The American Way of War as its anchor, this scction considers America’s wider approach
to warfare. [t asks whether current US doctrine is governed as much by America’s
remote past as by more recent developments. This analysis prompts a key question: does
an American way of war exist, or does America instead have a way of battle - a less
mature {and hence less effective) paradigm for addressing conflict? The chapter
concludes with an overview of American input to the modern elfects paradigm. Using
Colin § Gray’s Strategy in the Nuclear Age: The United States 19451991 as a counter 1o
Weigleys work, this section analyses the roots of America’s wider strategic culture,

[t then considers the impact of highly influential US doctrinal theorists - John Boyd. John
Warden and Dave Deptuia — before ending with a brief overview of how Network Centric
Warlare (NCW), the US variant of Network Enabled Capability (NEC), links to EFBW.

Chapter 3 assesses the UK input to EBW. It achieves this by analysing a scrics of
governmental papers. This approach reveals that EBW development increased with each
successive paper and that by the time the final paper was writlen - just ftve years alier the
original one - EBW bad coalesced around the concept of EBA, an halistic approach to
watlare unique to the UK. Analysis begins with *The Origins of EBA’, which assesses
through an effects lens the 1999 UK Government White Paper Modernising Government.
This made explicit the government’s aspiration that departments should work more

' Chapter |, page 20,




closely together, which - although not known at the time - was a precondition for EBA.
Next is a review of the New Chapter to the 1998 Strategic Defence Review, an important
work as it stated that future military options would henceforth be framed in terms of
desired eifects. The next section, ‘Network Centric Capability (NCC)’, shows how an
elfects model was predicated with a robust network at its core. Tocus then shifts 1o "EBA
Consolidation’, which started in July 2002 with the issue of a supporting adjunct to the
New Chapter. This added detail to five previously identified strategic effects. Next is a
brief review of Delivering Security in a Changing World, which used the term “eftects
based operations and planning” for the first time. By way of concluding, the chapter
secks evidence to demonstrate the completeness or otherwise ol the UK model today.
Surprisingly. it discovers that the UK government has yet to develop an overarching
national philosophy applicabie to all government departments.

Chapter 4 adds substance to the conceptual elements of the thesis by analysing four
discrete historical case studies: Operation Chastise, the Dambusters raid of 16/17 May
1943: Operation Black Buck, the Vulcan bombing raids conducted against Port Stanley
airfield from | May to 12 June [982; Operation Allied Force in Kosavo, NATO s final
act of warfare in the 20™ Century; and Operation Phantom Fury. the coalition forces
2004 assault on Fallujah. These studies are viewed retrospectively, mindful that some
details that are known know today were not known at the time, and that attitudes and
culture change constantly, hence today’s intetpretation of events may differ signiticantly
{rom those in the past. The studies are scrutinised in increasing detail, with each one
serving as a springboard for analysing the next study. The purpose of the chapter is to use
these studies as frameworks for analysis so that pertinent EBW themes may be identified.

Chapter 5 is entitled “Iime for Change: The early 21 Century’. This appraisal is the
raison d'étre of the thesis, as it contends that whilst threats have changed sighificantly
since the collapse of the Berlin Wall, the West’s model of warfare has failed to adapt
accordingly. Rather than focusing on purely military issues, it anatyses the broad
strategic tapestry of the early 21% Century, considering matters such as the impact of
globalisation on the wider security environment and the influence of the media.

Noting that in some cases today’s military challenges are markedly different from their
predecessors, it accepts that the West’s armed forces have adapted with great skill and no
small amount ol efTort, but it asks whether this accomplishment [ully addresses the wider
seeurily concerns. Having determined that the answer is ‘na” it suggests that in this new
cra, several traditional factors need to be better understood, such as understanding culture
and rationality - both of which feature within CBW in a way that is sought within the
current mocle] of warfare. It concludes with a brief discussion on *The 21™ Century
Aftermath’. This builds on previous discussions, noting that in the wake of Iraq and
Afghanistan, the aftermath ol watlarc now needs to be considered as never before,

This matter is analysed in some detail, together with the related issue of whether
warfighting and post-warfighting activities should be planned separately (as happens at
present) or together (an EBW requirement).

Two further considerations apply regarding methodology. First, the thesis covers the
period up to and including July 2005. No new material has been added since that time
duc to the cxtraordinarily rapid pace of change in the wake ol the Iraq and Afghanisian
conflicts. Second, although this thesis makes no attempt to "sell” EBW, nonetheless it
delves into areas which in the normal manner of historical research might ordinarily
remain undisturbed. This approach is deliberate; indeed given the context within which
EBW emerged, it is essential. Understanding the new strategic realities is as important as




understanding the extant American approach. In similar vein, understanding America’s
remote past is no less important than analysing the UK Government’s early White Papers.
even though Lhey make no mention of EBW per se.

LITERATURE AND SOURCE REVIEW

Most of the literature and sources relerred o throughout this thesis have been drawn from
the following pools: governmental, academic, military, media, the internet, and some
highly inftuential individuals. Equal weight has been given to all. Those featuring in the
bibliography have informed this work in some way, but not atl have been drawn upon tor
direct attribution. Sources mentioned below were particularly relevant. They ave
presented here in abridged form. Full details are in the bibliography.

Chapter | *Understanding EBW” focuses on the Manoeuvrist Paradigm, Manoeuvre
Warfare and the Manoeuvrist Approach. Literature ranges from the UK’s high level Joint
Daetrine Publication 0-01, Edition 6, UK Glossary of Joint and Multinarional Terims and
Definitions. to the operational level Joint Warfare Publications 0-01 and 5-00, British
Defence Doctrine (Second Edition) and Joint Operations Plonning respectively. US
Army Field Manual 100-5, FM 100-5 Operations, adds a usclul American perspective,
Scction Two, “The Context for EBW?, is predicated upon Foucault’s epistemes as
outlined in The Order of Things: An Archaeology of the Human Science. Given the aim
of the thesis, knowledge of this is essential albeit Foucault’s book plays no role after
introducing the concept. The ‘Politics / War Dynamic™ draws upon Sun Tzu's The Art of
War, the Selected Military Writings of Mao Tse-Tung and Clavsewitz’s On War in equal
measure. together with interpretation of the latter by Christopher Bassford in Jofn
Keegan and the Grand Tradition of Trashing Clausewiiz, and by Michael Handel in
Masters of War: Classical Strategic Thought. Much of the ~Contemporary Effects
Paradigm™ matcrial came from the author, who informed manuals on the subject duting its
carliest stages while serving as a campaigning specialist at the UK’s Higher Command
and Staff Course, Shrivenham. For ‘Effects and Outcomes’ three primary sources were
indispensable: Donald Lowe and Simon Ng’s Effects-Based Operations: Language.
Meaning And The Effects-Based Approach; Ed Smith’s Effects Based Operations:
Applving Network Centric Warfare in Peace, Crisis, and W, and US Joint [orces
Command White Paper Version 1.0, 4 Concept Framework for Iffects Based Operations.
For matters rclating to the aftermath, Barry Posen’s The War for Kosovo: Serbia
Political-Military Strategy proved extremely helpful. *Winning the Peace’ was compiled
from several media reports. Whilst all of the sources mentioned above provided useful
collateral, the gist of the much of chapter flowed trom discussions and interviews held
with several influential military officers at Shrivenham, and in particular General Rupert
Smith.

Chapter 2. American Origins, owes much to Russcll F Weigley's The American Weay of
War: A History of United States Military Strategy and Policy. "This set the tone for
examining America’s remote past to see how it might have influenced modern American
military strategists. Weigley's work was counterbalanced by Colin § Gray's Strafegy in
the Nuclear age: the United States, 1945-1991 and by Martin [ Halperin’s Contemporary
Military Sirategy. Robert M Citina’s excellent Blitzkrieg To Desert Storm: The Evolution
of Operational Warfare supported Halperin’s work, and was unrivalled as a source for
considering ' The Roots of Modern US Operational Level Docirine’. Regarding
America’s period of introspection following Vietnam, Dr Henry Kissinger's personal
insights during two informal discussions were irreplaceable. The Vietnamese perspective



wus provided by Ngo Vinh Long in the form of two essays: Vietnam's Revolutionary
Tradition and The Franco-Vietnamese War 1945-1954: Ovigins of US Involvement,
which together with General Vo Nguyen Giap’s The Political and Military Line of Our
Purty, featured in Vietnam and America: The Most Comprehensive Documented History
of the Vietnam War. Indeed this large collection of primary source essays proved to be
invaluable. Mao Tse-Tung’s Yu Chi Chan, Guerrilia Warfare shed Turther light on this
matter, as {unexpectedly, given its title) did Major-General John Kiszely’s The British
Army and Approaches to Warfare since 1945. {his was particularly useful in considering
the role and influence of Robert S. McNamara. Reflecting on this very aspect many years
later, McNamara and Brian Vandemar’s In Retrospect: The Tragedy And Lessons Of
Viefnam amplified numerous arcas pertinent to EBW. William Lind’s Some Doctrinal
Questions foi the US Ariny was another key work; this, together with Major Paul H.
Herbert's Deciding what has to be done: General William E. DePuy and the 1976 Edition
of FM 100-5, Operations provided much useful background. Turning to the "US Input to
The Modern Effects Paradigm’, David Fadok’s Joan Boyd and John Warden: Air
Power's Quest for Strategic Paralysis provided in-depth analysis of the enduring
influence those two airmen. Major General David Deptula’s first hand accounts Affects-
Based Operations: A US Perspective and Effects Based Operations: Change in the
Nature of Warfare were used extensively, both to clarify points of detail regarding
Operation Desert Storm, and to make sense of some of the carliest inputs to E3W.

Numerous H M Government or government-derived primary sources underpinned
Chapter 3, UK Origins. In addition to those outlined under *Methodology’, the July 2004
pamphlet entitled Delivering Security in a Changing World - Future Capabilities was
another key source, particularly regarding Nelwork Enabled Capability (NEC).

Primary sources for Chapter 4, the Opevational Case Studies. included several
retrospective discussions with General Rupert Smith regarding Kosovo. The author
scrved as an Air Force Advisor (o General Smith in Bosnia, and in this capacity he
worked alongside Major Milos Strankovic, the principal UN translator for General Rosc
and later General Smith. Stankovic’s written account” proved invaluable. So too did
Kosovo Lessons From the Crisis,” an official UK Government publication listing the
factors most likely to have been influential in securing Mifosevic’s capitulation. Turning
(o Fallujah. numerous first hand media reports were used - indeed these werce the only
relevant primary sources of significance available at the time. The Falklands example
was informed at the taclical level by discussions with numerous veterans, most notably
Major General Sir Julian Thompsan, the former commander of Task Group 317.1, who
on two accasions co-chaired with the author formal discussions on this subject amongst
military officers. His unique perspective was supplemented by Admiral Sandy
Woodward's excellent personal account of the campaign.’1 For Operation Chastise the
internet provided the necessary facts and figures. [n this capacity it was no less
authoritative than the sources mentioned above.

Chapter 5 *Warfare in the Early 21 Century’ is largely conceptual. Here the primary
sources range from a Hans Blix presentation and subsequent “fireside chat™ at Oxford

* Stankovic, Milos, Trusted Mole: A Soldier’s Journey into Bosnia's Heavt of Darkness, London., Harper
Collins, 2000, p 275.

¥ Kosovo Lessons From the Crisis, Presented to Parliament by the Secretary of Stale [or Defence by
Command of Her Majesty, UK MQOD, Junc 2000, Cm 4724,

* One Hundred Days: The Memoirs of the Falklands Battie Group Commander, London, [arper Colfins.
1992,



University in 2004 on the subject of Iragq, to T.udendorff’s The Coming War and Mao Tse-
Tung's Unrehearsed Talks and Leiters:1956-71.° The latter added weight to key
observations made by David G Marr, the first Vietnamese-spcaking US Marine sent to
Vietnam.” on the utility of cuitural awarcness, and to Paul K Davis’s analysis of human
behaviour during the Cuban Missile Crisis.” Interviews with Dr Karen Carr, Director of
IFuture Systems at BAe Human Resources, proved invaluable in making this section
televant for the 21 Century. Secondary sources were similarly {ruitful; for example
Milosevic's claim, widely reported in the media, that NATO was “not willing to sacritice
lives to achieve our surrender. But we are willing to die to defend our rights as an
independent sovereign nation™® provided a unique and highly pertinent insight regarding
his mindset - and therefore to his cognitive domain ~ at that time. and. During the
analysis of the aftermath of war in the 21% Century, the internet had no peer: the
testimony of those involved in Iraq’s aftermath planning proved crucial in understanding
how this complex matter is currently addressed.

DEFINITIONS

EBW

There is no commonly agreed definition of EBW. This is surprising, and in common with
many matters concerning FBW, it seems to mean different things o different people.

In essence it covers action at every level of warfare, and it embraces any activity that
secks to influence allies, adversaries, und neutrals.” Rudimentary though this explanation
might be, as a working definition it fulfils the requirements of this thesis. In [act it covers
three broad arcas. First, there is action af every level of warfare. This makes EBW most
unusual. [ndecd apart from Total War - wherein all national assets may be called upon in
the pursuit of stratcgic survival - other models of warfare tend to focus on battle rather
than on warfare in its wider sense. Consequently defeating the enemy’s military.
normally as swiftly as possible, routinely assumes primacy over setting the conditions for
enduring peace: a difficult enough task in itself, but all the more so when il is undertaken
mindful of cultural and religious sensitivities.

All models of warfare accept that actions at one level can, on occasion, affect the ather
levels. However, EBW does not allow any single level of warfare to become
marginalised within the wider planning process. So whereas the locus in Manoeuvre
Warlare is al the joint operational level - and during the warfighting stage it shifts largely
between this and the tactical level - EBW establishes linkages across the full spectrum of
warlare,

The second thread within the definition is that EBW embraces any activity. Because
other models focus on the fighting phase, activity is usually directed against the sources
from which the enemy derives its strength: normally its military forces. Yet EBW
embraces all activities, be they economic, diplomatic, governmental (or even non-

* Mao Tse-Tung, nrehearsed Talks and Letters: 1956-71, Ed Stuart R, Schram, London, 1973, p 128.

* David G Marr, The Rise and Fall of “Counterinsurgency™: 1961-1964, in Victnam and America: The Most
Comprehensive Documented History of the Victnam War, Gettleinan, Marvin E; Franklin, Jane: Young,
Muarilyn B: and Franklin, Bruce (Eds), Grove Press, New York, 1995,

T Paul K Davis, Effecis-Based Operations, A Grand Challenge for the Analviical Communin. RAND,

Sania Moniea, California, 2001.

¥ Interview with Milosevic, United Press International, April 30, 1999,

? Authot’s definition.




governmental) and it places considerable importance on harmorusing these different
strands. Consequentiy EBW rcquires all organs of government to work together, with a
common understanding, in pursuit of identical objectives.

"I'he third thread concerns the target audience; o influence allies. udversaries, and
neutrals. Most paradigms focus on the enemy at the expense of considering the
consequences of their actions on allies and neutrals. These eftects may be positive or
negative, temporary or permanent, physical or psychological - the list of permutations is
vast. However, il any of these eftects are marginalised, the victor’s status within the
international community can be damaged long aficr the war is over. EBW seeks to
minimise. il not eradicate, this marginalisation.

There is much within this working definition to suggest that some elements of EBW are
original and therefore unique. Nonetheless, EBW does not claim to encompass
everything pre-EBW. However, as might naturally be expected. it does take into account
the enduring lessons of warfare that have been gleaned by previous generations.

EBA

In most EBW literature - and in almost all non-UK literature - the term EBA normally
cxists only in the title, and in this capacity it serves primarily to introduce EBO (see
below) to the reader. The UK’s stance is unique, however. According to Air Vice-
Marshal lain MacNicoll, Director General of the UK’s Joint Doctrine and Concepts
Centre, EBA is “the co-ordinated application of capabilities. drawn from the threc
instruments of Power in order to achieve a desired strategic aim™.'Y The three instruments
of Power are diptomatic, economic and military means. The UK is unusual in defining
EBA. and even more unusual in declaring that EBA, a subset of EBW, covers activily at
the pan-governmental level. Within the UK paradigm, the level below EBA is EBQ.

EBAQO

The US paradigm differs from that of the UK, with the term *Effccts Based Approach to
Operations” (CBAO) beginning to gain currency. This is not a universally accepted term,
even within the US, probably because the paradigm is still immature. Nonetheless, it is
included here for completeness. According to the United States Joint Forces Command,
EBAQO comprises “actions designed to bring about a desired result by integrating military
actions with those of other instruments of national power™."" It adds that “EBAO is an
evolving idea that has been characterized as ‘an effects-based approach to joint
operations® and as ‘effects-based thinking’ in the application of operational art and
design™.'? Within EBAO, the planning and conduct of operations move away from a
predominantly “force-oriented, military-on-military approach to one that faciliiates the
application of all elements of national power (Diplomatic, Information, Military and
Economic. or DIME) against the interdependent systems (Political, Military. Economic.
Social, Information and Infrastructure, or PMESI) that comprise the operational

" The UK Approach to the Planning, Execution and Assessmeai of Effecis-Bused Operations, Joint
Doctrine and Concepts Centre presentation given by Air Vice-Marshal lain MacNicoll, undated. Available
in (ull at hitp:/fwww.defence.gov.au/strategy/fwe/documents/eba_meuicoll.pdrl

" Effects Based Approach to Operations, United States Joint Forces Command website, undated.

N http:/Awww jfeomumil/about/fact_ebo.htm
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environment™, " It may thus be seen that EBAO is similar to EBA - in that it integrates
all instruments of national power (albeit the US recognizes four instruments whercas the
UK only recognizes three) - but it differs from EBA in that it is concerned solely with the
operational environment, For the purposes of this thesis EBAO may be assumed to be
broadly equivalent to EBO, Consequently, in the interests ot clarity it is not considered
(urther as a stand-alone strand within this work.

EBO

I contrast 0 EBW and EBA, there is no shortage of definitions for EBO. The US Join
Forces Command Glossary defines il as “a process ol obtaining a desired stralegic
autcome ot “effect’ on the enemy, through the syncrgistic, multiplicative, and cumulative
application of the wide range of military and non-military capabilities at the tactical.
operational and strategic levels”.!* The UK JDCC’s more prosaic definition is: “the co-
ordinated application of military and non-military agents to acknowledge specific effects
on adversarics, allics and ncutrals (o oblain a desived objective™."® Unlike the US
definition, the UK version does not view EBO as a process, but rather as a mindsct.
Moreover, whereas the US definition focuses exclusively on the enemy, the UK version
includes friendly forces and neutral players. These are significant differences, and if left
unharmonised they could potentially interfere with coalition planning. These are not the
only definitions that exist, however. Indeed there are many others. For balance, a further
three are included below. They broaden the concept, albeit at a risk of introducing yet
more confusion; because they too do not fully support each other. They are:

Paul K Davis, in Effects-Bused Operations, A Grand Challenge for the Analytical
Community: “Operations conceived and planncd i a systems framework that considers
the full range of direct, indirect and cascading effects - effects that may, with different
degrecs of probability, be achieved by the application of military. diplomatic.

psychological. and economic instruments”. '

Ld Smith, in Effects Based Operations, Applying Network Centric Warfare in Peace,
Crisis and War: “Effects Based Operations are coordinated sets of actions directed at
shaping the behaviour of friends, foes, and neutrals in peace. crisis and war™."”

