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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Issue:  This paper assesses the current state of joint organizational readiness to conduct Effects-based Operations (EBO) and then makes recommendations that may better prepare the U.S. military to conduct these operations.  The paper assesses organizational readiness both at the strategic and operational levels. 

Background:  Put simply, EBO seeks to control the enemy instead of annihilating it.  Specifically, EBO seeks to focus both military and non-military power to produce cascading, systemic effects at the tactical, operational, and strategic levels that breaks an adversary’s will to resist and produces the desired strategic outcome.  EBO is knowledge based.  It assumes that the United States’ asymmetric advantages in information, intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance enables a deep understanding of an adversary’s culture and sources of national power.  Given this multi-dimensional understanding, it further assumes that the United States can coordinate its diplomatic, informational, military, and economic (DIME) instruments of power and can predict the effects their application will produce within the adversary “system.”  Finally, it assumes that the United States can assess the results (or effects) of the military and non-military force used against an adversary with enough fidelity to plan follow-on actions.

Strategic Level Findings.  At the strategic level, the paper assesses the readiness of the national intelligence infrastructure to provide the “deeper understanding of the enemy” that the EBO concept envisions.  Next, it explores the organizational challenges that the coordination of the DIME instruments of national power presents.  Specifically, it examines proposed reforms of the National Security Council interagency process and assesses the regional commanders-in-chiefs (CINCs) ability to influence the coordination of the DIME instruments of power at the national level.  Findings include: 1) the intelligence community must streamline its activities if it is to provide the kind of understanding of the enemy that the EBO concept envisions; and 2) the NSC system is likely to complicate the conduct of EBO from the CINC’s perspective.

Operational Level Findings.  At the operational level, the paper assesses the suitability of the 2001 Quadrennial Defense Review’s proposed Standing Joint Task Force (SJTF) headquarters to support EBO.  It finds that 1) the SJTF benefits the EBO concept; 2) a higher-order effects cell should be established within the SJTF headquarters to help the commander plan for and measure higher-order effects; and 3) officers manning this cell should receive special training in the DIME instruments of national power.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction


 The year is 2012.  A large regional power threatens to annex a weaker neighboring state by force.  The President of the United States decides to act.  However, nearby states deny use of their airfields and ports to U.S. military forces out of fear of their hegemonic neighbor.  Further, the aggressor state possesses air, land and sea denial capabilities designed to slow any U.S. intervention.   Given this scenario, how can the United States project sufficient military power across a great distance to coerce and incapacitate a capable regional power with multiple advantages over U.S. forces?

This question was recently posed to military wargamers at a United States Joint Forces Command (USJFCOM) analytical exercise to test a new transformation concept dubbed Rapid Decisive Operations (RDO).
  RDO seeks to use greater speed and less mass (in terms of numbers of weapons systems) to obtain decisive results.  The concept is composed of several elements.
  First, it does not focus on seizing or occupying territory except to achieve a limited goal.
  Second, it seeks to bring all aspects of U.S. diplomatic, information, military, and economic (DIME) power to bear in the conduct of operations against an enemy.  Third, it envisions “parallel operations,” whereby multiple parts of the enemy’s centers of gravity are attacked simultaneously with massive, precisely targeted force.  Finally, and most importantly, it is predicated on another transformation concept: Effects-based Operations (EBO).
     

Put simply, EBO seeks to control the enemy instead of destroying it by attrition.  Specifically, EBO seeks to focus both military and non-military power to produce cascading, systemic effects at the tactical, operational, and strategic levels that break an adversary’s will to resist and produces the desired strategic outcome.
  EBO is knowledge based.  It assumes that the United States’ asymmetric advantages in information, intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance enables a deep understanding of an adversary’s culture and sources of national power.
  Given this multi-dimensional understanding, it further assumes that the United States can coordinate its DIME instruments of power and can predict the effects that their application will produce within the adversary “system.”
  Finally, it assumes that the United States can assess the results (or effects) of the military and non-military force used against an adversary with enough fidelity to plan follow-on actions.