Mann, Enderby and Seatle, in Thinking Effects, Effects Bused Methodology for Joint
Operations: ~ Actions taken against enemy systems designed to achieve specific cffects

that contribute directly to desired military and political outcomes™.'®

There can be no doubl that from a definitional perspective, confusion abounds. [n fact
this very observation was made in July 2003 by the US Delence Science Board Task
Force on Discriminate Use of Force, which noted that EBQ definitions were generally

" Ibid.

" hittp:/iwww.j fecam.milabout/glossary htm#E

" May 2004 definition,

" Paul K Davis, Lffects-Based Operations, A Grand Challenge for the Analytical Compmnity, RAND,
Santa Monica, California, 2001, p xiii.

" Idward R Smith, Effects Based Operations: Applying Neswork Centric Wenfare in Peace, Crisis and
War, CCRP Information Age Transformation Series, Nov 2002, p xiv,

' Colonel Edward C Man, Lieutenant Colonel Gary Endersby, and ‘Thomas R Searle, 1hinking liffects:
Lffects-Based Methodology for Joint Operations, Air University Press, Maxwell AFB, Alabama, Oct 2002,
P 96.



http://www.ifcom.mi1/about/glossary.htm%23E

underpinned by theee factors: cfficicney, comprehensiveness or speed. After considerable
deliberation, in an effort to bring clarity to the topic they produced their own definition:
“the systematic and explicit attempt (in planning and executing a campaign with
competing objectives) to assess for and adapt to the effects from kinetic and other actions.
This includes military and non-military effects, desired and undesired etfects, and

expected and unanticipated effects”.'

When the above definitions are tabulated, the differences between them become readily
apparent:

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
US Joint v v v
Forces
Command : _
Dﬂ '\,’is ) J / N -:/—___m- T
Smith v v
Mann et al v v 1 e
USDSBTF v v v v
on
Discriminate
Use of Force |
Figure 1 - Table of EBO Definitions

1. Scck Strategic Outcomes or Objectives.

2. Occur at the Strategic, Tactical and Operational Levels.

3. Use Military and non-Military Mcans.

4. Within a Systems Framework,

5. Shape Behaviour / Influence Will.

0. Include adversaries, neutrals, friendly forces,

7. Different levels of effect included.

8. Different types of effect included.

9. Unanticipated or negative effects included.

This table highlights not only EBO’s relative immaturity, but the fact that whilst it has
many facets, no single definition captures it porfectly. Moreover, each of the ahove
definitions could also apply to EBW - and this is a surprising and potentially confusing

" Report of the Defence Science Board Task Force on Discriminate Use of Foree, July 2003, Office of the
Under Secretary of Defence For Acquisition, Technology, and Logistics, Washington, D.C, 2030(-3140.
P2,
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revelation. With this in mind, for the purposes of this thesis EBW and EBQ are treated as
two halves of the same coin.
Lffects

For US Joint Forees Command an effect is “the physical, functional, or psychological
outcome. event, or consequence that results from specific military or non-military
actions™. " JDCC defines effects as “the physical or cognitive consequence(s) at any level
within the Strategic Environment of one or more military or non-military actions™.”'
Smith belicves that “an effect is a result or impact created by the application of military or
other power'“;32 whilst Mann, Enderby and Searle deem effects to be “a full range of
outcomes, events, or consequences that result from a specific action™? Clearly there is
some conlusion here tao, although in this case the confusion is limited to points of detail.

The key conclusion from all of the above is that neither EBW nor EBO focus exclusively
on the enemy. or on their military forces, or on physical results alone. The cognitive
dimension also fooms large. At times it can be the dominant dimension, at least in
planning terms. Note that the words ‘physical damage’ and “kinetic effect’” are absent
from all of the above definitions. This makes EBW very dillerent from the West's
current model of warfare, the Manoeuvrist Paradigm.

The Vlanceuvrist Paradigm

The term *Manoeuvrist Paradigm’ exists only in this thesis. It has been coined by the
author 1o describe the West’s wider approach to warfare following the collapse of the
Warsaw Pact. Therefore it describes a construct that already exists. The name is almost
an irrclevance, and it should not be allowed to detract from the overall thrust of this
thesis, However, it was chosen because it reflects the profound influence of the
Manoeuvrist Approach - an operational level legacy of the 1970s, still in vogue today -
upon the West’s extant model of warfare, This point is important because o lundamental
contention within this thests is that the West’s extant approach to wacfare is outmoded.
and consequently ill-suited to meet the unique demands of the 2 1™ Century.

[tis difficult 1o define precisely what the Western approach is. Nowhere is the current
mode! (named or otherwise) articulated in any mcaningful sense in modern doctrine.
Occasionally it is possible to stumble across some points of detail concerning its inner
workings. but these are usually viewed from the perspective ol strategy and / or politics.
Consequently those who seek a more complete picture must look elscwhere. However,
when they do so they soon realise that the Western model of warfare, poorly delined
though it is, would appear not to have changed signtficantly since the 1980s. Of course
individual forces have reconfigured in recognition that the world is no longer balanced by
two superpowers, hence capabilities have changed, as have platforms. technology, force
ratios, and the like. It is also true that the West is now configured for expeditionary
warfare, unlike the static forces of just two decades ago. Bul the fiundamental model of
warfare remains much the same now as it was then. In other words, the Western
approach (o warfare - as opposcd to battle - has ossified.

* waww jifcon.

2 IDCC Paper The UK Military View of Effects - Definitions and Relationships, undated.
= Smith, Op Cit,p 111.

= Mann. Endersby, and Searle, Op Cit, p 96.

11


http://www.jtfcom

At the operational level, Manoeuvre Warfare (“the application of Manoeuvrist thinking to
warlighting™)*! remains the favoured model for winning battles. But it is not a true way
of warfare. Rather, it is a way of battle that seeks to shock and paralyse the enemy,
destroying his cohesion and leaving him puzzled as well as defeated in the process. 1t
tukes no heed of the aftermath. Indeed it is not required to do so within the wider model
of warfare, Were this not the case, it is unlikely that Western soldiers would be in Iraq
today - for far longer than those in power thought would be the case - yet the end is still
not in sight. Ipse facto the West’s approach to warfare (as opposed to winning bhattles)
cannot possibly be optimised to meet current conditions, specifically the unique needs of
the 21* Century.

The Manocuvrist Paradigm builds upon the current operational model and adds to it the
UK"s three instruments of power: diplomatic, economic and military. This amalgam is
naturally subservient to the political and strategic dimensions, thus acknowledging that
Western militaries carry out Manoeuvre Warfare under the guidance of their political
masters (who also oversee the diplomatic and economic strands). This, then, is the
*Manoeuvrist Paradigm’. One important additional point of note. however, is that whilst
it purports to be an holistic approach to warfare (recently cvidenced by the West's
justification for its involvement in Kosava in 1999 and in lraq in 2003).%° the author
contends that this is not the case. This assertion underpins this thesis.

ORIGINS OF EBW

The evolution of EBW as a coherent, holistic model of warfare occurred over several
years, and it would therefore be foolthardy to attempt to tie its origin to a particular date.
Certainly the paradigm did not exist prior to 1991 Gulf War, yet by July 2002 the UK
Government's New Chapter o the 1998 Strategic Defence Review spoke of framing
military options as desired effects, rather than defining them in capability or platform-
centric terms. This watershed document initiated considerable intellectual effort in the
UK, and this - in combination with pivotal precursor work by a small number of US Gulf
War planners just over a decade earlier - resuited in the current paradigm.

* Joint Warfare Publication 0-01, British Defence Doctrine (Second Edition). October 2001,

** Speaking at the Chicaga Economic Club in April 1999, Rlair unveiled his “Doctrine of the International
Commmity™ which included how and when and whether (o intervene in the uffairs of other nutions. e
olfered the {ollowing: “I think we need to bear in mind five major considerations. Firsi, are we sure of aur
case” War iy an imperfeet instrument for righting humanitarian distress: but armed force is sametimes the
only means ol dealing with dictators. Second, have we exhausted all diplomatic options? We should always
s ¢ peace every chance, as we have in the case of Kosovo. Third, on the basts of a practical assessimeni of
the sisuation. are there military operations we can sensibly and prudently undertahe? Fourth, are we
prepared [or the long term? In the past we talked too much ol exit strateaics, Hut having madc a
commitment we cannot simply walk away once the fight is aver; hetter to stav with moderate numbers of
troops than rcwura for repeat performances with large numbers. And finally. do we have naticnal interests
invelved? The imass expulsion of ethnic Albanians from Kosove demanded the notice ol 1he vest ol the
workl. Bob i does make a dillerence that (his is taking place in such @ contbustibic part of Europe. | am no
supgesting that these are absolule tests, But they are the kind of issues we need o think about in deciding in
the funere when and whether we will intervene”. This captures the essence o IMair's wider approach to
wiarfare and hence the Manoeuvrist Paradigm. For a complete text of the speech see
hitp:/fwww.pbs.org/newshour/bb/international/jan-june99/blair_doetrine4-23.htinl

“ Bush declared that any action against Iraq would be “consistent” with “necessary actions™ against
terrorists following the September |1, 2001 terrorist attacks against the United States. His linkage of iraq
to international terrorism (and vice versa) demonstrates an holistic approach to warfare.

See http://www ciil.com/2003/ALLPOLITICS/03/19/sprj.irg.bush/index.itml
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Yet even this simplistic explanation warrants caution, as many of the underlying concepts
have been around for generations. But successive models do not mirror their
predecessors - indeed if they did, warfare would stagnate and cleacly this is not the casc.
Some changes are swift and obvious, particularly if they are driven by technological
improvements such as the English longbaw or the Maxim machine gun. At other times,
however, warfure evolves slowly and barely perceptibly. Evolution can be so slow on
occasions that hindsight might be needed to make sense of the minutiae. One such
example was the British response to insurgency in Malaya between 1948 and 1960, and it
is widely acknowledged that the operational mindsel at the end of the campaign bore little
resemblance (o that at the beginning. The question remains as to whether EBW [alls into
this mould.

It is important o note that those involved in the early stages ol EBW were secking merely
to fine-tune various operational level points of detail. 1t was never their intention to
contribute to a new model of warfare; indeed the very notion would have appeared absurd
at the time, as it was almost universally believed by the military that the medel in use
delivered all that was required of it - and moreover, il achicved this remarkably swiftly.
This perception was demonstrably bolstered by the speed with which Kuwait was
liberated. At some point, however, this fine-tuning reached critical mass in terms of the
number of practitioners who were articulating deliverables in terms of desived effects
rather than capabilities. Once this happened the die was cast. Momentum [or embracing
the lexicon of effects increased commensurately, and the stage was set for the effects
model to be fleshed out and formalised.

[t is also important to note that whilst the eatly work of US practitioners predated this
event, the same applies (albeit 10 a lesser extent) in the UK. The lead unquestionably tay
with the US, with the UK tentatively exploring the nascent eflects ideology some yeurs
tater. flowever, it was inevitable that the UK would follow, as its military relationship
with the US was - and indeed remains - particutarly close. This is due in cqual measure
ta the high number of exchange appeintments between these two countries, their close
collaboration in all matters of doctrine, and the fact that the US and UK routinely fight
together against common enemies - and hence share as common an approach (©
warfighting us their size and relative capabilities allow.?” Against this background, the
migration of ‘effects thinking’ from the US to the UK was simply a matter of time.

In seeking to identify the key personalities behind EBW, the work of John Warden and
Dave Deptula (both of whom were involved in planning the air element of the 1991 Gulfl
War) was hugely influential. To give an indication of the pre-clfects mentality of the
time, in February 1991 the lraq Target Planning Cell received a report from the Central
Command [ntclligence Staff on the progress of the air campaign against electricity
targets. This stated that not all the individual targets had been destroyed or damaged to
the specific percentage, hence the objective had not been met. Yet - as Deptula pithily
observed at the time ~ the elecirical system was not operating in Baghdad. Fenee the
effect that the planners sought had been delivered. Nonetheless, the prevailing culture
demanded that those targets be attacked repeatedly until the extant damage criteria had
heen met. The difference in approach between these two mindsets is vast. And whereas

- During the Gulf War the author served onh att Exchange Programme with the US Navy and US Marives
Corps. Thesc cominents are based on observations made by the author and many exchange personal
serving at the time.



the pre-Deptula model had humanitarian implications alter the wartighting stage was
over, Deptula’s vision preserved the capability to generate power after the event - and
thus save lives in the immediate aftermath of the war. This example captures the essence
ol EBW. Those who opine that wars have always been conducted for effect would do
well Lo study it.

But it would also be wrong to credit Deptula with ownership of the modern effects
paradigm. lle capitalised on the work of others, most obviously John Warden. the
otiginator of a concentric model of warfare, and John Boyd. the originator of the "*OODA”
loop. Yet each of these airmen benefited from the unbroken tradition ot a uniquely
American approach to warfare, and their heritage - which incvitably shaped them - had its
role to play. [Further, significant though these airmen were, they did not create the custent
EBW model. Indeed it took over a decade for the model to be formalised, and during this
period the UK contribution was significant. Indeed the language of effects first appeared
in the July 2002 New Chapier to the 1998 Strategic Defence Review, and subsequent
publications developed and refined the model at a rapid rate. Much of the work behind
the New Chapter is still classified - it was, after all, formulated in response to the terrorist
attacks o 9/11 - so it is difficult to know exactly when the UK embraced the effects
model. But what is incontrovertible is that the UK government had been working hard
since 1999 to promote an atmaosphere in which ourcomes as opposed to process would
form a central pillar ot pan-governmental business. And whilst this early work did not
lead instantly to a UK effects model, it was highly influential as it demanded that all
departments. working closely together, should consider how best to articulate outcomes.
One of the key by-products of this work was the emergence of a mindset which.
fortuitously or otherwise, dovetailed neatly with the work on effects that was taking place
in the US.

In sum, EBW s origin cannot be tied to a specific date. The model took at least a decade
to develop, and consequently no a single point of origin is identified within this thesis.
Instead, acknowledgement is made of the diverse influences which together resulted in
the model.



CHAPTER 1:
UNDERSTANDING THE CONTEMPORARY EBW PARADIGM

“Shallow men believe in luck.
Strong men befieve in cause and effect”,

Ralph Waldo Emerson

INTRODUCTION

This thesis contends that the Manoeuvrist Paradigm is outmoded and consequently ill-
suited to meet the unique demands of the 21% Century. With this in mind, the first section
outlines “The Manoeuvrist Paradigm’, the West’s current approach to warfare.

A working understanding of the current model is necessary because it provides a point of
departure which allows the reader to understand firstly, the context within which EBW
emerged, and secondly, specific points of detail which EBW seeks to address. This
describes in outline the Manoeuvrist Approach, and notes that whilst the modcl has to
date served the West reasonable well, it is unlikely to do so in the future. One of the
reasons for this is the Manoeuvrist Imperative of the *here and now’, which places undue
emphasis on resolving the warfighting phase as swiftly as possible. This approach has
lead to a mindset wherein planners are seduced by the imperative of near-term gains,
hence planning routinely focuses on the near-term rather than on the aftermath. The
consequences of this mindset are self-evident, and to comprehend them one need look no
further than contemporary cvents on Iraq and Afghanistan, the opening wars of the new
century. Hence the need for a brief overview of the Manoeuvrist Paradigm - because
there is little point in winning wars quickly il the outcome involves many years of
winning the aftermath slowly.

Attention then shifts to understanding ‘The Context for EBW™. T'his begins by
questioning whether the new paradigm is revolutionary or evolutionary - an epistemic or a
doctrinal development. This is vital ground given that the aim of the thesis is to assess
whether EBW merits recognition as an original modet of wariare, or whether it is the sum
of previous experiences. This is followed by a brief but necessary discussion on the
politics/ war dynamic, which compates the linear model of warfare (wherein peace and
wat are disassocialed activities) with the holistic approach (wherein war is continuation of
political intercourse). EBW favours the latter approach, whercas the Manocuvrist
Paradigm favours the former, This is a significant difference, and understanding it is vital
il one is to comprehend the mindset that underpins EBW.

The next scction focuses on ‘The Contemporary Effects Paradigin®. This describes the
process of envisaging first, second and third order effects, and notes the importance of
considering all of these from the perspectives of the {riend, the {oe and the neutral alike.
Exploring the notion that wars have always been done for effect. it asks whether the
cffects that accrue during war have always been consistent with, and limited to, the
effects that were envisaged during the planning process - this being the central core of
EBW. The focus then shifts to a discussion of effects and outcomes, noting that the
positive primary effect of an action can, at times, be negated by the subsequent second
and third order effects, which - paradoxically - may endure for far longer than the original

15



eflfect. The section concludes with a discussion on the importance ot otherwise of
“winning the peace’.

THE MANOEUVRIST PARADIGM

There is no such term as the Manoeuvrist Paradigm, at least in olTicial circles. The author
has coined the term in order to describe the West s wider approach ta warfare following
the collapse of the Warsaw Pact. The construct clearly exists. as is evidenced today by
ongoing operations in Iraq and Afghanistan, but it appears never to have been named -
hence the need for the author to proffer one. The name itselt is almost an irrelevance. and
it should not detract from the overall thrust of this thesis, which is to assess whether EBW
is an original model of warfare, or merely the sum of previous experiences, The name
reflects the profound influence of the Manoeuvrist Approach {an operational legacy of the
1970s) upon the West’s extant model of warfare. This is significant, beeause one ol the
contentions within the thesis is that the West’s current approach to warfare is outmoded
and therefore ill-suited to meet the unique demands of the 21™ Century. Further, the term
“Manoeuvrist Paradigm’ covers not just the West’s military approach at the operational
level - Manoeuvre Warfare and its attendant technological bells and whisties - bul also the
Wesl's political input to that approach. Togcther these two strands make up the
Manocuvrist Paradigm.

Three premises underpin this sectton. First, warfare is not just military business. Second.
it should never be divorced from the wider strategic environment. And third. at all times
the Western model is subservient to political requirements. These topics are detailed
clsewhere in this thesis® so they are not recounted here. Nonetheless, they provide a lens
for analysing the Manoeuvrist Paradigm in detai!, and assessing its relationship o the
wider strategic environment.

Two further points also need to be considered, however. First, the UK and US
approaches to warfare differ occasionally in points of detail. This does not affect the
current model of warfare but as we shall see, it could affect the efficacy of EBW.
Second, during coalition operations the bigger player invariably provides the framework
that the smaller players follow.® This has certainly been the case in recent US / UK
operations. MHowever, for the purposes of this thesis the Manocuvrist Paradigm may be
considered to be a combination of US and UK doctrine rather than the product of one

country.

Manoeuvre Warfare and the Manoeuvrist Appreach

The Manocuvrist model is a relatively new form of warfare. It was devised to counter a
grossly disproportionate threat from the Warsaw Pact. Consequently it was a product of' a
hi-polar world in which the weight of numbers stood firmly against the West™ and

“*The politics / war dynamic has been explained previously. The UK’s answer to tightening the politics /
war relationship, EBA, is in the next chapter,

* One obvious exception to this was the UNPROFOR / NATO partnership in Bosnia. NATO provided the
airpower, and this included US aircraft, but there were no US saldiers on the ground. 1t was sometimes the
case that NATO commanders wished to do something over Bosnia that UNPROFOR would not sanction,
Source; author / UNPROFOR Air Operations Co-Ordination Centre, Satajevo, 1994-95).

M Ear examyle, in the mid-1980s the Warsaw Pact had 42 500 Main Battie Tanks whereas NATQ had only
13 000. Similar imbalances were evident in Armonred Persanne! Carriers and Infantry Fighting Vehicles
{78 800 against 30 000); anti-tank guided weapon launchers (24 300 against 8 100); tactical aircraft (7240
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Mutual Assured Destruction was a distinct, if unlikely, possibility. Manocuvrist thinking
‘as the logical response to the strategic realities of the period.

Manoeuvre Warfare is defined as “the application of Manoeuvrist thinking to
warfighting™.?' This thinking - the Manoeuvrist Approach - secks to shatter “the cnemy's
averall cohesion and will to fight, rather than his materiel”,” 1 achieves this through a
“warfighting philosophy...to defeat the enemy by shattering his moral and physical
cohesion™ ™ Thus it shifts the focus away from attrition, albeit attrition always remains a
factor; indeed depending upon the situation it may even be the predominant factor. but it
docs not set the overall tone of the campaign.”

From the UK perspective four key elements fall out of the Manoeuvrist Approach. They
are: to shape the environment; to attack the enemy’s will and cohesion; to prefect the
cohesion of the force; and to exploir the situation, either by direct or indirect means,>
These tasks are achieved by applying strength against vulnerability. Within the overall
operational design process, tempo, momentum, surprise, simultaneity and deception
complement each other to generate a picture of defeat within the enemy’s mind. The US
perspective is similar to the above, with commanders aspiring to ~...sttike the enemy with
powerful blows from unexpected directions or dimensions, and to press the fight to the
end. Deception, special operations, manipulation of the electromagnetic spectrum,
firepower, and maneuver [sic] all converge to confuse, demoralize, and destroy the
opponent™,

What is clear from this is that the emphasis is firmly on the enemy. Often, elfects on
friendly and neutral players do not enter the equation. And whilst destruction might or
might not be a key element - or at least, it is no more important than the UK's remaining
elements - Lhe aftermath barcly gets a mention. Thus the commander has free rein (more
or less) to do as he sees {it to win the warfighting stage.

Of course he might be required to ‘set the conditions for peace” or achieve some other
similarly worded but equally nebulous task, bul there again he might not. As ever, his
mission will focus on the warfighting stage, and if his actions result in outcomes that later
impact on the aftermath, so be it; this will be a problem for someone else. Itaving said
that. if the commander does his job correctly and renders ineffective the enemy’s military
foree, it is difficult to conceive of an outcome that will be unsatisfactory to the victor:
trying second guess or pre-cmpl oulcomes that occur after the war is outwith the
commander’s terms of reference. Winning the warfighting stage is what he is paid to do.
This in essence is the Manoeuvrist Paradigm.

against 2975). and artillery and mortars (31 500 against 10 750). See Citino. Robert M, Bfitzirieg to Desert
Storm: The Lvolution of Operational Warfare, University Press of Kansas. Kansas, 2004, p 233 - 235,

"_' Joint Warfare Publication 0-01, British Defence Doctrine (Second Lidition). October 2001.

PURG tossary of Joint and Multinational Terms and Definitions. Joint Dactrine Publication 0-01. Edition
6, May 2004

M ibid,

M Annihilation, although seldom mentioned these days, is another factor. Attrition and annihilation differ
not in the ends that are desired, but in the way in which they are delivered. The former takes a gradual
approach (Verdun during World War One} whilst the latter secks rapid viclory (the Battle of Midway). Add
10 these the steategy of exhaustion, in which a foe is worn down psychologically as well as materially, and
the dangers of oversimplifying these factors becomes evident.

* See Joint Warfare Publication 5-00, Joint Operations Pianning, March 2004 Edition, p 2-1, and Joint
Warfare Publication 0-01, Op Cit, p 3-5.

*US Ay Field Manuad 100-5 (FM 100-5 Operations), Department of the Army, June 1993, p 2-2.
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To date it has served the US and the UK remarkably well, and indeed it, more than any
other conceptual approach, has largely been responsible for the West’s operational
successes of the late 20™ Century. Bolstered by robust Operational Design and the
Estimate Process - the military methodology for planning campaigns at the operational
and tactical levels - it forms the backbone of the West’s extant warfighting mindset.

But this does not of itself guarantee its suitability to meet the unique demands ol the 21
Century. Times have changed signiticantly since the model first appeared. There are no
longer two superpowers. Moreover, in most potential warfighting scenarios, military
capability now favours the West. And whereas during the Cold War the aftermath
counted for little, these days it matters a great deal. Indeed during the last decade and a
half the currency of warfare has changed significantly, yet the Manoeuvrist Paradigm has
stagnated. This is because it is generally believed to be flexible enough to meet all
exigencies. In many cases it is - but there are exceptions. For example, setting the
conditions for an aftermath acceptable to the international community can conflict with
the Manocuvrist requirement to conduct the war ag quickly as possible. At times these
two objectives are clearly incompatible.

An equivalent example trom the world of business might be a takeover bid. 1n war, one
country takes over another. In business, one company takes over another. T'his process
involves many negotiations, with each one setting the conditions for the next. The
imperative for speed during war is equivalent to reducing the number of meetings
belween vpposing factions during a business takeover. The end result will be that the
company is taken over regardless - but a swift, poorly negotiated takeover is unlikely to
be as successful as one that is more carefully balanced. The end result of the takeover is a
given, and the means are known in advance. But what is important in this context is the
“how™ - the way in which the takeover is conducted. In the business world, if a compuny
wishes to do a second, or a third, or a fourth takeover, the ways ol the previous lakeovers
will be at the forefront of other companies’ minds - and not just that of the company
being taken over. Companies that do ‘good’ takeovers are invariably regarded better by
their peers than companies that do ‘poor’ takeovers. The same applies to war and to its
protagonists.

Returning to the Manoeuvrist Paradigm, the problem of balancing speed on the battefield
against eventual outcome is invariably resolved by sacrificing aftermath planning for
swifl success. However, by its very nature this approach is not a way of warfare. It isa
way of battle. 1t follows, therefore, that the Manoeuvrist Paradigni is a way of battle
rather than a way of warfare.

The Manoenvrist Imperative of the ‘Here and Now’.

Time compression is a feature of modern war. As noted above. the Manocuvrist
Paradigim aspires towards instant answers, even when there is no obvious imperative to do
50. One of the by-products of this relentless quest for speed is the desire to achicye
results as quickly as possible. This point is worth developing further, because the quest
for speed underpins the model. Indeed US Army Field Manual 100-5 (FM 100-3) states
that “The Army must be capable of achieving decisive victory”.”” Implicit within this

YEAMI00-5. p 143,
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definition is the requirement to win quickly.*® The UK takes a different approach,
stressing tempo rather than speed.39 It defines tempo as “...the rhythm or rate of activity
of operations relative to the adversary”.*® What matters within the UK’s approach is not
speed per se. but acting quicker than the enemy can act. This is fundamentally different
from the US approach, but this is of little consequence, because - as was previously
mentioned - by dint of its size the UK approach plays second fiddle to that of the
Americans during coalition operations.

Consequently the West expects to win wars quickly. Yet winning quickly does not
necessarily equate to winning optimally. Indeed there is kittle point in winning wars
quickly il the outcome involves many years of winning the aftermath slowly.

Momentum, speed and tempo are the levers that commanders use to deliver swifi success
on the battlefield. Planners select targets that deliver swift, high impact results. Thus the
targeting process drifts towards a physical focus, because it is o lot easier to assess resulls
achieved against physical targets than it is to assess them against conceptual or cognitive
targets, The [act that destruction ol bridges, radar sites, and tanks are typical images off
the modern battlefield is no accident, because they can be measured with relative ease.
and within this model visible results carry considerable weighting. Clearly, measuring
the will of an enemy leader or population is an altogether slower and more complex
maltter.

One by-preduct of the current approach is that planners are routinely seduced by the
desire to sccure near-term gains, even though they know that operational effects are rarely
immediate, and indeed that strategic effects can take significantly longer to achieve, The
elfects of attacking a bridge or a radar site are usually quantified in terms of the level of
physical damage that accrues. Were they destroyed or not? Were the key nodes
associated with them damaged or not? [f'the answers are ‘ne’ then they will be revisited
later that day if the targeting cycle allows it, or possibly on the next day - ar perhaps even
the day after that ~ until the required levels of damage have been attained. This was a
classic features of 20™ Century warfare,

Yet within this mindset a key part of the warfighting equation is absent - because eftects
are never limited to the physical dimension. Blowing up bridges and radar sites
invariably generates wider effects within the cognitive domain, and at times these
sccondary effects can outweigh the plusses associated with the initial physical effccts.
Moreover, secondary and tertiary effects influence different people in different ways.
Downstream effects may make little difference to the winning side but they can
drastically impact upon the losing side. Further, they can place intolerable constraints on
ageneies concerned with post-conflict rebuilding, engaged in activities such as the
delivery of food or medical aid.

When this happens, the affected agencies are quick to query the military’s warfighting
methodology. They ask why bridges that were so vital to post-conflict reconstruction
needed to be blown up. If there was no alternative, so be it. But if a different solution
could have achieved Lhe elfects that the military soughl, they will be fur [rom satislied.
The military’s reaction to this is usually to dismiss it as an irrelevance, as the military had

W s

Ibid.
P Joint Warfare Publication 5-00, Op Cit, p 2-3,
40 .

(bid.
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a job to do and the clock was ticking. Every hour squandered was an hour that could
have been used to better advantage on the battlefield.

Yet these agencies have the legitimate right to pose these questions - indeed it s their
moral duty to do so. The Human Rights Watch, for example. seeks “...to prevent
discrimination. to uphold political freedom, fo profect people from inhumane conduct in
wartime [author’s emphasis] and to bring offenders to j ustice™ " This dimension of
warlare, wherein external agencies draw atlention to acts that can appear difficult to
justify depending on one’s perspective, is likely to cxpand. Conscquently the military
will need to take it into aceount in the future. For reasons previously mentioned. the
Manoeuvrist Paradigm is not well placed to do this.

THE CONTEXT FOR EBW

Episteme or Doctrine?

In 1966, in a controversial best seller entitled The Order Qf'?'??.:'ng.s',‘u the post-modern
philosapher Michel Foucault challenged conventional wisdom regarding evolution.

IHe opined that life did not always evolve predictably and logically, but rather that on
occasion. sudden and unexpected changes also took place. Delving deeper into the
theoretical aspects of human knowledge, he concluded that each new era produced its
own unique mindset of thought. This he labelled its episteme. Foucault’s work split the
academic community. Ultimately, however, he was never able to prove his findings.*
Nonctheless, despite many attempts to disprove him, he was never debunked
conclusively., With this caveat in mind, it is approptiate to consider whether EBW is an
original model of wartare - an episteme - or merely part of ongoing evolution.

No historian or seldier would doubt that the episteme of Napoleonic wartare has passed.
During the last 200 years or so, warfare has changed fundamentally; even il the delining
hallmarks ol exeeptional field commmanders have generally remained the same. Warlare
has become mechanised in almost every form. Soldiers no longer march to their
abjectives in columns. These days they would rather kill their opponents well beyond
visual runge - und ideally when they least expect it - than invite them to take the {irst shot
face-lo-{ace as [amously happened at Fontenoy in {745, In short, warfare has progressed
immcasurably since that time. But the same is also true of more recent epistemes: that of
trench warfare in 1914-1918; America’s experience in Vietnam: the Cold War; and.
perhaps surprisingly, even the recent immediate post-Cold War period. These individual
models of warlare, which were so highly valued at the time. are possibly less relevant Lo
today’s commanders than those of, say, Thermopylac, Agineourt. or Culloden. Indeed
from a doctrinal viewpoint they are demonstrably less relevant than the oft-quoted works
of thearists such as Sun Tsu and Clausewitz.

Iipistemes and doctrines are not the same thing. Doctrine has an enduring quality. [t
distils lessons lrom the past specifically so that those same lessons do not need constantly
ta be relearned. The author of War: A Matter of Principles notes that doctrine is bound to
the inescapable fact that “in almost every endeavour there arc certain rules or principles
laid down to guide exponents of a particular activity. Usually these rules are the result of

" See hitp:/www. hrw.org/about.

* Foucault, Michel, The Qrder of Things: An Archaealogy of the Human Science, Vintage Books,

New York, tr 1994,

" Source: Dr Uwe Steinholl, Oxford Leverhulme Programme ou the Changing Character of War, January
2005.
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many years of experience and observation™.* Half a world away, and at a different time.

Mao Tse-Tung echoed the same view, even though his language was somewhat more
colourful; Al military laws and military theories which are in the nature of principles are
the experience of past wars summed up by people in former days, paid for in blood.
which arc the heritage of past wars”.*> Many doctrinal tenets - such as surprise.
maintenance of morale, concentration of force, and sustainability - would have been as
recogrtisable to Alexander the Great as to Henry V, to Nelson and to Montgomery. They
apply equally today, In contrast, howcver, by their very nature epistemes are fimited in
time. Consequently the clifference between doctrines and epistemes is a fundamental one,

The UK’s current episteme is that of the Manoeuvrist Approach. Many people believe
this to be the UK’s doctrine, but this is demaonstrably not the case. Rathery, the
Manocuvrist Approach is a mindset, and a relatively recent onc at that. Cerlainly it did
not formally exist in either of the world wars, vet it was in being in the West in the [970s,
Indeed in the UK’s latest doctrinal publications Joint Warfare Publication 3-00 (Second
Ldition) and Joint Wartare Publication 5-00, both published in March 2004. it features
almost in passing. The former document includes it in order o justify specific functions
at the opevational level;*® whilst the latter publication affords it but one dedicated
patagraph.’” And British Defence Doctrine (Second Edition). the pinnacle of the UK s
hierarchy of joint doctrine publications, published in October 2001, covers the
Manoeuvrist Approach in only two brief paragraphs.” Given that countless paragraphs
written about contemporary UK doctrine, this anomaly makes sense only if' the
Manoeuvrist Approach is recognised for what it is: a way ol thinking - a subset, as i
were, of operational art - as opposed to a key doctrinal tenet. This explains in part why
one commander will focus on the physical domain whiist another will attack the cognitive
domain, even though both might have read, and put into practice. the same doctrine.
Accordingly. it is helpful to view doctrine as one strand in the planning equation, and
operational art as another strand. They make excellent bedfellows - but they are not
inextricably bound to each other.

The Politics / War Dynamic

Before procecding further it is necessary to ponder briefly on what is arguably the core
requirement of EBW: the need for common understanding of the politics / war dynamic.
There are many interpretations of this complex and intricate relationship, and EBW is
predicated upon all who participate in it subscribing (o a common view. The same cannot
be said of the Manoeuvrist Paradigim, however; as we shall see.

FFor some, the relationship between politics and war is one of substitution. Politics (or
policy, but for this illustration we may assume that they are onc and the same)™ stops, war
takes its place, war then stops, and politics resumes - and so «d infinitam. 1f politics and
war were lengths of rope, each section would be separate. They would meet only at the

! David Evans, Bd, War: A Matier of Principles, Aerospace Centre, Australia, 2000, p 1.

" Mao Tse-Tung. Sefected Military Writings, Foreign Languages Press, Peking, 1966, p 87.

* Jaint Warfare Publiction 3-00 (Second Edition), Joint Operations Execufion, March 2004, p 1-13 nara
125,

Y Joint Warfare Publication 5-00, Op Cit, p 2-1.

™ Joint Warfare Publication 0-01, Op Cit, p 3-5.

" Limited space prevents turther discussion of the politics / policy debale. or the differentiation between
pulitics and poticy, For further detail see Christopher Bassford’s *John Keegan and the Grand Tradition of
Trashing Clausewitz’, War and History, Vol 1, Number 3, November §994.
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nexus belween peace and war, where they would be tied together in order to make the rope
longer. Pcace would be on ane side of the knat, and war on the other side. 1f onc could
place one’s hand on this rope - taking care to avoid the many knots that run along its
length - one would grasp either a politics section or a war section. Both sections could not
be grasped concurrently, becausc by definition peace and war cannot exist at the same
time: nor indeed can they ocour in the same piece of space. Adherents of this mindset -
and there are many - believe that the relationship between war and politics is linear and
sequential, much as in this illustration about the rope.

Flistory offers many examples that support this notion. These range from the seemingly
inconsequential - such as ritualistic tribal conflicts - to the outbreak of both World Wars.
Indeed it is difficult to find a war that does not appear to fit this framework. [[ a doctrinal
mentor is u.quned 1o reinforce the point, Clausewitz is likely to be cnted tlnouah his oft-
misquoted: “war is merely the continuation of politics by other means”,” Usually the
emphasis is firmly on the word ‘other’. In this model, one means of seculmg ndtlonal
objectives - politics - fails, so an altcrnative means - war - is used instead. The logic
behind this argument is straightforward and appealing. and this school ol thought has
many adherents,

Bul there is another way of viewing this complex relationship, using Clausewitz’s same
phrase, but this time through an alternative translation: “we see, therefore, that war is not
merely an act of policy but a true political instrument, a continuation of political
intercourse, carvied on with other means”. Here the emphasis is placed not on “other” but
on ‘continuation’.’’ Far from being a substitute for politics, war is now a political
instrument or a tool; and a particularly blunt one at that. And whilst it takes its place
alongside the other tools such as trade, diplomacy. and cultural influence, it can never
replace them.