With these assumptions in mind, this paper assesses the current state of joint organizational readiness to conduct EBO and then makes recommendations that may better prepare the U.S. military to conduct these operations.  Chapter 2 sets the stage for this analysis by exploring the concept of EBO in greater detail.  Chapter 3 is a strategic level analysis.  It first assesses the readiness of the national intelligence infrastructure to provide the “deeper understanding of the enemy” that the EBO concept envisions.  Next, it explores the organizational challenges that the coordination of diplomatic, informational, military, and economic (DIME) instruments of national power presents.  Specifically, it examines proposed reforms of the National Security Council interagency process and assesses the regional commanders-in-chiefs’ (CINCs) ability to influence the coordination of the DIME instruments of power at the national level.  Chapter 4 focuses on the operational level.  It assesses the suitability of the Quadrennial Defense Review’s proposed Standing Joint Task Force (SJTF) headquarters to support EBO.  Finally, Chapter 5 summarizes the findings and makes recommendations.

CHAPTER 2

What are Effects-based Operations?


Effects-based Operations:  A process for obtaining a desired strategic outcome or “effect” on the enemy through the synergistic, multiplicative and cumulative application of the full range of military and nonmilitary capabilities at the tactical, operational, and strategic levels.



Effect:  The physical, functional or psychological outcome, event or consequence that results from specific military or nonmilitary actions.
 



Department of Defense, A Concept Framework For Effects-based Operations

Background—Seeking Effects Vice Destruction

The EBO concept grew out of the targeting strategy used in Operation DESERT STORM’s air campaign.  Rather than focusing purely on target destruction, planners sought to apply force in a way to achieve an effect on targets that supported the air campaign’s objectives.  For example, instead of destroying the individual Sector Operations Centers that made up the Iraqi integrated air defense system, Gulf War planners sought to sever the links that integrated the system.  While this approach left individual sectors functional, it forced them into a less capable, autonomous mode and made them easier to avoid or attack.  As an economy of force measure, effects-based targeting
, as the concept came to be known, reduced the number of weapons required to achieve one of the first day’s objectives—to degrade the enemy air defenses—and served to increase the number of targets that could be attacked in a given 24-hour Air Tasking Order (ATO) cycle.
  

The EBO concept expands this tactical thinking to encompass the operational and strategic levels of war as well.  If one views an enemy nation as a “system of systems,”
 it follows that disruption of part of one system will affect the other parts of the system—just as breaking the communications links in an integrated air defense system forces it into a less capable mode.
  Therefore, EBO seeks to 1) identify the enemy’s critical vulnerabilities and linkages that hold his system together; 2) determine the effects necessary to break the enemy’s cohesion or compel the enemy to submit or to change his behavior; 3) apply all of the relevant diplomatic, informational, military, and economic instruments of national power required to produce the desired effects; and 4) assess the progress of the operation and to adjust as required.
   This process, known as the EBO cycle, will be discussed in greater detail later.   First, it is necessary to gain a deeper understanding of effects to appreciate the supporting requirements of the EBO cycle.
Understanding Effects

Today’s Model for Operations:  The Objectives-based Model  

According to USJFCOM, effects-based thinking is an evolution in current objectives-based thinking.
  To understand why this is true, it is first necessary to understand the concepts underlying objectives-based thinking.  Table 1 defines current objectives related terms.  

Table 1: Current Objective Related Definitions

	National Objectives
	The aims, derived from national goals and interests, toward which a national policy or strategy is directed and efforts and resources of the nation are applied.

	Military Objectives
	A derived set of military actions taken to implement National Command Authority guidance in support of national objectives. A military objective defines the results to be achieved by the military and assign[s] tasks to commanders.

	Objective
	The physical object of the action taken.

	          Source: Department of Defense, JP 1-02: The Department of Defense Dictionary of Military and Associated

                       Terms (Washington, D.C.: Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 12 April 2001).


The operative words from these definitions sketch the flow of the objectives based-planning model as shown in Figure 1.  Simply put, the strategy to task linkage of the objectives-based model relies on translating strategy at one level into objectives at the next lower level until, finally, discrete, tactical actions and objectives are defined that support higher echelon objectives.  Based on principles of Napoleonic warfare, this model values the attrition of physical objects.  

Figure 1: The Objectives-based Model


Its principal measure of combat success is target destruction—be it forces, industries, whatever—or the conquest of territory.
  