The difference between these two models is stark. Yet the second framework alonc is
consistent with Clausewitz s claim that “war cannot be divorced from political life. and
whenever this accurs in our thinking about war...we are left with something pointless and
without sense™.* The first framework is simple, logical and casy to understand - but it
lacks continuily and coherence; whercas the sccond model, which is equally simple. does
not share these shortcomings. Sun lzu famously opined that “to subdue the enemy
without fighting is the acme of skifl”.* This, perhaps his most famous pronouncement,
leaves no room f01 doubt that within his philosophy peace and war are a part of the same
ongoing process.’

ln similar vein, Mao Tse-Tung opined that:

* Clausewitz, Carl von. On War, Ed /trans, Michael Howard and Peler Pacel, Princeton, Princeton
University Press, 1976, p 87.

*' “I'here are two ways to interpret this phrase. Clausewitz is usually cited as in the first example. However,
his word for continuation - fortsetzung, literally “setting forth® - does not imply that the nature of politics
changes when it spills into war. Rather, Clausewitz belicved that war /s politics, but with the added element
ol violence. Bassford, Op Cit,

> See Michael Handel, Masters of War: Classical Strategic Thought, Frank Cass, London, 1992, p 35,

" Sun Tzu. The Art of War, p.77, in Sawyer, Ralph D, () The Seven Mititeny Classics of Ancient China.
Westvicw Press, Oxford, 1993,

> Michael Handel,, Qp Cit, p34.
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“Provided he is modest and willing to learn, an experienced military
man wilf be able to familiarise himself with all other conditions related
to the war, such as politics... such a military man will have a better
prasp in directing a war or an operation and will be more likely to win

H H a5
victories” .

Whilst EBW uses the non-linear mode] of warfare as its baseline, the same does not hold
true {or the Manoeuvrist Paradigm, which is predicated upon linear warfare. This is a
significant difference between these two models, and understanding this is vital if one is to
comprehend the mindset that underpins EBW.

THE CONTEMPORARY EFFECTS PARADIGM

Eflects Based Warfare is not new - indeed the reverse is truc: “effeets thinking' has
influenced human decisions for mitlennia. In the normal course of events this occurs
naturally and intuitively, Consciously or otherwise, pondering effects underpins every
action we undertake, be it trivial or substantive, singular or plural, immediate or long-
teem. In fact it is impossible to embark upon a course of action without considering at
least some of the effects that will accrue as 4 result of our decisions. 'This process applies
at both the individual and the group level, and it is evident throughout our personal and
professional lives.

To illustrate the point, this thesis will generate effects simply by being read. Some will be
transitory and inconsequential; others will be more enduring. Reader A might agree with
it completely, whilst Reader B might only agree with it in part - and Reader C might not
agree with it atall, 1t might generate discussion for some people in the near term. but
inform the work of others in several years to come. Alternatively, none of these things
might happen. There is no way of knowing which effects will be generated. But effects
of some sort will undoubtedly takc place.

EBW sccks to frame this mindset within a political and military context, taking into
account the strategic realities of the day. Consequently it is a holistic model of warfare.
Further, it demands the application of analytical rigour at levels that are not always
evident in the West’s current warfighting methodology. Paradoxically, it is because of
this very characteristic that some in the military prefer not to unlock Pandora’s effects box
until they have no choice in the matter.

The modern effects paradigm builds upon previous models of warfare, but it differs in that
it seeks to ensure that the effects that acerue during war are consistent with, and limited
(o, those effects envisaged during the planning process. Understanding this mindset and
its rationale is relatively straightforward. Understanding the minutiac, however. takes
time and no small amount of dedication.

To illustrate the process let us consider the second paragraph in this section, which was
constructed 10 cxemplify some of the key elements within EBW. After a brief opening
sentence it spelled out two different types of efTect: temporary and permanent. It then
outlined some possible effects, most of which fall within the cognitive domain. Somc of
these were positive, others were negative. However, in both cases it was apparent that

* Mao Tse-Tung, Op Cit, p 87.
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further outcomes might accrue in due course. In this example none of the effeets were
physical, but had they been so, they would either have been positive or negative -
depending on one’s point of view. The paragraph concluded with the blunt admission that
specific effects could not be predicted. The following schematic illustrates these
considerations.

Article
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Figurc 2

Some effects are intentional, but clearly others can only be guessed at. These have been
omitted from the schematic in order to simplify matters at this stage. Second and third
order effects, such as discussion with colleagues and informing work in years to come.
might yield further outcomes in due course. Of course there is no way of knowing
whether these eftects will be positive or negative, as context is likely to play a role. The
resultant product is an over-simplified diagram which details a possible ‘effects web’
which [alls out of the paragraph under consideration. Clearly if a fuller and more accurate
diagram is nceded, more linkages will be needed. Certain cffects will apply to some
readers but not to others, so additional linkages might represent these different groups of’
people. Further linkages would represent their ditferent moods as well as the contexts
within which they have read, and then subsequently discussed, this work. However, what
we have no way of knowing at the moment is whether these groups will be positive
(lriendly) or negative (and therefore hostile)? Nor do we know how many individuals
within these groups will privatcly be supportive or dismissive. What if the main body of
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the group is positive, but a particularly strong character is negative - will everyone agree
with him? Or could the rank gradient be a factor? Might the senior person impose his
will on the remainder ol the group regardless of their individual roles and inputs?

Not one of these questions can be answered until the culture and ethos of each group is
understood. Yet even this understanding will not necessarily present the whole picture,
because the way information is interpreted varies with changing circumstances. Therefore
experience levels also need to be taken into account. Moreover. credence ts more likely to
be granted o those who speak with authority (which in the military means those who have
been there, seen that, done that, and wear the medals) than those who are ignorant of the
subject.

It soon becomes apparent that cven a very simple scenario can lead to an effects schematic
that is too unwieldy to be of any practical use. Add to this the fog and friction of modern
combat, and the appeal of such schematics diminishes by an order of magnitude.
Nonetheless, establishing clear linkages between cause and effect is precisely what TBW
strives fo achicve.™

LEffects and Qutcomes

Few would disagree that wars have always been conducted to achieve effects of one sort
or another. Yet paradoxically this very deduction has prompted many to dismiss the
utility of the contemporary effects model outright. Some sceptics consider EBW to be
little more than an exercisc in semantics. They believe that at the end of this process the
UK will do much as it has always done, except next time around it might adopt a new
lexicon - the language of effects - in arder to give the illusion of substantive progress.
Such sentiments are widespread within the military. But this does not make valid.

In fact they miss the mark by some distance, because the effects that are sought when
werrs are planned are not necessarily delivered when wars are fought. So whilst it is true
that wars have always been fought for effect, it is equally true that effects arc not always
delivered as originally envisaged. At times this anomaly can confer unexpected
advantages to commanders in the field, but it is equally likely to work against them.
Indeed the more one ponders on this basic issue, the more one realises that
conceptualising warfare in terms of delivering specific effects - and only those effecis - is
anything but a semantic exercise.

To complicate this matter further, it is also true that efTects generated at the tactical level
can lead 1o unintended consequences at the operational and strategic levels. In the worst
case these secondary effects can be the polar opposite to thosc originally sought. The Abu
Ghraib prison debacle in 2004 exemplifics this phenomenon,” as do all instances of

™ A comprehensive effects taxonomy may be found at Donald Lowe and Simon Ng’s Effects-Based
Operations: Languuge, Meaning And The Effects-Based Approach, availabie on the internet ai
www.au.alnil/au/awe/awegate/cerp/ebo_language.pdf. See also Smith, B, fffects Based Operdtions:
Applying Network Centric Warfare in Peace, Crisis, and War, Ceater for Advance Concepls and
Technolagy, DOD Command and Control Research Program, November 2002: and US Joint Forces
Command White Paper Version 1.0, A Concept Framework for Effects Bused Operations, Oclober 2001.
* The Abu Ghraib photo scandal broke in 2004 and is widely documented. For an authoritative report on
allegations of the alleged subscquent cover-up see Newsweek [www.msnbe.msn.con/id/5092776
/site/newsweek]. A comprehensive description of routine dealings is at www.guardian.co.uk/lraq/Stary
40,2763, 1308346,00.html
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collateral damage, ‘blue on blue’ engagements, acts of barbarism and so on.”® This has
always been a feature of warfare, and the following example illustrates the point.

In 1609, while mapping remote parts ol Eastern Canada, the French explorer Samucl
Champlain befriended the Huron Indians. After a late afternoon encounter between some
lurons and an [roquois party, it was agreed that these two groups would confront each
other formally after daybreak. As the Iroquois approached, Champlain emerged
unexpectedly from behind a tree; this was the Iroquois” first glimpse of a European.

As they stood dumbstruck just a few feet from him, he slowly aimed his arqucbus at two
of'the most prominent individuals and shot them, thereby killing two Iroquois chiefs,™
Consequently the Hurons won the day, and clearly Champlain delivered the primary effect
that he had intended. However, what he really sought was the pacification of focal tribes.
I this matter he was singularly unsuccessful; indecd this act precipitated an immediate
and bitter outhreak of hostilities between the lraquois and the French that lusted for the
next 150 years. The efficacy of Champlain’s primary effect is beyond question, But it is
also true that his unintended consequences yielded results that he would rather have
avoided. In fact it is difficult to imagine him doing something morte destructive in the
longer term than he managed to achieve on that fateful day.

Returning to the present day, tanks have been used to dislodge snipers from minarets in
Fallujah, and aircraft have bombed important buildings whose occupants refused to yield
to troops on the ground, Onc is left to ponder on how future historians will judge the
wider effects of these tactical actions when viewed against the strategic effects that were
originally sought. The capture of Fallujah in 2005 by US forces offers much food for
thought in this respect, and it is included it as a bricf casc study in chapter *,

The following is also worthy of note. Exactly one year after the US transferred
sovereignty to the Iraqi people (28 June 2005) the Independent newspaper tan the
following headline story entitled ‘Iraq: A Bloody Mess®:

“A year ago the supposed handover of power by the LS occupation
authority to an Iraqi interim government led by Iyad Allawi was billed
as a turning point in the violent history of post-Saddam 1rag. 1t has
turned out to be no such thing. Most of Iraq is today a bloody no-man's
tand beset by ruthless insurgents, savage bandit gangs, trigger-happy US

patrols and marauding government forces”.%

Within two weeks of this report, Allawi warned that Traq faced civil war: “The problem is
Lthat the Americans have no vision and no clear policy on how (0 go about in lrag...we will
most certainly slip into a civil war. We are practically in stage onc of a ¢ivil war as we
speak™” He has predicted dire consequences for Europe, America and the Middle East if
the crisis in Iraq is not swiftly resolved. This was clearly not the aftermath originalty
sought when Saddam Hussein was removed from power. The altermath of warfare in the
early 21* Century is considered in more detail in Chapter *.

** The My Lai massacre in Vietnam - in which up to 500 civilians of all ages are alleged to have been killed
in cold blood by US personne! - is one of the most infamous examples ol this phenomenon,

* Accounts vary, According io some reports he fatally wounded a third chief.

See www . samueldechamplain.com

“ htp:/mews.independent.co.uk/world/middlc_east/story jsp?story=650186

“U Altawi: “This is the Start of Civil War', The Thmes, haly 10, 2005,
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An earlier footnote mentioned that George Galloway MP perhaps best exemplified the
school of thought which linked war in Traq with the London bombings. Clare Short, the
former International Development Secretary, also believed that the war in 1raq was partly
to blame for the London bombings. This view is shared by the independent research
organisation Chatham House, which concluded that there is *no doubt’ that the
involvement of British forces in Iraq and Afghanistan enhanced propaganda, recruitment
and fund-raising for al-Qaeda, and made Britain a more likely target for terrorists.”
Former Liberal Democrat leader Charles Kennedy also supports this view.” Those who
opine that wars have always been conducted for effects, and that there is little to be gained
from formalising the process of ‘effects thinking” would do well to reflect upon this.

Of course none of this is new. Indeed just under a quarter of a century ago. Professor
Lawrence Martin made this very point when he stated that “beyond doubt, armed force is
a dangerous Lool, a two-edged sword, as likely to cut a careless master as his intended
vietim™.** Many modcls of warfare take this curious phenomenon into account.
However, unlike EBW they do not acknowledge the full range of potential outcomes Lhat
accompany individual actions on the battlefield. Rather, they focus on defivering ficst
order effects, mindtul that downstream cffects might or might not occur along the way.
Critically. they avold teasing out the detail of these second and third order effects - even
though such dctail ean prove pivotal to the success of the wider stralegic endstate.

It used w be the case that peace, no matter how unsatistactory, generatly followed war.®
lowever, after the Gulf War of 1991 the idea of “finishing the job properly” came very
visibly to the forefront of public consciousness. What made this case particularly unusual
was (he Fact that the aftermath was deemed to be unsatisfactory by the victors rather
solely than by the vanquished. Indeed for reasons that are not immediately apparent, the
early wars of the 21 Century have yiclded ess satisfactory outcomes than their
forebears. at least in aftermath terms. In The War for Kosovo: Serbia Political-Military
Strategy. Barry Posen notes that:%

“...the war with Serbia [its into a rough pattern that the Uriles
States and the rest of the world have encountered too frequently in
the last decade. In Somalia, Rwanda, post-Desert Storm [raq,
Bosnia, and now Kosovo, four factors, singly or in combination.
have eroded and sometimes entircly thwarted Western aspirations™.

‘These factors are: first, that political movements motivated by strong national, ethnic or
clan identities can take significant punishment. Second, such movements are morally

“ thid, 17 July.

“hid, 3 July.

™ {_aurence Martin, The Reith Lectures 1981, in The Two-Edged Siord. Weidenfeld and Nicolson. London.
1982,

** As ever, exceptions spring to mind, such as the Crusades and the Hundred Years' war. But even here the
logic applies. The Ctusades began as a reaction to the lact thal “a pagan race had overcome the Christians
and with borrible cruelty had devastated everything almost (o the walls of Constantinople™ in 1074, I ended
ignominiocusly some two hundred years later with the realisation that the Mongol and Mameluke armies had
by now increased Lo such a size that the Christian forces could not beat them. In the case of the Hundred
Years® War there were many truces, bui the underlying hostilities continued ontil the war ended in 1451,
Sources: http:/www.fordham.edn/halsall/sbook Lk.htm!#General and Bibliothéque Nationale de France

(tr. Available at www.bnf fifenluminures/texte/atx2_02.tm).

“ Posen, B, “The War for Kosovo: Serhia Political-Military Strategy’, hternational Security, Spring 2000,
Vol 24, No 4. p 83.
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capable of great violence. Third, the leaders of these movements. be they political or
military, have great organisational skills that can fead to unexpected success,
Fourth, military skills abroad can be extremely well developed and can generate
asymmetric success. Posen noles that these factors:
~...may not always permit local people to evade or overcome the sheer
material advaniages that the United States or other Western powers
can bring to bear. They can, however, often turn the carefutly crafted
peace plans, coercive diplomacy, and limited operations of outside
powers inta nasty back-alley fights. Political and humanitarian goals
turn out to be much more ditficult to achieve than anyone expected.
The opposition in these affairs is ruthless, resilient. and resourceful.

3y O7

and ought to be taken more seriously™.

These factors can apply as much during the aftermath as they do during the warfighting
phase itself. But several other factors are also evident. For example, in the current era of
quick, expeditionary wars, one side wili routinely expect to sufler much morc than the
other side. [t might lose its infrastruclure, electricity, transportation nodes, and perhaps
its fuel supplies for a limited time. It will certainly suffer civilian casvaltics, and its near-
term viability might even be brought into question. Morcover it could face the spectre of
a truly dismal alftermath. Yet during this same period, the opposing side might continue
in its daily life much as it did before the war commenced. This imbalance of suffering is
another dominant feature of early 21° Century warfare.

In the case of Afghanistan and Iraq, neither allermath unfolded as expected. Three sets of
factors account for this. The first set - Posen’s considerations - are fargely outwith the
control of the West, The second set concerns actions and behaviour that the West has
some control over, such as politics, diplomacy, trade, and the conduct of war on the
battleficld. The third sct concerns today’s strategic covironment. which is dealt with in
detail in Chapter 5.

At various times in the past the military has been set objectives by politicians and left to
get on with the job in hand. What mattered at the time was that victory was delivered on
the battleticld. as this would lead to the defeat of the enemy and therefore overall victory.
Political interference invariably occurred to a small degree, but during the warfighting
phase military power was often disassociated from politics.

But this approach no longer works. Military power must at all times take the wider
political and strategic situation into account. Actions on today’s battlefields shape the
allermath in ways not previously scen. Battleficlds used to be the province ot the
military. Today, however, they are often the province of the military and civilians in
equal measure; indeed the modern battlefield is as likcly to be a city as countryside.

This is not to suggest that sct picee battles wili never be scen again, but it makes the point
that we are more likely to see another Fallujah than another Verdun.

Winning the Peace

One of EBW s central tenets is that war must be followed by mcaningfui peace.
Consequently EBW seeks to deliver much more than winning wars on favourable lerms.
laudable though that objective is. In contrast with the Manoeuvrist Paradigm. which aims

“Ibid, p 83, 84.
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o win wars but does not necessarily plan for the aftermaths, EBW aims to win the peace
from the outset. The warfighting element is unlikely ever to disappeat, of course. and
consequently those who seek a utopian ideology cannot turn to EBW for succour.
Attrition and violence will routinely continuc to play their part in warfare - indecd at times
they are highly likely to be its predominant feature. That said, EBW is predicated upon
taking the underlying causes of conflict into account, and in so doing, planning for the
aftermath before the first bullet is fired.

To illustrate the importance of this, consider the recent invasion of Irag. The endstate
called for the removal of Saddam Hussein, a task that was met in full, Yet the aftermath —
inswrrection, with a very real possibility of civil war in due course - was not considered by
the invasion planners. Within the EBW model this outcome would have been far less
likely, becausc the holistic aspect of the model demands that planning looks beyond the
immediate objectives {such as the removal of a dictator). It thus considers the aftcrmath at
the earliest stages of planning. By doing this it siarfs fo deliver the preconditions for the

aftermath long before the first bullet is fired. Mindful of Clausewitz’s caution that “in war

the result is never final...the defeated state often considers the outcome merely as a
transitory cvil, for which a remedy may still be found in political conditions at some later
date”,®® under EBW the warfighting and afiermath stages are viewed as two halves of the
same coit.

To illustrate the point, it is worth considering President Bush's | May 2003 declaration of
“mission accomplished” from the deck of the USS Abraham Lincaln. His words left no
doubt that strategic victory had been achieved. However, it is now very clear (and indeed
some people suggested this at the time)® that what had actually been delivered were
tactical and operational level victories: the defeat of Saddam Hussein’s armed forces, and
the ousting of Saddam Hussein from power. The real strategic prizes - an lraq free from
intimidation, and enhanced security in the Middle East - were nowhere to be seen.

Moreover. the international terrorist threat has in all probability broadened as a result of
events in [raq. In the wake of terrorist activity in London on 7 July 2005, several UK
politicians suggested that these attacks were intrinsically linked Lo the invasion of Iraq.TU
Ayman al-Zawahiri, a prominent member of Al Qaeda, released a videotape in August
2005 that gave precisely this impression,”! This illustration shows that the West's current
model ol warfare pays scant attention linking today’s endstates (such as the removal of
Saddam [Hussein) with the fulfilment of longer term outcomes {(such as international and
regional security). However, within this context an additional and important consideration
is that in [raq the number of US military killed between the end of the warfighting stage
{"mission accomplished”) and its second anniversary was ten fimes greafer than occurred
during the warfighting stage itself (nearly 1500 as opposed to 139 war fatalities). This

" Clausewitz. Op Cit, p.80.

™ According to Joe Nye, dean of Harvard’s Kennedy Schoo! of Government. the Bush administration
“...had a plan, which tutned out to be a pretty good plan, for winning the war, but they had no plan for
winning the peace”. Moreover “...by succumbing to hubris, mission accomplished, we did il all ourscives.
no problem...ycah, we won the war, but we lost the peace”. Source: CBS Vews, April 30, 2004

* This school of thought is perhaps best exemplified by George Galloway MP, bul he is not alone. After
the Loandon bombings he declared that “We argued.. .that the attacks on Afghanistan and Irag would
increase the threal of terrorist attack in Britain. Tragically Londoners have now paid the price of the
governmenl ignoring such wamings”. Sce Galloway: ‘Bombing Price of Iraq’, The Times, 8 July 2008,
! Source: Michact Evans, The Times, August 5, 2005, Whether al-Zawahiti is telling the truth is another
matter.
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happened despite coalition forces delivering in Tull the endstates they had been set.
Winning the peace matters. [t always has done, of course, bul the fact that EBW considers
matters holistically sets it apart from its predecessor.

CONCLUSION

in asking whether EBW merits recognition as an original model of warfare, this chapter
has revealed a number of significant conclusions. These [all into 3 broad groups: those

concerning the Manoeuvrist Paradigm; those concerning the wider context within which
EBW emerged: and those relating to the EBW paradigm itself.

The current Western model of warfare includes the military approach al the operational
level, Manoeuvre Warfare, as well as the political input to that approach. Together these
two strands comprise the Manoeuvrist Paradigm, a legacy of the 1970s, in which speed
and [lexibility on the battleficld acted as a force multiplier to offset the West's numerical
disadvantage vis & vis the Warsaw Pact. To date this approach has served the West well.
but in the early 21 Century this is no longer be the case duc Lo two significant flaws.
The first is that modern wars of choice bear little resemblance to the General War
scenario upon which the Manoeuvrist mode! was predicated. And whilst the political
strand is essential in atl forms of war, in modern wars of choice it is likely to be more
dynamic and wide-ranging than it would have been during General War - national
survival in the face of overwhelming odds - and one ol the potential aftermath scenarios,
nucleat holocaust, was ever-present in this equation. However, the West’s current wars
of choice bear no resemblance to the Cold War scenario. Perhaps the real surprise is not
so much that the Manocuvrist Paradigm is itl-suited to meet the unique demands of the
21" Century, but that the West has been so loyal to it since the demise of the Warsaw
Pact.

The second tlaw stems from the fact that the Manoeuvrist Paradigim was predicated upon
sceuring swift success on the battlefield, when the problem of balancing eventual
vulcome against tempo during the warfighting stage was less of a factor during the Cold
War than at present. Today’s demand is for aftermaths that are acceptable in cqual
measure both to the victor and to the international community. "U'his was most certainly
not the case during the Cold War.

Turning (o the wider context of EBW’s emergence, the debale concerning episteme or
evolution seems likely to continue for some time. Tempting though it may be (o disntiss
its significance, the fact remains that the challenges of today do not mirror those of the
past. Foucault contends that each new era produces its own unigue mindset of thought,
This. together with the fact that although EBW shares much of its heritage with the
Manoeuvrist Paradigm, it ronetheless has original elements, begs the following questions:
is EBW is 3 sudden and unexpected change, and if so, why? These topics are deall with
in chapters 2 and 3.

A further conclusion that arises out of this chapter is that whilst the modern effects
paradigm builds upon previous models of warfare. it differs from its predecessors in that
it seeks to ensure that the effects that accrue during war are consistent with, ond limited
1o, those effects envisaged during the planning process. Clearly this has not always been
the case. And whilst it remains to be seen whether EBW ever delivers as it envisages,
there can be no doubt that it is broader in scopc and ambitien than the Manoeuvrist
Paradigm ever was.
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Regarding EBW itself, no tool or mechanism yet exists, or seems likely o exist, that will
predict accurately the full range of effects associated with individual actions. The span of
possibilities is simply too great for this to become reality. Indeed the simplified effects
schematic at Figure 2 hints at the difficultics involved in trying to meet this aspiration.
Thus the appeal of the paradigm needs to be balanced against the likely outcome of
suceess. Against this background the possibility exists that the EBW model is flawed in
this critical respect. One the other hand, the fact that it might not deliver at 100%
cificiency does not mean that it should not be developed further. as presumably it is
preferable to use a model that delivers to X% efticiency rather than one that delivers to
X% minus, which - based on current events in Iraq and Afghanistan - is what the
Manoeuvrist Paradigm is producing at present,
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CIHTAPTER 2: AMERICAN ORIGINS

“We find ourselves at the gates of an important epoch...
when spirit moves forward in a leap, transcends its previous shape
and takes on a new one... fthose] who oppose it impotently, eling to the pest ™,

Georg Hegel (1770-1831)

INTRODUCTION

It is difficult to gauge with accuracy when EBW’s conceptual underpinnings were figst
mooted in America. Certainly it owes much to its predecessors. and indeed many of its
key tenets would have been as familiar to Alexander the Great or to George S Patton as
they arc to modern gencrals. However, some elements are refatively recent. The
underlying theme of this thesis is to determine whether EBW merits recognition as an
original model of warfare, and central to this question is America’s congribution,
consciously or otherwise, to the effects paradigm. With this in mind, this chapter
analyses the US input to the modern paradigm. It docs this by balancing recent
American thinking at the operational and tactical levels against America’s wider
historical approach to warfare, This methodology was deemed most likely to uneatth an
audit trail - it indeed one existed - that linked US thinking to the contemporary 1LBW
model.

The first section, an analysis of “The Roots of Modern US Operational Level Docirine’,
(ills two purposes: it establishes when modern effects thinking first coalesced within the
US, and it provides the context necessary to undertake a meaningful assessment ol how
EBW evolved out of Manoeuvre Warfare. Using lessons from Vietnam as its point of’ :
departure, it considers the DePuy era of the US Army’s Training and Doctrine Command
(TRADOC). It then analyses the quest [or the alternative strategies that followed. Ir

concludes with a brief analysis of one of’ America’s most energetic and influential

doctrinal periods: the era of General Don Starry. Next, the focus shifts to whether there is

‘A Uniquely American Way of War®. Using Russell Weigley's The American Way of

Wear as its anchor, this section considers America’s wider approach to warfare. 1t asks

whether current US doctrine is governed as much by America’s remote past as by more

recent developments. This analysis prompts a key question: dogs an American way of

war exist, or does America merely have a way of battle - & less mature (and hence less

effective) paradigm for addressing confliet? Antulio J Echevarria 1I's Towards an

American Way of War helps to unlock this question by considering relevant experiences

from lraq and Afghanistan,

‘The chapter concludes with an overview of American input to the modern effects
paradigm. Using Colin S Gray’s Strategy in the Nuclear Age: The Uniled States 1943-
1991 as a counterpoint to Weigley’s work, this scetion analyses the roots of America’s
wider strategic culture. Next it considers the impact ol three recent, and highly
influential. US doctrinal theorists: John Boyd, John Warden and Dave Deptula. [1 ends
with a brief overview of how Network Centric Warfare (NCW). the US variant of
Network Lnabled Capability (NEC), links to EBW,
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TilE ROOTS OF MODERN US OPERATIONAIL LEVEL DOCTRINE

Today’s Western military doctrines are predicated upon ‘jointness’, wherein at least two
branches of the Armed Forces participate together in activities, operations, and, if
required. organisational structures. A single military commander routinely exercises
operational command and control of the forces that have been placed at his disposal. Yet
this construct is a relatively recent development. For much of the Cold War it was not the
model of choice, although there were some exceptions. l‘or example, in the case of the
UK. the joint model proved singularly cffective during the Fatklands Conflict of 1982.

Within the US, ‘jointness’ began to crystallise around the concept of Air / [.and battle. the
progeny of two land warfare developments which occtirred in the second hali’ of the 20th
Century. The first and most visible of these arose out of America’s expericnee in
Vietnam, and the subsequent period of introspection. This produced many insightful
albeit at times bittersweet lessons. The second development was largely theorctical in
nature, but it was no less instrumental in redefining the American, and ultimately the
NATO, approach to warfare in the 1980s. This was a radical re-cvaluation of Warsaw
Pact options for invading Furope, and the development of counter-strategies (o negate this
threat.

Lessons from Vietnam

One of the key questions that arose out of Vietnam asked how a world superpower with
unprecedented resources and military capabilities could have been defeated by a Thigd
World country with an apparently third-rate army. Certainly the amount of ordnance
expended by the Americans in Vietnam was vast. Between 1965 and 1972 the US
dropped more than two million tons of bombs in central Vietnam alone;”” this equates to
the total number of bombs dropped on all fronts in World War Two. tn addition.
hundreds of thousands of tons of chemicals were dispersed, and nearly a further three
million tons of high explosives were defivered via artillery strikes.”™ According to Robert
M Citino. author of Blitzkricg fo Desert Siorm: The Evolution of Operational Warfare.
there was never an army in the history of the world that could move faster or gencrate
more tirepower than US forces in Vietnam.” America lost the war for many reasons. but
it did not lose due to a lack of tirepower,

For North Victnamese Army (NVA) General Vo Nguyen Giap, the NVA’s leading
military theoretician, the primary reason for America’s failure stemmed from the fact that
neither they. nor indeed the French - whom they replaced - truly understood the nature of

 The generally infertile area between the Red River Delta in the north and the Mekong River Delta in the
south, Source: Ngo Vinh Long, Vietnam's Revolutionary Traditioa, (o 1ietnan and dmerica. The Most
Comprehensive Documented History of the Vietrun War, Gellleman, Marvin E, Franklin, fanc.

_Y]'oulig. Marifyn B, and Franklin, Bruce (Eds), Grove Press, New York, 1995.

" 1bid.

™ Robert M Citino, Blitzkricg (o Desert Storm: The Fvolution of Operational Warfare, University Press of
Kansas, 2004.p 237.
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the war in which they were engaged.” Both countries made the same fatal error of
believing that each time the North Vietnamese shifted to conventional warfare:

...this somehow signalled the failure of peoples war, which these
foreign strategists equated with guerrilla war...|whereas] the
appearance of large, well-equipped units engaging in conventional
offensives does not indicate that guerrilla war has failed but just the
opposite: it has succceded cnough to launch the next stage™.”

By fanuary 1975 the NVA was the fifth largest army in the world. This it achieved in
spite of suffering huge numbers of casualties over many years.”” Therefore, afthough
considered third-rate by conventional Western standards, it was far from insignificant as a
viable military force. But what is really striking about Giap's observation is that by the
time Ametrica’s first hostile act occusred in Vietmam, Giap had been patiently explaining,
in print, the theory and practice of peoples’ war in Vietnam for over three decades.”
Moreover anyone familiar with Mao Tse-Tung’s works not need have read Giap at all, as
Mao too had been explaining the process in some detail since the 1930°s.” More
recently, Che Guevara had written about the theoretical aspeets of insurgency from fiest
principles, covering subjects that ranged from the need to understand strategy from the
guerrillas’ perspective, to the 1equlrement tC' understand enemy manpower, mobility,
popular support, weapons and leadelshlp Lach of these factors was a key issue in
Victan.

[n fact Giap's words did not go unheeded. General Williamn C Westmoreland, the US
four star military commander in Vietnam from June 1964 until shortly after the 1968 Tet
offensive, read at least some of his works. He also studied the I'rench defeat closely."'

"l ‘ogcthcr these complementary sources informed his decision to devise a strategy of
...bleeding them [the NVA] until Hanoi wakes up to the fact that they have bled their
countly to the point of natural disaster for genelations” ¥ He duly pleSIdL,d over a build-
up of LS forces from 16 000 in 1964 to 470 000 in 1967. Speaking in New York City
that April. he noted that ““...the end is not in sight...in effect we are fighting a war of

* General Vo Nguyen Giap, The political and Military Line of Our Party. in Uietnam and merica, Op Clt,
p 193. The significance of the Irench misunderstanding is that the Americans took over the model that the
I'rench had been using,

™ Ibid.

T httpfAwwsw.vietnamwar.com/Timel ine69-75.htm

 American involvement in Vietnam bepan in October 1945, with Washington providing credits to Paris to
help France purchase seventy five US troop transports. Shortly afterwards, weaponry was made availahle
“with the understanding that a substantial part could be used for the military campaign in [ndochina™. By
1953/54 America was financing 78% of the cost of the Freuch Indochina war. See Ngo Vinh Long, e
fFranco-ietnamese War 1945-1954: Origins of US Invofvement, in Vietnam and America, Op Cit, p 34 and
35,

* Por example: “The strategy of guerrilla warfare is manifestly unlike that employed in orthoadox
operations... there is in guerrilta warfare no such thing as decisive battle; there is nothing comparable to the
fixed. passie detence that characterizes arthodox war, In gueirilla warfare, the transformation ol a moving
situation into a positional defensive situation never avises...it is improper (o compare (he lwo™. This was
written in 1938. Mao Tse-Tung, Yu Chi Chan, Guerrilla Warfare, in Guerilla Warfare, Cassell, London,
1961, p 38.

" Che Guevara, Guerrilla Worfare, Ibid, p 115,

" General Vo Nguyen Giap, Op Cit, p 193.

5= Major-General John Kiszely, The British Army and Approaches to Warfare since 1945, in Military
Power: Land Warfare in Theory and Practice, ed Brian Holden Reid, Frank Cass. London, 1977, p 189.
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attrition™.*? Shortly after this speech Westmareland flew to Washington to ask for more
reinforcements. Ile considered 550 500 to be the minimal essential Force and 670 000 to
be optimal. albeit even with this targer force he estimated that the war would last for a
further three years.

Westimoreland's strategy sought “...superior American force, supported by overwhelming
air bombardment and artillery fire, not to seize or hold territory but to kill enemy soldiers
in their jungle redoubts”.* This approach presaged many efements of Manoeuvre
Warfare - indeed all its current doctrinal elements were evident in abundance: surprise,
tempao. shock, audacity, and a ruthless desire to succeed. That said, in Vietnam attrition
reigned supreme, at least from the Americans’ perspective, and bodycount becamce their
yardstick of success. This did not in itself hegate the Manoeuvrist elements of the
campaign. but it certainly undermined them.* Reflecting on this aspect of the war many
years later, Robert McNamara, the then US Secretary of Defense. stated that:

“...] had gone by the rule that it is not enough to conceive ot an
objective and a plan to carry it out; you must monitor the plan to
determine whether you are achieving the objective.,.! was
convinced that, while we might not be able to track something as
unambiguous as a tront line, we could find variables that would
indicate our success or failure. So we measured the targets
destroyed in the North, the traffic down the Ho Chi Minh Trail. the
numbet of captives, the weapons scized, the enemy body count.
and so on...obviously, there are things you cannot quantify: honor
[sic] and beauty, for example. But things you can count, you ouglht

to count” 5

Unfortunately For the Americans, however, this highly structured lincar approach suffered
from three fundamental problems. First, and most significantly. it was inherently flawed:;
because according to every metric then in use, America was winning the war - and indeed
it continued to do so almost until its end. Indeed even when it was apparent that America
was losing. McNamara made the point that “Every quantitative measurement...shows that
were winning this war”.®” The lesson was clearly that not only did metrics need to be
measutable, but that they needed to be meaningful as well. Clearly this did not happen in
Vietnam.

[n similar vein, Westmoreland noted that “Despite the final Failure of the South
Victnamese. the record of the American military services of never having lost a war is
still intact™.™ Unfortunately for those concerned, however, stch records do not determine
the outcome of wars. This provided another vital lesson: that no matter how greal the
tactical victories, unless they could be converted to strategic success they served little

¥ See ‘William C. Westmoreland s Dead at 91; General 1ed L1.S. Troaps in Vietnam®, New York Times,
July 19, 2005.

! fbid.

#"I'lhe Manoeuvrist Paradigm recognises the potential need for attrition: witness the emphasis on smashing
the Traqi Republican Guard during both Gulf Wars, Mutla Ridge in 1991, and NATO’s attempts to write
down Serb armour in 1999,

% Robert S. McNamara with Brian Vandemar: “In Retrospect: ‘The Tragedy And [Lessons Of Vietmam®,
See http://Archives,Obs-Us.Com/Obs/English?Books?Mcenamara/[r236.1 1tm

T McNamara in Kiszely, Op Cit, P 189,

* New York Times, Op Cit.
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purpose. The second problem with McNamara's approach was that only rarely was the
US Army able to utilise the full power of its combat capabilities. due to repeated attacks
on its cohesion. In this respect the NVA was, perhaps surprisingly, more Manocuvrist in
its thinking than the Americans were, as time and again US forces were drawn inte battles
for which they were clearly ill-suited.*? On 23 January 1973. US President Richard M
Nixon announced an agreement that would end the war and bring peace with honour.”
The Vietnam experience is perhaps best summed up by Lieutenant General Paul Van
Riper, U.S. Marine Corps (retired), a veteran of both Vietnam and Desert Storm:

“After Vietnam, the generation I represented went back and said,
“what did we do wrong’? Well, there were thosc who blamed it on
things that weren't responsible - the media, the politicians, the fact
we didn't have trained troops. They had a lot of olther excuses for
what the real problems were. The real problems were we did not
have a thorough understanding of war, an intellectual doctrine of
foundation for Vietnam. So that's where we went back, and we
hegan to make those kinds of repairs. The difTiculty was we
understood the tactics. We had the techniques; we had the
equipmeni. What we didn't have was any sort of a campaign plan to
puli all of those battles and engagements logether into some
meaningful whole. And so you fought all of these battles and
engagements for nothing. They were simply single events. There
was no campaign plan that said, “this is what we're aiming for’ *.>

During the subsequent period of introspection, all of these [actors - and indeed a great
many more - were rigorously analysed. The loflowing catharsis ushered in a period of
transformation which, in the 1970s and 1980s, was to materiatly change America’s
approach to warfare.

The Impact of TRADOC

One of the {irst physical manifestations of this catharsis took place in 1973, with the
formation of the US Army’s Training and Doctrinal Command (TRADOC). fts first
commander, General William E DePuy, had commanded the 1st Infantry Division in
Vietnam for a year in the mid-1960s. A fierce critic of Westmortand’s strategy, he
believed that it led to an over-reliance on massive superiority in firepower, particularly
from artillery, helicopters, and fighter-bombers.”® He duly sought to reconsider how best
to utilise US firepower on the modern battlefield.