Looking Toward the Future: The Effects-based Model

In contrast, the effects-based model focuses less on tactical-level destruction and more on the higher-level effects that the application of force produces.
  Table 2 lists the proposed definitions of EBO and effects.  These definitions highlight the departure from a traditional destruction-based approach in two ways.  First, their inclusion of both military and non-military capabilities dramatically widens the scope of the operational commander’s strategic view.  Second, and most significantly, by focusing on effects vice destruction, it offers a more intuitive way to understand how an information attack, a humanitarian drop, a Special Forces attack, an air strike, 

Table 2: Proposed Effects Related Definitions

	Effects-based Operations
	A process for obtaining a desired strategic outcome or “effect” on the enemy through synergistic, multiplicative, and cumulative application of the full range of military and nonmilitary capabilities at the tactical, operational and strategic levels.

	Effects
	The physical, functional, or psychological outcome, event, or consequence that results from specific military or non-military action.

	          Source: USJFCOM, A Concept Framework For EBO, 4.


a psychological operation, a diplomatic negotiation, and an economic embargo might fit together to achieve a national objective than the traditional objectives-based approach.


Figure 2 illustrates the strategy to task framework of the effects-based model.  Under the EBO construct, it is assumed that each task performed has one or more causal linkages that ripple throughout the enemy’s system and ultimately have either a positive or negative influence on the desired outcome.  According to USJFCOM, the idea of one task producing more than one effect is the evolutionary step that effects-based thinking provides over objectives-based thinking.
  These causal linkages are broadly divided into two types of effects:  direct effects and indirect effects.

Figure 2: The Effects-based Planning Model

Types of Effects

Direct effects, or first order effects, are the immediate consequence of the task.  

These effects are usually easy to recognize and measure.  Mann, Enderby, and Searle further subdivide direct effects into:
   

· Physical effects, or effects created through physical alteration of an object or system; 

· Functional effects, or the direct and indirect effects an attack or operation has on the ability of a target to function properly;

· Collateral effects, or the positive or negative outcomes that result when something occurs other than intended; and

· Psychological effects, or an operation’s impact on the mental domain of a target audience.       


Indirect effects, or higher-order effects (2nd order and 3rd order), are the effects created through an intermediate effect or mechanism, producing a final outcome or result.
   Indirect effects may take time to develop and may also be hard to recognize or measure. 
  In general, the higher the order of the effect, the harder it is to predict or measure.
  Mann, Endersby, and Searle divide indirect effects into:

· Functional, Collateral and Physiological effects. (See direct effects for definitions) 

· Cascading effects, or indirect effects that ripple through an enemy target system, often influencing other target systems as well.  These effects usually ripple through nodes that are common and critical to related target systems.  While these effects may ripple upward or downward, they generally ripple downward—from higher echelons to lower echelons.

· Cumulative effects, or indirect effects resulting from the aggregate of many direct or indirect effects.  They may occur at the same level or at different levels of employment as one achieves lower order effects.  Cumulative effects typically occur at higher levels of employment.

· Systemic effects, or indirect effects that impact the operation of a specific system.
  

Estimating the 2nd and 3rd order effects a direct effect may produce is difficult.  However, the central idea of effects as promulgated by JP 3-60 is that “the impact of a single event can be magnified over time and distance that greatly exceeds the span of the direct effect associated with that one event.”

If direct and indirect effects are the ends that EBO produce, the means lie in how knowledge is collected, arranged, and acted upon to produce these effects.  This process is known as the EBO cycle. 

Planning and Executing For Effect:  The EBO Cycle


The fuel that powers the EBO concept and its associated planning cycle is knowledge—a “comprehensive understanding of the adversary as a complex, adaptive system of systems comprised of political, military, economic, social and infrastructure elements.”
  According to the USJFCOM EBO concept, this deeper understanding allows planning staffs to more accurately determine the strength and cohesion that binds the enemy’s system together and motivates him to action.  Using the full range of the DIME instruments of national power, the joint forces’ commander can then delineate what instruments should be applied to produce the effects needed to either break the enemy’s cohesion or force the enemy to choose another course of action (COA).
  The process for making this assessment and implementing its recommendations is shown in Figure 3.  A more in-depth discussion of each step in the EBO Cycle follows to provide context and background for the later chapters of this paper.

Understanding the Enemy


The EBO cycle begins by researching the strategic environment and gaining an understanding of the enemy.   These two tasks begin well before any specific operation and seek to answer broad questions such as, “What kind of functional, systemic and psychological effects might one seek in certain situations and how might one produce them?” and “What kind of indicators are available to gauge the nature and extent of effects in an enemy’s system?”
  To answer these questions, designers of the EBO process 

envision fusing and leveraging information from across all U.S. governmental agencies and the private sector.  With this information in hand, planners hope to profile the enemy’s system by identifying key links and nodes, strengths, weakness, and vulnerabilities using advanced predictive models and systems analysis.

Figure 3: The Effects-Based Operations Cycle

The output of this effort is a “deeper understanding of the enemy”— an understanding that points to what he values and how to hold it at risk.
  This understanding forms the foundation for EBO when a real world situation occurs.  Handling such a situation begins by identifying outcomes and designing strategy at the national level.

Identifying Outcomes and Designing Strategy


According to the USJFCOM EBO concept, the process for identifying outcomes and formulating national strategy appropriately occurs above the level of the CINC.  During this process,  “national objectives are determined, options are reviewed and the appropriate instrument of national power, or a combination of instruments is identified to apply to existing [military] capabilities to produce effects that accomplish the desired outcome.”
   It further argues that military success is vitally dependent on CINC level participation in this national process to “provide the joint commander with the overall objective to be achieved, the underlying rationale for courses of action, and, most importantly, a knowledge of the depth and breath of actions to be conducted by all elements of national power and influence.” 
  With the guidance of the National Command Authority (NCA) in hand, the CINC begins the process of planning for effects.

Planning for Effects


Up-front identification of both the effects to be achieved as well as the measures to be used to judge success (for example, effects-based Commander’s Critical Information Requirements (CCIRs)) is key to effective EBO.
  Planning for the military component of EBO begins with the issuance of commander’s guidance and intent.  This guidance 1) defines the end state in terms of desired effects; 2) directs appropriate interagency coordination with the other instruments of national power being utilized; and 3) outlines constraints and parameters that restrict how effects may be achieved given an understanding of the enemy and the potential for collateral direct or indirect effects.
  


Using this guidance, COA development builds on a deep understanding of the enemy to plan operations against those systems that the adversary values most.  Developing COAs is a collaborative process that includes close coordination with subordinate commands, the NCA, and other agencies supporting the operation.  The result of this process is mission type orders that provide guidance in terms of effects, priorities, constraints, and intent to components and other agencies.
  By using mission type orders, the USJFCOM concept hopes to maintain “the explicit linking of strategic objectives and desired outcomes to tactical actions, the strategy-to-task linkage, so that as resources are tasked to take actions, every tactical action has a clear and traceable link to the strategic objective.” 
  

Also important during the planning process is the articulation of the lower-level Measures of Performance (MOP) and higher-level Measures of Effectiveness (MOE) on which assessment is based for both military and non-military actions later in the EBO cycle.  According to the USJFCOM concept, MOPs are “objective metrics of the outcomes of tactical actions.”
  MOPs, roughly equivalent to traditional combat assessment (CA), are developed with the desired effects in mind and are the primary gauge of tactical effectiveness (i.e., was the level of damage on the target achieved?  Did the computer network attack occur at the right time and on the right system?).
  In contrast, MOEs are “subjective indicators of the outcomes that tactical actions have produced, or contributed to producing, towards the desired effect.”
  MOEs articulate 1) where to look to measure higher-level effects and 2) what to measure to determine the extent to which these effects have been achieved.  Authors of the JFCOM concept acknowledge that defining and measuring MOEs for non-physical objects will prove one of the more difficult facets of EBO.  With the planning complete, the EBO cycle moves to the execution phase.  Following execution, the cycle enters its assessment phase. 

Assessing Effects

EBO assessment gives commanders the knowledge needed to judge whether or not to adjust the current course of action.  Effects-based assessment must go beyond traditional attrition-based combat assessment to determine 1) if some or all of the desired effects were produced; 2) what collateral or unintended effects were produced; 3) the overall impact on joint effort; and 4) how the tactical action contributed to the desired outcome.
  Joint Pub 2-0 describes the intelligence cycle as consisting of planning, collecting, processing, analyzing, exploiting, and disseminating.
  To understand how effects-based assessment works, a brief description of each the steps in the intelligence cycle follows.