For DePuy. the contemporaneous [973 Arab-Israeli war signified the end of what he
called *tank and aircraft blitzkrieg”.” In July 1976 his findings crystaltised into & revision
ol US Army Field Manual 100-5 (FM 100-5). This version stressed not only the new
lethality of battlefield weaponry, but also the importance of the operational level of

¥ Kiszely, Op Cil.

™ http:iwww. vietnamwar.com/Timeline69-75.him

7' PBS FRONTLINE interview, $ fuly 2004, See www.pbs.org

™ Major Paul 1. Herbert, *Deciding what has to be done: General William E, DePyy and the 1976 Cdition
of FM 100-5, Qperations’, Combat Studies Institute, Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, }988.

? Robert M Citino, Op Cit, p 255, 256,
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warfare, a construct which hitherto had received scant attention in the US.” In addition.
I'M 100-3 posited a new military response in the event of Warsaw Pact aggression in
Lurope: that of Active Defence, Within this model, if a land-grab occurred there would be
little movement on the part of NATO forces. Insicad, the military would focus on key
aveas of likely breakthrough: the North German Plain, the Fulda Gap in central Germany.
and the Hof Gap that bordered East Germany and Czechoslovakia.” There would be no
reserve forces. Consequently, if breakthroughs occurred, forces in those regions would
rush to the alfected areas in order to stem the tide.

The Quest for Altcrnative Strategics

However, nol everyone was convinced by DePuy. FM 100-5 proved to be highly
divisive. not least because Soviet doctrine placed such heavy emphasis on reserves, For
the Soviets, the role of the first echelon forces was primarily to create gaps through which
their second echelon forces would subsequently deploy. Critics of FM 100-5 believed
that DePuy’s emphasis on defence emasculated the UA Army’s ability to achieve tempo
and agility. hence thesc vital qualities would become the preserve of the attackers.

Within the military, many thought that this reactive rather than proactive approach would
incvitably lead to failure. The key issue soon became one of how quickly it would take
to lose the next war,”® and this concern was not limited solely 10 the military. William
S Lind. serving at that time as the legislative aide to Senator Gary Hart, suggested that
FM {00-5"s approach offered as many advantages to the attacker as it did to the defender.
He believed that it indicated the acceptance of a Maginot mentality driven primarily by
German desire for forward defence, rather than by pragmatic considerations.

Al the opposite end of DePuy’s proposal was the option for NATO fotces progressively
1o withdraw fo the west until reinforcements arrived trom across the Atlantic.”” Within
this model, once the cavalry had arrived the balance of forces in Europe would incvitably
alter. In the interim, the key requirement was that NATO must remain viable. [f this
could be achieved, the new forces could take the battle directly to the Warsaw Pact. who
by this time would be hampered by their extended lines of communication. Outwardly
there seemed to be no middle ground in this debate. In u bid to breuk the stalemate. Lind
championed a compromise approach which stressed manocuvre:

“...manoeyvie is the ultimate tactical, operational and strategic
goal while firepower is used primarily to create opportunities for
manoeuvre. The primuary objective is to break the spirit and will of
the opposing high command by creating unexpected and
unfavourable opportunities or strategic situations, not to kill enemy
troops or destroy enemy equipmf:nt”.gS

The Starry Era

™ This was nol the case in the Soviet Army, with figures such as Tukhachevskii promoting opurational
thinking well ahead of their Western counterparts.

" 1bid, p 233-235

™ Ibid.

7 Kiszely. Op Cit, p 190 and 191,

“* William S Lind, ‘Some Doctrinal Questions for the US Army®, Militart Review, Number 2. March 1977,
p 34-65.
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General Donn Starry succeeded DePuy in 1977, the same year Lind published his
findings. Starry had commanded the Armor Centre at Fort Knox. Kentucky, between
1973 and 1976. In this capacity he had helped inform De Puy’s revision of FM 100-5,
Now, in a climate of increasing (and at times heated) debate. he found himself'in the
position of chullenging this earlier work.”

Starry’s approach was to asscmble an elite corps ol military intellectuals to analyse the
matter from first principles. His chief writer, Liceutenant Coloncl Huba Wass de Czega,
was a highly regarded thinker, as indeed were many others on his team. Starry advocated
an “open book™ approach within which no doctrinal stone was to be left unturned.
Moreover. he places great emphasis on applying tessons trom history to the contemporary
Curopean strategic panorama. This approach focussed his analysis on how best to negate
the impact of Soviet sceond and third cehelon {orees belore they arrived on the
battlefield,"" this being one of the key weaknesses of FM 100-5. By caincidence. the
embryonic concept of Ait/Land battle had surfaced immediately prior to Starry’s
appointment:'?" Starry’s work built on this, and his solution - ‘seeing deep’ - matured
into an interdiction model within which land and air forces would work closely together.

Building upon this premise, Statry’s focus was twofold: to concentrate on the extended
(deeper) battlefield, and the imtegrated (air and land) batticficld. To avoid confusing
terminology. he chose AirLand Battle as the title for his work. noting that:

“[The] first step is to formulate what we are {rying to do - a vision.
for it will then be nceessary to assign responsibilitics, develop
operational concepts and doctrine systems, equipment systems.
organizations, training systems and allocate resources in order to
implement the vision”.!%

Airl.and Battle was formally published in 1981, [ts principal thriist was that the LS
Army was “entering a new dimension of battle which permits the simultaneous

s 1G5

engagement ol forces throughout the corps and division areas of influence™.

The following ycar saw the republication of ¥M 100-5. By lollowing four key tenets:
initiative, agility, depth and synchronisation, Starry believed that NATO might be able to
seize the initiative if attacked by the Warsaw Pact. 'The enemy would first be checked by
an initial assault rather than through active defence, and it would then be counter-attacked
simultaneously, and across a wide frant, rather than solely in the areas of penetration.

A revised FM 100-5 was issued in 1986. It incorporated many campaign planning
concepts which are still in use today.

™ For more depth on Starry during this period see John L Romjue's *The livolution of the Airland Baitle
Concept’, i University Review, May-June 1984,

" Typically within the Soviet battle plan only 20% of the assault forces would be in the first echelon. The
remaining forces would be launched at Army and Army Group level to sirike deep inta rear arcas. See
Colonel Patrick Pengelley’s Air Land Batife: A Hollow Charge?, Defence Auaché, Number 3, 1983, Saviel
yece concentration is well explained at General Sir Martin Farndale’s ‘The Operational Level of
Command’, REST Journal, Auntumn, 1988, p 23-29.

""" For further detail see T 100-5, June 1993, p v.

' John L Romjoue, Op Cit.

""" TRADOC Pamphlet 525-5, Military Uperations: Opevational Concepts for the AirLand Batte and
Corps Operation, 25 March 1981, p 21.
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Interestingly, at the same very time the UK was addrcssing similar issues, and with cqual
vigour. In [act this process had begun in 1971, twe ycars before the formation of
TRADOC. when a group of academics at the Royal Military Academy Sandhurst
received government funding to form the Soviet Studies Research Centre,'™ The UK's
change in mindset was swift, Within a decade, General Sir Nigel Bagnall was advocating
*...a less positional, more mobile style of warfare [and] a greater appreciation of the
importance of speed in battle procedure™.® In 1985, as Chicf ol the General Staff, he
oversaw the formation of the first Army-wide doctrine.'® In the interim, while
commanding the NATO Northern Army Group, he instituted an Army Group plan (or
deployment based on manoeuvre, rather than onc in which corps battles were conducted
in isolation. By the time he stepped down from this post, manocuvrist thinking had
hecome a reality within Europe.

A UNIQUELY AMERICAN WAY OF WAR?

In 1973 the American historian Russcll Weigley produced a thought-provoking study
entitled The American Way of War. Believing that there was something about the
American approach that made it unique, Weigley reviewed five discrete periods in
American history:

e 1775-1815, when America fought with limited resources.

* 1815-1890, in which the still vouthful America, having only recently emerged
from combat against Greal Britain with the status quo ante bellum successfully
preserved, set oul its policy [or deterrence and defence.

e 1890-1941, when America repeatedly undertook warfare outside its homeland.

e [941-1945, which saw America triumphant on two fronts located al opposite ends
of the world.

e 1945-1973: America’s atomic lcgacy.

Weigley concluded that America did indeed have a vnique approach (0 warfare. He
based this deduction both on prima facie evidence and on the “assumption that what we
believe and what we do today is governed at least as much by the habits of mind we
formed in the relatively remote past as by what we did and thought yesterday™.'"
Although many ot the characteristics which Weigley assessed were evident in other
national models of warfare, he reasoned that what made the American model different
was its overt apgression and directness, coupled with its seemingly visceral desire to
achicve decisive and overwhelming victory on the battlefield. Crucially, Weigley
observed that ~in the Indian wars, the Civil War. and then climactically in World War 1.
American strategists sought in actuality the object that Clausewitz viewed the ideal type
ol war, war in the abstract: *...the destruction of the enemy’s armed forces, aimongst all

14 Kiszely. Op Cit, p 198.
" Kiszely, Op Cit, p 199, Bagnall is also credited with introducing the British Army to the Operational
Fuvcl: sec John ICeeegan at http:/www.nmbva.co.uk
On »

Ibicl.
" Russell F Weigley, The American Way of War: A History of United Sises Military Sivategy and Policy,
Macmillan, 1973. p xx.
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the objects which can be pursued in War, always appears as the one which overrules all

s 9s 108
others® ™.

This is an interesting detail, because prior to 1873 the standard West Point text on warfare
was Captain J M Oconnor’s translation of S F Gay de Vernon's Treatise on the Science of
War and Fortification. This, as its title suggests, emphasised the engineering facets of
warfare, albeit for balance it included a brief summary of Jomini’s strategic precepts.
Thus for many years Jomini rather than Clausewitz was America’s principal interpreter of
Napoleonic strategy. '* That said, in common with Clausewitz. one of Jomini's key
stratcgic tenets was to maximise force against the decisive point in the theatre of
operations, and ideally when the enemy had the inferior part of his strength there.
American theorists took this principle to heart - so much so in fact that Weigley deems it
one of the classic features of the American way of war.

o

But whilst in some respects America’s operational mindset mirrored those of other
nations, at the strategic level it was truly unique. Typically, Curopean nations, with many
hundreds of years® experience of bloody conflict behind them, took into account the
complex matter of how best to convert military victory into strategic success. But the
American model did not do this. Indeed by placing such a heavy emphasis on destroying
the enemy s fielded forces, by definition it placed less emphasis on the aftermath of war
per se. Consequently, planning for the aftermath tended to occur when the warfighting
stage was nearing its conclusion.

Weigley identified several highly influential strategic thinkers who shaped the American
approach. These included Union General Ulysses S Grant, whose strategy of living off
the land during his drive to Jackson, Mississippi, was described by Major General J F C
Fuller as one of the boldest steps ever taken in warfare;'"! and the profoundly influcntial
naval historian Alfred Thayer Mahan. So influential were these thinkers for Weigley. that
in the 1941-1945 section of his book he attributed success in the European War 1o the
strategic tradition of Grant, and success in the Pacific War largely to that of Mahan.
I.ooking at more recent strategists, Thomas C Schelling featured as another key influence.
[0 Arms and Influence, a book considered by Weigley to be the most significant sirategic
thinkpiece of the 1960s, Schelling’s opined that “10 seek out and destroy the enemy’s
military foree. to achicve a crushing victory over enemy armics. was still the avowed
purposc and central aim of American steategy in both world wars, Military action was
thus seen as an alternative to bargaining, not a process of bargaining”.'"? For Weigley
this captured the essence of the American way of war priot 1o the advent of nuclear
weapons. Weigley broadened this observation by citing Rear Admiral ] C Wylie’s claim
that:

“War for a nonaggressor nation is actually a near complete collapse
ol policy, Once war comes, then nearly all pre-war policy is utterly
invalid because the setting in which it was designed to function no

" 1bid. Weigley's Clausewitz quotation taken from Carl von Clausewitz, On War, tr. Col J J Graham, New
York, Barncs and Noble, 1968, p 86.

" 1id, p 82,

" Baron de Jomind, Precis de PArt de la Guerre, Paris, 1838, p 173-174 and 472-473; cited al |bid p 83.

"' Rabert M Citing, Op Cit, p 227.

""“Thomas C Shelling, Arns and Influence, Yale University Press, 1966, p 34,

40




fonger corresponds with the facts of reality. When wat comes. we
at once move into a radically different wortd”.!"?

A Way of War or a Way of Battle?

At this point it is pertinent to ask whether Weigley’s way of war is in fact a way of battle.
The difference between these two models is stark. A way of war views the conflict
process holistically, This starts pre-war with the setting of strategic and operational
objectives. and finishes post-war when those objectives have been accomplished, and the
necessary conditions for peace have been established. In contrast. a way of battle seeks to
defeat the enemy militarily, the process being consideted complete when the enemy has
been defeated on the battlefield. Using these criteria, Schelling’s quotation encapsulates
petfeetly a way of battle,

[ndeed this was one of the conclusians proffered in Toward ain American Wey of War. a
Strategic Studies Institute monograph that examined Weigley's claims.''* Drawing
attention 1o Max Boot’s Savage Wars of Peace, which contends that “many of Americas
small wars did not involve the complete overthrow of the enemy™,'"> Tosward an
American Way of War suggests that the American way of battle has yet to mature into a
recognisable way of war. It notes that cven today, the American way tends to “shy away
from thinking about the complicated process of turning military triumphs, whether on the
scale of major campaigns or small-unit actions, into strategic successes™.!'®

{ichevarria then quotes vetired US Marine General Anthony Zinni's observation that the
US military is *“becoming more cfficicnt at killing and breaking. but that only wins
battles, not wars™.!'? Echevarria reinforces the point by suggesting that due consideration
is not given to the processes and capabilities needed to convert battlefield sucecess into
strategic success: “the recent campaigns in Afghanistan and lvag...arc examples of
remarkable military victories [which] have not yet culminated in strategic successes™.''®
He adds that much of today’s American defence literature emphasises firepower.,
precision, psychological operations, Special Forces, and jointness, rather than the usc of
overwhelming force. For Echevarria these characteristics are uncannily similar to
the “speed, jointness, knowledge, and precision that reflect today's Office of Force
Transformation (OF1) and OSD models of warfare”."*® He then adds grist to the mill by
citing Victor Davis Hanson’s Carnage and Culfure, which postulates the existence of a

") C Wylic, Ailitary Strategy: A General Theory of Power Conirol, Rulgers University Press. 1967, p 80,
guoted in [bid p 476.

" See Toward an American Way of War, Antulio I Echevarria [I, Strategic Studies Institute of the US
Army War College, March 2004,

'"* Max Boot, Savage Wars of Peace: Small Wars and the Rise of Americun Power, New York, Basic
Books, 2002. This is not the only criticism of Weigley, See also Brian M Linn, ‘“The American Way of
War Revisiled”, The Journal of Mifitary History, Vol 66, No 2, April 2002, pages 501-530.

""" Cehevarria, Op Cit, p vi.

General {Retired) Anthony Zinni, ‘How Do We Overhaul The Nation's Defense 1o Win the Next War?®
Presentation 1o the US Naval Institute, September 4, 2003,

"™ Echevarria. Op Cit, p 13.

" Wid, povi.
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Western. rather than an American, W’l?/ of warfare,"* within which “warfarc serves as a
means of doing what politics cannol™.

THE ROQTS OF AMERICA’S STRATEGIC CULTURI

Turning (o the roots of American strategic culture, in Strafegy in lhc Nuclear Age: The
United States, 1945-1997 Colin S Gray identifies five key strands:'

o A mastery of logistics. Gray attributes this to the vast landmass of the USA and
the national approach of having to cope with such geography.

o The Experience of the Moving Frontier. Conquering the wilderness required
technological solutions and pragmatism. This has translated into a love of
technology and a concomitant belief that technological solutions will prevail (but
sce overleaf).

e (Overwhelming size in all relevant measures of power. This allowed America to
condtict two geostrategically distinet wars half a world apart between 1941 and
1945. No other country could have done this.

o A model of world governance which follows the precepts of American liberal
democracy.

e Success: an American aspiration that applies as much to the individual as (o the
country as a whole,

In noting that the environment cxerts a strong influence on American thinking, Gray
surmises that "Americans do not wage, or plan to wage, limited war: rather they plan to
fight on landl, at sea, in the air, or in and for space. The environments lurg ]:‘LIV determine
the technologies, the tactics, and the character of the operational goals™."  He also
comments on “the American propensity for reducing strategic problems into manageable

|

" See Hanson's earlier work The Western Way of War: The Infantry Battles in Ancieni Greece. of the Hest
1300-1800. New York, Cambridge University Press, 1996,

"' Victor Davis Hanson, Carnage and Culture: Landmark Boitles in the Rise of Western Power. New York,
Doubicday. 2001, p 22, Quoted at Ibid, pp 3.

= Colin S Giray, Strategy in the Nuclear Age: The United States. 1945-1991, in The Making of Straiegy-
Rulers, States anct War, Ed Williamson Murray, MacGregor Kuox, and Alvin Bernstein, Cambridge
University Press, 1994, p 590.

! Ibid, p 587.
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equations.'~' Delving deeper into detail, he identifies seven additional elements of
. . . . . . . . - 25
strategic culture which in his view are almost as influential as the previous five:!

o American indifference to history, which results in minimal baggage and a natural
predilection for avoiding sacred cows.

e An engineering style that owes wmore to Jomini than to (lausewitz. 1t veflects
Jomini’s obsession “to reduce ... the complex and ambiguous to a few apparently
simple procedures”. This point amplifies Gray's Expericnce of the Moving
Frontier and lends credence to the American conviction that *know-how™ always
delivers solutions.

e [mpaiience: a low tolerance for lengthy investment with distant payofts,

o Blindness to cultural differences: the result of US isolation and repeated success
against weaker opposition.

o Continental Weltanschauung. Because of its size, its historical cxpericnce ol
success, and the impatient temper of its pcople, the American way of war has been
quintessentially continentalist. Americans have favourced the quest for swift
victory through the hazards of decisive battle rather than the slower approach of
maritime encirclement.

o Indifference to strategy. Gray concludes that traditionally it has been the
American way to reduce war and strategy 10 narrow military underlakings, a
proclivity as evident in the Gulf in 1991 as it had been in Europe in 1945,
Weigley supports this assertion in noting “the American tendency ..to seek reluge

in technology from hard problems of strategy and policy™.'?®

e Belated but massive resort to force. Weigley concurs, ciling General George C
o 127

Marshall’s conviction that “a demaocracy cannot fight a 7 year war™.
[n melding these with his original five considerations, Gray surmises that:

“From...Sherman’s 1863 observation that *Madam...war is
cruelty...the crueller it is, the sooner it will be over’, to the US
Navy captain who reflected in 1954 that SAC’s war plan would
reduce the USSR to a smoking radiating ruin at the end of 2 hours.
to the air campaign against Traq in 1991, the exercise of maximum
violence for swift results has been the American way™.'®

Whils( this is a key deduction, it is not universally suppotted. Indeed in Comemporary
Military Strategy, Martin H Halperin traces several very different American strategies.'””

" [bid, p 388. The original Penlagon references are R-266 (April 1954) and N-2526-AF (June 1988)
respectively.

" thid, p 5392-596.

" Weighley. Op Cit, p 416.

" Ibid, p 5.

s Gray, Op Cil, p 603,

"= Martin 11 Talperin, Contemporary Mifitary Strategy, Faber and Faber. 1972, p 40-52.
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These range from Eisenhower’s “New Look’ of 1953 to the Kennedy / MeNamara era of
civil advisors and think tanks; the 1967 reversal of NA'['OQ’s sirategy to take into account
Flexible Response; Johnson’s 1968 decision partially to halt bombing in Vietnam; the
1969 budgct reduction of several billions of doiars; and the Nixon Doctrine of the same
year, in which Nixon announced that US forces would no longer deal with subversion and
guerrilla warfarc. Halperin is supported by Robert M Citino, who states that:

“At various times in its history and in various places, the United
States has emphasised @ maritime strategy, a joint (naval-land)
strategy, and a nuclear strategy based first on strategic bombers,
then one based on a iriad of bombers, submarines and Inter
Continental Ballistic Missiles. In terms of land operations it has a
strong fradition of manoeuver-based warfare dating back fo the
Revolutionary War and the Mexican War; it has an cqually strong
tradition of firepower-based attrition war. The country’s formative
military experience, the Civil War, saw a tremendous amount of
both types. In fact, one might arguc that it is precisely this
flexibility ol means that has been the principal characteristic of
American war making over the years, rather than rigid adherence to
one specific aperational doctrine”.'*

Paradoxically, the fact that Weigley’s position is not universally accepted strengthens the
argument that in order to understand the context behind to US input to EBW. America’s
remote past must be studicd in some detail,

US INPUT TO THE MODERN EFFECTS PARADIGM

Boyd’s OODA Loop

Turning to the contemporary model of EBW, USAF Colonel John Boyd might justifiably
be thought of as one of its founding fathers. For US Vice President Dick Cheney, his
influence was “clearly a factor””*" in the success of Operation Desert Shield. For General
Charles Krulak, Commandant of the US Marine Corps from 1995 to 1999, this praise falls
well short ol the mark. He dubbed Boyd “the architect of America’s victory in the
Gulf?™*2, and believed that not onl%/ did that victory belong to Boyd, but that victory in the
future would also belong to him.'*® Boyd’s contribution to EBW was significant. even
though much of it took place before the current effects paradigm emerged. Boyd noted
that during the Korean War, US F-86 Sabres had a vastly superior kill ratio (ten to one)
compared to Soviet-built MiG-15s."** He concluded that the better visibility of the F-86
altowed US pilots to observe their opponents better, orientale themselves more quickly,
decide what 1o do, and then act accordingly. He labelled this pracess the *OODA loop'.

"™ Robert M Citino, Op Cit, p 227. Chapter 7 is particularly informative.

" Coram, Robert, John Bayd: Architect of Modern Warfure.

htp/www glalumni.org/Stay Informed/magazine/fall02/article3 hiiml

= 1bid.

" 1bid.

U Fadok, David S, John Bovd and John Warden: Air Power's Ouest for Strategic Paralysis. Air University
Press, Maxwell AFB, Alabama, February 1995,
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l Observe _;

Act Orientate

Figure 3 - Boyd’s OODA Loop
For Boyd, all rational human behaviour followed this process. Accordingly he applied
his findings outside the cockpit, and in doing so he surmised that the enemy could be
rendered powerless at any level ol warfare by denying him tinie to cope with a rapidly
changing siwation. The OODA loop is therefore a relational construct: it can be
tightened (madec quicker) by reducing friction within one’s own processes, ot expanded
(su that the decision-making process slows down) by increasing friction within the
enemy’s Processes.

From an eflects perspective, Boyd’s work is significant in that it did not specily physical
destruction. Rather, it targeted the enemy’s cognitive abilities. and it achieved its ends by
exploiting the fourth dimension: time. Colin Gray notes that Boyd’s thinking:

*...can apply to the operational, strategic, and political levels of war,
as well as to tactics for aerial dogfights. The OODA loop may
appear too humble to merit categorization as a grand theory, but that
is what it is. It has an clegant simplicity. an extensive domain of
applicability, and coutains a high quality of insight about strategic
essentials, such that its author well merits honourable mention as an
outstanding general theorist of strategy”. '>°

Itis highly likely that Boyd, a pragmatist by nature, would not have welcomed the label,
but nonetheless he merits consideration as one of the founding fathers of the modern

effects school.

The Systems Approach: Warden And Deptula

Boyd's work paved the way for the next phase of effects thinking. This took the form of
systems framework analysis. In itself this is not a new development; indeed it Tirst
emerged in 1917, when Major Lord Tiverton advocated thal decisive military, industrial

% Colin S Gray, Modern Strategy, p 91.
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and transportation targets should be selectively bombed from the air.*¢ A modern

version of this model was used to telling effect during Operation Desert Storm. Credit for
this belongs largely to two USAF airmen: Colonel John Warden, onc of the architects of

the Gulf War air campaign; and Major General David A Deptula. Together thecy
developed a systems approach to targeting which today forms the bedrock of EBW

thinking.

Warden viewed adversary states as systems of systems. He represented the systems ol
state (feadership, system essentials, country infrastructure, population, and ficlded forces)

pictorially as a serics of concentric circles (Figure 4 ). Leadership is at the centre.

surrounded and protected by the remaining rings, which in the normal course of war are
attacked from the outside inwards in a predictable sequence. Leadership, the strategic
prize, is usually the most difficult ring to access, whitst conversely ficlded forces arc

usually attacked first, as they form the physical barrier to the remaining rings.

LEADEW SIP

RYSTEM
ESSENTIALS

Warden suggested that by the late 20th Century this ‘outside-inwards’ view had hecome
redundant due to developments in air power, He postulated that this traditionally linear
approach to warfare could now be circumvented, as the most critical - and indeed the
most difficult to access - ring of the enemy system, leadership, could now be targeted
direclly due 1o improvements in technology and precision. Consequently leadership
could now be attacked physically from the outset of the campaign rather than towards its

end."’

Deptula developed the concept. He concluded that the days of what he called ~sequential
warfare” were [inally over, and that a new age - of “parallet warfare” - had emerged.
Unlike its predecessor, the new model could achieve effective control over the systems
which adversaries relied upon for powcer and influence: leadership, population, essential

L B~ | INFHAKIRE CTURE

POPULATEQN

e 3 FTERAVELS
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Figure 4 -- Warden’s Five Ring Model
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different course.

Boog, I'l, in Cox, Sebastian, cd, Sir drthur Harris - Despaich on War Operations, London, 19935, p x).
Twelve years later o, Operation Iragqi Freedom commenced with twa <117 strike missions against a
senior [raqi leadership compound in Baghdad, where Saddam Hussein and other top regime leaders were
believed to be staying. Had this strike been successful, [ragi Freedom would clearly have assumed a
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industries. transportation and distribution, and forees.”® Within Deptula’s model, each
ring could be targeted simultaneously. The advantages of this apptoach were clear:
namely that enemy leadership could now be shocked into strategic pavalysis at an carly
stage of the war, and that fielded forces need not necessarily be attacked in great
numbers, if at all. As a result, aireraft which previously would have been assigned
against fielded forces could now be assigned to other tasks, such as applying more
pressure to cnemy leadership. This was a win-win situation. Not only did it capitalise on
Bayd's emphasis on time, but it followed cvery key tenet of Manocuvre Warfare. ‘Lhis
was a delining moment in modern warfare, as from this paint onwards timescales could
be compressed as never before.

But for its architects there was a sting in the tail. Like Boyd. both Warden and Deptula
wete airmen: and these developments were viewed as products of air thinking. and
therefore air-centric in their outlook. Whilst Warden and Deptula intuitively understood
the full significance of their work - the elastication of time within a warlighting context -
many non-airmen considered this development as no more than a question of target
prioritisation. Consequently they fundamentally misunderstood the leveraging elfects
that could now be achieved. As Deptula pithily observed:

“On February 15, 1991 the Iraq target planning cell received a
report from the Central Command intelligence staff on the progress
ol the air campaign in accomplishing the elecwic target set
objectives. The report stated that because ali the individual
targets...were  not  destroyed or damaged to a specilic
percentage...the objective had not been met. In fact. the electrical
svstem was not operating in Baghdad™'?’,...

Even though the required effect - no clectricity in Baghdad - had been achieved. the
prevailing culture demanded that targets be repeatedly attacked until all the extant
damage criteria had been met. In this instance Deptula was able o overlurn this decision
and allocate aireraft to more pressing missions, but only afier considerable effort on his
part.

Crucially, this intervention was one of the first documented cxamples of modern EBW in
action. It shows that even in the late 20th Century, target allocation was sub-optimal."*
Deptula continues:

“The effect desired by the air campaign planners...was not the
destruction of each of the electrical sites; it was to stop temporarily
the production of electricity in certain arcas of lrag... The
determinant of whether to act (with lethal or non-lethal means) to
affect an individual site was whether the clectrical system was
operating in the arca of interest, not the level of damage, or lack

" David A Deptula, ‘Effects Based Operations: Change in three Nature of Warfare’, Aerospace Education
Fouwndation, Vicginia, 2002, p 6.

""" David A Deptula, ‘Effects Based Operations: A US Perspective’, derospace Fducation Foimdation,
Virginia, 2002, p 39,

U [ Kosovo several targets were attacked repeatedly, in some cases afler they had already been reduced to
rubble. The intended message to Milosevie was that NATO had the power to attack repeatediy and at will;
but this is not necessarily the message Milosevic received, He is equally likely to have assumed that NA'TO
did not know that it had already destroved those targels, and henee its inelligence was poor. Source:
author.
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thereof, to an individual site. During the war some lragi plant
managers shut down their electrical plants to avoid targeting
thereby cteating our desired effect without exposing Coalition
members to danger, and freeing up air resources for another task -
Sun Tzu’s dictum fulfilled”.'"!

‘The coalition now had an unprecedented ability to deliver considerable amounts of
ordnance very quickly ~ indeed more targets were attacked during the opening 24 hours of
Descrt Storm than by the 8th US Army Air Corps in its entirety during the years 1942 and
1943 combined.'? As a result, coalition forces could deliver effects across the full
spectrum of operations in a manner previously deemed impessible. During the first
ninety minutes of Descrt Storm more than fifty targets were attacked throughout lrag.
These targets involved all levels of the military, [rom commuunications nodes and fighter
bases in central Iraq, to command leadership bunkers north of Baghdad, communications
exchanges inside Baghdad, and interceptor operations centres located as far away as
Kuwait.""* This development heralded a new facet of warfare: the simultaneous
application of Force (the time dimension); across every level of war (exemplified by the
variety of targets attacked); without geographical restraint (the environment). This was
parallel warfare in action, with lime and space now being exploited in terms of effects
rather than as media for enabling physical destruction.

One important by-product of this approach was that fewer target sets now nceded o be
destroyed, and as a consequence less damage might now occur on the ground." [ndeed
by articulating his intent in terms of effects, Deptula reduced the number of bombs
dropped against Iraqi Sector Operations Centres on the first night of the war from eight to
two,  This action yielded the effects he sought, and at the same time it frced up
signilicant firepower for use against other targets.'® This was another key step in the
development of EBW.

Completing the Circle: The Network

Deptuia’s operational thinking dovetaiied neatly with the US Department of Defense’s
embryonic vision for Network Centric Warfare (NCW). NCW promised a shift away
from attrition-based warfare to a model that was characterised by self-synchronisation (in
which forces arganise themselves from the bottom up to meet commander's intent) and
speed of command (which would be facilitated by Information Superiority).”* One of the
NCW?s principal strengths lay in the fact that nations thus configured could articulate
their objectives in terms of massing effects rather thanfc),r--.:-e:a'.t'17 Platforms would still be
important, of course, but the temptation to ‘bean count® platforms - and their attendant
capabilities - would reduce accordingly.

"' Depluls, “F [Teets Based Operations: A US Perspective’, Op Cit.

2 [bid, p 38.

""" Deptula, *Effects Based Operations: Change in three Nature of Warfare’, pages 1 and .

"' Foar a more in-depth explanation see Crowder, Gary 1., “effects-Based Operations®, Military Technology.
Vol 27, Issue 6, Bonn, June 2003,

" Jigr Maller discussion of this and similar planning considerations, sec Mann. Fndersby and Searle’s
‘Dominant Fffects: Fffects-Based Joint Operations’, derospace Power Jownal, Maxwell AFB._ Fali 2001,
Vol 13, Issue 3.

M Vice Admiral Arthur K Cebrowski, US Navy and John J Garstka, *Network-Ceniric Warfare: Its Origin
an d Future', Proceedings, January 1998,

" 1bid.
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NCW and its LK equivalent, NEC, share much in common. But they are not identical,
and it would be wrong to view them as such. In NCW the network is at the centre of the
process, whereas in NEC the network is merely an enabler; so whereas NCW signifies a
fundamental shift in outlock ~ from platform-centric to network-centric warfare - the
same holds true to a far lesser extent in NEC. In Cause or Effect? Professor Chris
Bellamy notes that ““...US authorities see EBOs as crucially dependent on Network-
Cnabled Capability. In other words, what is new is the networking that permits the results
ol an attack on any target to be predicted and traced throughout the direct, indirect and
cascading consequences that follow”."*® He contrasts this with the British attitude to
FERQOs, which ~...stresses the wider aspects of the approach and. inevitably, leads to the
conclusion that ...the new aspecet which techinology facilitates is the application ol elTects
1o a wider audience”.'* Another difference between these two models is that NCW will
by its very nature depend heavily on state of the art technology. whercas NEC's cast
burden will be of a lower order, as less technology is involved.

CONCLUSION

The methodology of balancing recent American thinking at the operational and tactical
levels against America’s historical approach to warfare has uncarthed a long and at times
convoluted audit trail of inputs to the EBW model. Some milestones are readily apparent:
the contribution of theorists such as Boyd, Warden and Deptula: the pivotal waork of
TRADOC: and Lind’s nudging of the tiller in critical areas. However, other milestones
are more obscure: the relevance of DePuy, and MacNamara's flawed (but at the time
widely accepted) mindsct of body counting.  Yet without DePuy there would have been
o revision ot doctrine under Starry; and without MacNamara, the need {for meaningful
measurements of effects would not have been so readily apparent. Accordingly. one of
the key conclusions of this chapter is that doctrine does not necessarily evolve, as Starry
took great pains to start afresh and introduce originality wherever possibie. This adds
credence to Foucault’s claims, and hence it reinforces the possibility that, in similar vein,
EBW might also be more than the sum of previous experience,

The language of effects entered the military lexicon during the 1991 Gulf War. and even
before the fighting was over the media had begun to use it. Some military objectives
were framed in terms of effects, and media reports naturally mimicked this language. In
similar vein. the nature of the coalition - and in particular, America’s dominant role - was
such that the new lexicon was swiftly embraced by coalition partners. This ensured that
effects thinking would in due course permeate throughout NATO's military forces, a
process that continues to this day.

However, none of these recent cvents take into account the role of America’s remote past.
In this regard Weigley’s context provides much food for thought, The American Way of
War leaves little room for doubt that the US desire to seek overwhelming victory on the
battlcficld was never matched by a concomitant desire to set appropriate conditions for
peace. For Weigley, this was a defining featurc of the American approach. And whilst
Gray and Halperin disagrec with him in some areas, vltimately they too strengthen the
notion that America’s approach to warfare is truly unique. A decper understanding of
America’s historical legacy was thus useful in helping to sct the context for America’s
wider contribution to EBW,

1S

See Bellamy, Chris, ‘Cause ot Effect’, Defence Director. Sept 2004, p 5.
(R0 .
[bid.
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A further important feature was unearthed by Eschevarria, who asserts that the American
approach to war is, in fact, a way of battle. This insightful revelation suggests that
America’s traditional view of military action as an alfernative to hargaining - rather than
as a part of the bargaining process - is likely to continue vnchecked unless conscious
elforts are made to change it. Clearly this has implications for EBW, because if no
change is forthcoming, future inputs to the model will necessarily be limited in their
scope and significance. Indeced it is cven possible that some previous inputs might
become redundant. If so, it is equally possible that EBW’s survival could depend on
America’s willingness to transform its way of battle into a way of warfare.

CHAPTER 3: UK ORIGINS

“There are 2000 years of experience to tefl us that the
only thing harder than setting a new ideu into the
military mind is to get the old one out ™
Sir Basil Liddel! IHart 1895 - 1970

INTRODUCTION

This chaprer assesses the UK input to EBW by analysing a series of governimental papers.
This approach reveals that with each successive paper, CBW development increased in
some [orm. By the time the final paper referred to in this thesis was written - just (ive
years after the original one - EBW had coalesced around the concept of EBA, an holistic
approach 1o warfare unique to the UK,

The chapter opens with ‘The Origing of EBA’, which assesses (from an effects
perspective) the 1999 UK Government White Paper Modernising Government.
This made explicit the government’s aspiration that henceforth departments would work
more closely together in “the new electronic information age™. This requirement was a
precondition for EBA, as departments which acted in isolation could not support a
coherent pan-governmental approach to conflict. Therefore - albeit unknowingly -
Modernising Government presaged EBA’s germination, partly as a result of its emphasis
on outcomes rather than on process. Next is a review of the New Chapter to the 1998
Strategic Defence Review. Prompted by the terrorist attacks of 9/11, this demanded even
more coherence across all government departments. Importantly, it stated that military
options would in the future be framed in terms of desired effects: and from this point
onwards EBA moved forwards substantively. The next scetion, *Network Centric
Capability (NCC)*, shows how an effects model was predicated with 2 robust network at
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its core, Thereafter, ‘the network” would be a defining feature of the paradigm. NCC is
not analysed further, however, as its development is outside the scope of this thesis.