Planning.  As was pointed out earlier, assessment success begins in the planning phase.  To understand what effects an anticipated sequence of events might have, predictive assessments must not only evaluate direct effects which are easy to measure, but also indirect effects which are harder to recognize and measure.  Here again, pre-existing knowledge of the enemy nation is paramount, since, as Colonel Philip Meilinger points out, it is just as important to understand how a system fails, as it is to understand how it operates.
  This clear articulation of predicted effects is key to the development of MOPs and MOEs.  These measures must be 1) meaningful in that they are tied to theater objectives and 2) observable in that they consider the capabilities of available Intelligence, Surveillance, and Recognizance (ISR) assets.


Collection, Processing, and Exploitation.  Collection, processing, and exploitation use the measures developed in planning to task ISR assets and fuse intelligence information following the execution phase.  The EBO concept envisions future ISR assets that allow for rapid retasking and observation of human behavior patterns.  Similarly, it envisions new methods of fusing data so that it is both timely and useful.
  


Processing, Analyzing and Disseminating.
  Processing and analyzing is the heart of EBO assessment.  Effects assessment “is a continuous, dynamic evaluation of associated MOPs and MOEs to determine if the desired effects have been achieved, are in the process of being achieved, or have not been achieved at all.”
  It uses fused data to assess the progress of the current course of action for the commander.  According to the JFCOM EBO concept, it is a two-step process.  Step one seeks to identify what physical and non-physical effects have been created in the enemy’s system.  Using the MOP and MOE developed in planning, this analysis assesses 1) if the predicted or intended effects were produced; 2) the magnitude of the direct effects produced; 3) what indirect effects, if any, were produced; and 4) what delayed effects are in motion and how long/what additional effort is needed to produce these effects.
  Step two involves identifying whether direct or indirect collateral effects were produced and why these collateral effects occurred.  The purpose of this review is to 1) identify what events lead to the collateral effect and why it was not predicted in the planning process and 2) to identify deficiencies in the information used for planning (Was information missing?  Was it misunderstood?  Was enemy deception acted upon?).


Based on this analysis, the current COA is reviewed.  Branch plans
 are formulated, if required, and recommendations to modify the current COA are made to achieve the desired effect.  With this step, the EBO cycle begins again.

“So What?”—The Promise of EBO  


This chapter outlined the concept of Effects-based Operations.  The promise of EBO is that it provides a framework in which to leverage one of the sweetest fruits of the ongoing revolution in military affairs, namely the capability to develop high fidelity knowledge of the enemy, in order to rapidly and precisely focus all aspects of US diplomatic, informational, military, and economic power toward the task of bending the enemy to our national will.  By applying the instruments of national power in such a coordinated manner to produce specific effects, EBO hopes to achieve US objectives more rapidly and with greater impact than would otherwise be the case with military power alone.

  
At the operational level, by using our knowledge of the enemy to think in terms of direct and higher-order effects, commanders gain a greater insight into how to apply not only traditional military force, but also non-kinetic capabilities that lie within the domain of information operations.  Further, by expanding his viewpoint beyond the battlespace to also include the effects created by diplomatic and economic actions, the commander can gain insight into how to adjust the application of military power to complement and enhance these strategic level effects.  Finally, by considering the collateral effects of his actions (such as the effects caused by the destruction of critical infrastructure), the commander can avoid taking an action that unintentionally strengthens enemy morale or makes the transition to the post-war environment more difficult.  


At the tactical level, effects-based thinking widens the commander’s view of the battlespace beyond force on force actions and measures.  It allows commanders to consider the synergies of Joint actions on the battlefield and the objective and subjective effects they create.  By focusing on effects instead of attrition, commanders can increase the tempo of their operations thus multiplying the combat effectiveness of their forces.