The chapter then addresses ‘EBA Consolidation’. This started in July 2002 with the issue
of a supporting adjunct to the New Chapter, which added detail to five previously
identified strategic effects and showed their linkage to knowledge superiority and
downstream effects, This is followed by a brief review of Delivering Security in «
Changing World, 51 issued in December 2003, which used the term ‘effects based
operations and planning’ for the first time; hence this key paper clarified the
vovernment’s cffects vision. During this period some of the UK s most influential
conceptual work took place on the ¢ffects model. The chapter ends with a warning.
noting that the EBA model is incomplete because the government has yet to develop an
overarching national philosoply that applies to all government departments.
Consequently. whilst the UK model might appear to be sound conceptually, nonetheless it
suffers from an identifiable weakness in process. Paradoxically. this was the very arca
that the government sought to address in the original Paper. Finaily, it should be noted
that combined UK / US inputs to EBW are outside the scope of this chapter. as is the
operational level model, EBO, a product of US thinking.

THE ORIGINS OF EBA

The mindset which underpins EBA can be traced back to the 1999 UK Government
White Paper entitled Modernising Governmeni. In the introduction, Jack Cunningham
MP stated that:

“..we need all parts of government to work together better. We need
Joined-up government. We need integrated government. And we need to
make sure that government services are brought forward using the best
and most modern tcchniques...which link in to a range of government
Departments and especially electronic information-age services”.'™

His message was frank. If government departments worked betier together, povernment
could make life better for everyone. The accrucd benefits would apply at all levels,
ranging from day to day practices at police stations and local councils at one end of the
spectrum. Lo the delivery of national strategic objectives at the other end. Greater
coherence and integration would inevitably ensue, and Britain would thus witness “joincd
up government in action”.!> Modernising Government noted that whilst “many policies
are rightly developed and pursued by a single part of government, a focus on outcomes
[would] encourage Departments to work together...”.'sﬁ' Henceforth outcomes as opposed
to process would form a pillar of pan-governmental business, with palicy being designed
~around shared goals and carefully delined results, not around organisational structures or

existing functions™, '

Government departments were quick to pick up on these messages. The [Foreign and
Commonwealth Office (FCO) Departmental Report for 2001 noted thal “success depends

”‘f Delivering Security in @ Changing World, Cm 604 1-1, The Stationery Office, July 2004,
"2 Modernising Govermment, Intro,

¥ Ibid, Executive Summary.

" 1bid, Section 2.

" 1bid.




on working closely together with other Government Departments and non-Government
actors, both in the UK and abroad”.'®® By the time this report was published. the FCO.
together with the Departinent for International Development (Df1D) and the MOD, had
set up two joint conflict prevention funds: one for Aftica, and the other for the rest of the
world."”7 Whilst this initiative cannot be traced back directly to Modernising
Gavernient, nonetheless it occurred shortly afterwards. Given the level of pan-
governmental liaison that was taking place at this time, it is extremely unlikely that this
waork was conducted within a vacuum.

From an effects perspective Modernising Government merits scrutiny for three reasons.,
First. it identified that government departments had not always worked as closely together
as they could have done. The Labour Party had noted this weakness prior to its landslide
victory in [997, and it had resolved to tighten the working relationship between
departments as soon as possible after the election. Second, the emphasis on outcomes
signified a fundamental shift in outlook. The full implications of this shift were not
appreciated at the time, but they became increasingly evident shortly afterwards. Third,
the paper clacified the linkages between strategic planning and outcomes. This soon
hecame one of the central tenets of both the new ‘clectronic information age’ and the
“cffects thinking” mindsct that followed the report. Accordingly. Modernising
Government subtly - and almast unnoticed - presaged the effects model of holistic
decision-making.

The “New Chapter”

The catalyst for embracing this new methodology took the form of the 9/11 terrorist
attacks in New York and Washington. In the aftcrmath of these attacks the UK Sceretary
of State tor Defence drew up a New Chapier fo the 1998 Sirategic Defence Review
(SDR). This work, published in July 2002, analysed the UK's defence posture in light ol
the revised security situation. [t sought to ensure that the government had *...the right
concepts, Lhe right capabilities and the right forces to meet the additional challenges we
now face™. *® And it made explicit the fact that the MOD was not working in isolation,
and that its findings would apply to all government departments,

The New Chapter cavered four themes. Twa in particular contributed dircetly to the
nascent EBA. The first was that “political, diplomatic, humanitarian, economic,
financial. intelligence and law enlorcement, as well as military, measures” should become
more coherent in the future.'”” The second was thal military options would hencelorth be
framed in terms of desired cffects, rather than in terms of capabilities or platforms. This
was a radical departure from previous practice, and it marked the penesis of the UK's
EBA mindset. The New Chapter proffered four conciusions, two of which were
purticularly relevant 1o EBA:

* “Wc must aim for ‘knowledge superiority” over international terrorists to anticipate
their plans and ensure thc most cffcctive combination ol cffects 1o counter their
attacks:

::; FCO Departmental Report 2001, Chapter 14.

Ibid.
'f“ The Strategic Defence Review: A New Chapter, MOD, July 2002, Section 1.
™ [bid.
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» ‘I'he main sorts of military effect we can bring to bear are to prevent, deter. coerce,

distupt or destroy our opponents”,'®®

Network Centric Capability (NCC)

The lirst conclusion linked knowledge superiority directly to EBA. In future, knowledge
would be garnered through a Network-Centric Capabitity (NCC) which would ~...collect,
fuse and disseminate accurate, timely and relevant information with much greater rapidity
(sometimes in a matter of only minutes, or even in ‘real time”} to help provide a common
understanding among commanders at all levels™.'*" NCC would tie together the disparate
elements that were needed to support the delivery of precise and controlied military
cifeets. In order to da this it would comprise three strands: “...sensors (to gather
infoermation): a network {to fuse, communicate and exploit the information): and strike
assets to deliver military effect”.’® No deadline was set for NCC's implementation, but it
svon became clear that the concept might be able to improve operational capability.

But not cveryone was canvinced. For some, the rapid growth of new acronyms was in
itself enough to cause confusion. especially when they were misused: this happened a lot
during this early, acronym-rich period. For others, NCC belonged to the realms of
science liction. They viewed it as an aspiration too far, believing that it presupposed
advances in technofogy that would not be achievable for many years.

These concerns were not without precedent. Indeed at that time the UK Army’s
BOWMAN project was experiencing significant birthing pains. Designed to bring
internet-style communications to the battleficld, BOWMAN, like NCC, demanded highly
advanced technology. Unlike NCC, however, it needed that technology immediately, and
this was proving to be an insurmountable challenge. In July 2001, alrcady some 9 years
behind schedule, the £1.9 billion contract was taken away from the original contractors
(Archer, led by the BAe Consortium) and awarded to Computing Devices Canada. an arm
of US-based General Dynamics.'® BOWMAN ofTiciaily entered service in March 2004.
The saga continues, however. On 5 January 2005, Brigadier Jamie Balfour, the Army's
Director of Infantry, advised his troops that *it is as bad as you've heard. But we have
been told that, politically, we have got to make it work. Now you guys will have to go
out and find a way ol making it work.” His briefing conciuded with the words “hang on
to your cellphoncs.”® With this in mind, similar reservations about NCC were net
necessarily wholly 111isplace<:l.l(’5

Mindful of similar criticisms, the New Chapter noted that it would be *...less uselud to iry
to measure combat power in crude terms of pumbers of platforms and peaple than in
terms of our ability to deliver speeific effects, with a robust network at the core. linking

"““Ibid para 11.

" Ibid.

> Ibid para 35.

' For further detail see ww.gdcanada.com/company _info/arlicics/body_art2001jul20rk8.html

'™ Michael Smith, The Daily tefegraph, e-version filed 4 January 2005,

""" There are many similar examples. The ill-fated Nimrod AEW Mark 3 project was cancelled in
December F986, alter £1 billion had been spent on it, when it became apparent that it would never match
the capabilities of the far older (and significantly cheaper) Boeing H-2 Sentry AWACS aircraft. For an
overview of the difficulties of Smart Procurement see Sir Timothy Garden’s *Ministry of Disasters?*,
February 2000: www tgarden.co.uk/writings/articles/2000
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key capabilities and enabling force multipliers™.'®® This comment reinforced MOD's

intent to shift the emphasis away from platform-centric warfare towards EBA. and at the
same time it confirmed that “the network’ would be a key element within the wider
effects paradigm.

NCC was subsequently re-branded Network Enabled Capability (NEC). This remains the
extant term. Its outputs are expected to be greater precision in the application of force,
and greater rapidity of effect (by shortening the time required to assimilate information.
take decisions. and then act upon them). NEC is a complex topic. and it merits study in
its own right. And whilst its role within EBA is self-evident. there is not space within this
thesis to delve further into matters of detail. However, this ought not detract from the
central issue: namely that NEC it is an integral part of EBA.

EBA CONSOLIDATION

In July 2002, a supporting adjunct added detail to the New Chapter. Entitled The
Strategic Defence Review: A New Chapter Supporting Information & Analysis.'" it
highlighted the international terrorist threat in the round, and offered a brief overview of
extant UK doctrine and concepts. It also suggested a conceptual framework for a military

contribution to “the Campaign Against International Terrorism Abroad™,'®® shown below.
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" New Chapter, para 41.
""" The Strategic Defence Review: A New Chapter Supporting Information & Analysis. Cm 5566 Vol 11,
MOD. July 2002.
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T'his matrix was based on lessons learned as well as on theoretical knowledge, and it
scrved as a foundation for the work that would shortly follow. In particular. it added
delail w the five strategic cfTects originally outlined in the New Chapier, and it showed
their linkages to knowledge superiority (at the input end of the process) and downstream
effects (at the output end). Moreover, it postulated that knowledge superiority comprised
three strands: detect (such as the emergence of terrorist organisations); understand {for
example, the nature of the threat in terms of value sets); and influence (maintaining public
support and sharing knowledge with allics and partners). Its central message was clear,
direct and unambiguous: that ‘effects thinking’ was different from the model it was about
to replace. and that it was here to stay.

A further White Paper was published in December 2003, Entitled Delivering Securin: in
« Changing World, it stated that the UK would *continue ta develop effects based
operations and planning, [thereby] maximising the combined contributions of our
available capabilities to achieving decisive military etfect”.”™ Picking up one of the
Modernising Government threads, it noted that the MOD would “work with other
government departments, particularly the Foreign and Commonwealth Office and the
Department tor International Development, to ensure that military eftects-based planning
complements wider strategic planning and the cross-government cffort on crisis
prevention and management™.'™ 1t also noted that:

“Effects-Based Operations is a new phrase, but it describes an approach to
the use of force that is well established - that military force exists to serve
political or strategic ends. We nced a new way of thinking about this that is
more relevant to today’s strategic environment.  Strategic effects are
designed to deliver the military contribution to a wider cross-governmental
strategy and are focused on desired outcomes. Qur conventional military
superiority now allows us more choice in how we deliver the effect we wish
to achicve. We have begun to develop our military capabilities so that we
can provide as wide as possible a range of options to fulfil operational
objeclives without necessarily resorting to traditional aftritional warfare.
Some effects can also be delivered entirely outside (he context of active
operations. for example through Defence Diplomacy activities as part of
long-term conflict prevention™.'”!

This statement clarified the effects vision, albeit on the back of two dubious assumptions:
that the UK has conventional military superiority (line 8);'” and that warfare is
traditionally attritional (line 13). That said, its wider implications were not lost on nog-
domestic audiences, 1n 2004, at a Command and Control Search and Technology
Svinposiumn on The Power of Information Age Concepts and Technologies, Auvstralia’s
Defence Science and Technology Organisation noted that EBA:

...has implications for operations other than war, and for National and
Mililary strategy. At the strategic level, the effects-based approach is of

" Ibid Section 6, p.14.

'Y Delivering Security in a Changing Worid, p.8.

" 1bid.

! Tbid.

"7 Phis wibl undoubtedly be (rue in some cases, but it might not be true in every case.
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as much relevance to “winning the peace™ as it is o winning wars. In
fact the effects-based approach is a concept that may impact on National

securily and National prosperity in profound and challenging ways™.'”

Shortly before this symposium took place, the UK MOD added a further three strategic
effects to the original five: stubilise (by setting secure and stable conditions appropriate to
subsequent political and economic action); contain (by limiting or restraining the spread,
duration or inllucnee of an adversary or crisis); and defeat (by reducing the elfectiveness
of an adversary sa that he is no longer able to conduct combat opetations).'™ In March
2004, these were further outlined in Joint Doctrine Publication 01 Joint Operations.
together with the caveat that “...the 8 sirategic effects... are not intended to be
exclusive.™™ Thus, rather than being prescriptive, their purpose was twofold: to bring
clarity to potential military tasks, and to guide those involved in the planning processes.

[n July 2004, a further pamphlet was issued: Delivering Security in a Changing World -
Future Capabilities. This commented on “...the need to strike the right balance of
capabilitics {or expeditionaty operations to meet the demand of our eight strategic
effects™. " Stressing “the importance of the continued transformation of our forces to
concentrate on the characteristics of speed, precision, agitity, deployability, reach and
sustainability™. "7 it made it clear that NEC would be at the heart of this transformation:
*...Key to this is our ability to cxploil the benefits of Network Enabled Capability,
precision munitions and the development of effects based planning and operations™.'™
The full scope of NEC was revealed as comprising:

“..the coherent integration of sensors, decision-makers and weapon
systems along with support capabilities. NEC will cnabie us o operate
more effectively in the future strategic environment through the more
cfficient sharing and exploitation of information within the UK Armed
Forces and with our coalition partners. This will lead to better situational
awareness across the board. facilitating improved decision-making, and
bringing to bear the right military capabilities at the right time to achieve
the desired military effect. This enhanced capability is about more than
equipment; we will exploit the benefits ta be obtained from transformed
doctrine and training, and optimised command and control structures.
The ability to respond more quickly and precisely will act as a force
multiplier enabling our forces to achieve the desired clfect through =

smaller number of more capable linked assets™.'”

This was a timety and useful statement. Less useful, however - at least to those who
wished to prescrve the scale of the UK’s Armed Forces - was the sting in the tail: that
because EBA could deliver greater effect, it would need fewer resources to do so.

' Donald Lowe and Simon Ng, Effects-Based Operations. Language, Meaning And 1he Fffecis-Based

Appoach, 2004 Command ond Control Research and Technology Symposinm: the Power of Informetion
Age Concepty and Technologies, p.3.
' Jaint Doctrine Publication 01, Joint Operations, March 2004, MOD, p.1-7 and 1-8,
175 3p.
tbid.

:: Delivering Security in a Changing World -Future Capabilities, Op Cit.

" 1bid.
" bid.
' Ibid Chapler 2, p.3.
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Codifying The ‘Effects Pyramid’

The next logical step in the formalisation process would have been to define the pinnacte
of the effects pyramid - for example, by creating an overarching national philosophy that
would apply equally 1o all governmental departinents. EBA would be represented at the
next level. converting theory into practice, and below this would be EBO, the military
strand, together with its non-military equivalents. These strands could then cascude into
their constituent elements: Effects Based Planning, Etfects Based Targeting, and so on.
This methodology would have resulted in an audit trail tying the top of the pyramid to the
bottom, and vice-versa; thus completing the ‘effects loop’. Yel. surprisingly. no such
codification has taken piace. Indeed almost nothing has been written about EBA other
than by military sources. Consequently the top (wo ticts of the effeets pyramid comprise
a single compressed stratum. This realisation raises four important questions regarding
responsibility and process. First, who is responsible for co-ordinating EBA at the
governmental level? Second, who is responsible for managing national strategy on a day-
to-day basis during conflict? Third, who is responsible for managing the day-lo-day
strategic effect of stabilising (setling secure and stable conditions appropriate to
subsequent political and economic action)? And finally, what mechanism will ensure that
the effects process is adhered to by all who are expected to participate? At present there
are no answers to these questions. This exposes a fundamental weakness within the
paradigm, which, if left untended, has the potential to negate much that has been achieved
thus far.

CONCLUSION

Several important conclusions emerge from this study, The (ivst is that EBA is an
original, holistic approach to warfare that is unique to the UK. Unlike most earlicr
models, it was predicated upon the notion of joined up government. This condition did
not exist prior to New Labour’s election. Had it done so, the new government would not
have wasted so much effort on producing Whitc Papers which called for greater
coherence at the pan-governmental level. Modernising Government was therefore, albeit
unwittingly. instrumental in setting the conditions for EBA to take root.

[Lis also clear that this UK input to EBW began only rclatively recently. The same White
Paper which called for joined up government also emphasised the need for a coherent
approach regarding oufcomes as opposed Lo process. Tempting as it is to trivialise this
shift in outlook, this change was indeed significunt; because in seeking how best to
articulate outcomes, embracing a lexicon of cffccts was but a short step away. This step
was removed with the publication of the New Chapter, which demanded that military
options should henceforth be framed in terms of desired effects. Indeed by defining five
specilic effects at the strategic level - prevent, deter, coerce. disrupt and destroy - the New
Chapier marked the Tormal genesis of an effects mindset. From this point onwards. the
emergence of UK effects doctrine began in earnest.

Fqually noteworthy is the fact that the New Chapier linked knowledge superiority (o
EBA. ltdid this by stating that EBA could only work if commanders at alt levels shared
a common understanding. During Total War this might happen as a matter of routine, but
at most other times this was simply not the case. NCC would remedy this omission.
Hence the new paradigm, with a robust network at its core, sought 1o deliver effects by

linking capabilities to enabling activities, From this point onwards, counting numbers of
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platforms - the standard military method of gauging strength - gave way to an approach
within which capabilities would deliver effects.

This was a fundamental shift in outlook, and it had profound implications for the UK's
armed forces. These only became appreciated in full when the UK found itsel{ engaged
simultaneously in [raq and Afghanistan, and calls of “overstreteh® increased at all levels
within the military, By this point, however, the attendant reductions in platform numbers
were irreversible. One is left to ponder on the extent to which the desire to embrace
[EBA’s capubilities over the usual measute of platforms played a role in reducing the
UK's military forces, If so, this would indeed be ironic, given the Delivering Security in
a Changing World - Future Capabilities “...need to strike the right balance of capabilities
for expeditionary operalions 1o meet the demand of our ...strategic effects™.

The July 2002 supporting adjunct to the New Chapter was another key documenl. in that
it made clear that EBA was the mode! of choice, and that it was here to stay. This left no
room For doubt among dissenters, and it is no coincidence that during this period the
military began vigorously Lo support the concept. The fact that the military responded to
these governmental papers, rather than the government responding to military calls for a
new model ol warlare, shows that EBA was not driven by the military, This realisation
comes as something of a surprise. Within the UK, EBA is one ol the few models of
warfare that did not stemn directly from military sources.

There are (wo more important conclusions, however. The first was expressed in 2004 by
Australia’s Defenee Seience and Technology Organisation, which noted that “the effects-
based approach is a concept that may impact on National security and National prosperity
in profound and challenging ways™. This telling observation hints at the magnitude of the
UK®s input to EBW. The sccond conclusion is far more recent: that EBA is unlikely to
achieve its potential il flaws are allowed to remain within the model. The fuct that no
overarching national philosophy applies to all gove