EBO and its big brother, RDO, are undergoing testing in joint experimentation labs.  Results show the concepts appear to be promising in theory assuming the following three critical capabilities exist: 1) the capability to fuse volumes of data from both classified and unclassified sources; 2) the capability to predict and measure higher order effects; and 3) the capability to coordinate the actions of the instruments of national power at some level.  On the surface, it may seem that these critical capabilities can be easily realized through the pursuit of technological solutions.  Unfortunately, reality is not that simple.  While technology will undoubtedly play an important role, the most important changes needed are organizational in nature.  At the strategic level, Cold War institutions and organizational structures are inefficient, stove-piped, and ill suited for today’s intelligence and interagency environment.  Meanwhile, organizational problems at the operational level include: 1) ad-hoc planning staffs formed on short notice for specific events; 2) the unfamiliarly of these ad-hoc staffs with complex, automated planning systems; and 3) a lack of staff expertise (ad-hoc or otherwise) in non-military disciplines needed to understand effects outside of the military realm.  Organizational change is needed at both of these levels if the true promise of Effects-based Operations is to be realized.  The remainder of the paper is devoted to defining the kinds of organizational changes needed at both the strategic and operational levels and their implications for the success of the EBO concept.

CHAPTER 3

Assessing Organizational Readiness for EBO at the Strategic Level


Effects-based Operations requires a deep understanding of the enemy, obtained from widely distributed and diverse centers of expertise, so that the relevant instruments of national power can be selected, coordinated and targeted precisely to produce direct and indirect effects on the enemy that force him to either change his course of action or submit.  Implicit in this concept is that 1) this level of understanding can be achieved; 2) that higher order effects can be predicted and measured; and 3) instruments of national power can be coordinated and targeted to produce these higher order effects.   This chapter examines these presumptions in further detail by assessing the national intelligence infrastructure’s ability to support the CINCs with this level of understanding and assessing the issues that the coordination and application of the national instruments of power presents.

A Deep Understanding of the Enemy:  Assessing the National Intelligence Infrastructure’s Ability to Support EBO

Today, the United States enjoys, and is likely to continue to enjoy, a distinct technological advantage in the information domain.
  Today’s space, air, ground and sea-based sensors collect data from the full range of the radio, visual, and acoustic spectra.  The future looks so bright in this area that General Ronald Fogleman, then Chief of Staff of the Air Force, posited that in the first quarter of the 21st century, the United States will have the capability to “find, fix or track, and target anything that moves on the surface of the earth.”
  However, a large volume of data about the enemy is useless in the EBO process unless it can be converted to knowledge about the enemy through fusion and analysis.  Critics of the current intelligence infrastructure argue that the analysis of information has taken a back seat to collection.
  The intelligence community’s performance leading up to Operation ALLIED FORCE seems to support this contention that there are “analysis gaps” within the broad capabilities of the US intelligence community.

Serbia 1999: A Case Study in Poor Intelligence Analysis and Prediction  

According to Ivo Daadler and Michael O’Hanlon of the Brookings Institution, the ability of the intelligence community to predict events in Serbia both before and during 1999’s Operation ALLIED FORCE was poor.  For example, the Defense Intelligence Agency’s February 1999 survey of the world’s trouble spots did not even mention Kosovo.
  Meanwhile, the performance of the CIA was only slightly better.  The CIA did expect that Serbian leader Solbidan Milosevic would begin a more intensive campaign in 1999 against ethic minorities in Kosovo then he had in 1998.  This assessment led directly to the Rambouillet talks in France and ultimately to the use of force when those talks failed.
  However, the overall view of the CIA was that Milosevic could be quickly coerced into an agreement.  This estimate contributed substantially to the view of the Clinton Administration that a few days of bombing would cause Milosevic to relent at the negotiating table.
  In turn, this lead to a strategy of gradual escalation in the air campaign.  Further, Mr. Daalder and O’Hanlon contend that the intelligence community did not predict—or even raise the possibility— that the start of bombing might free Milosevic to dramatically step up his operations in Kosovo and even to expel the Albanian minority.
  In the end, they argue, NATO was lucky that the consequences of these unforeseen strategic level collateral-effects were not worse.
  

While criticism of the intelligence analysis supporting U.S. strategy in the Balkans benefits greatly from hindsight and no level of analysis can produce omnipotence, the point is that analysis is undervalued in the present intelligence infrastructure—that an analysis gap does, in fact, exist.  The Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) acknowledges this fact when it points out, “Investments need to focus on building a workforce with the required skills, and with the analytical tools and databases needed to improve support to planning.”
  

The analysis gap within the US intelligence community is an important limitation to fully implementing the EBO concept, since it envisions drawing on “centers of excellence” residing within the various intelligence agencies for expertise and in-depth knowledge.
  If the intelligence community is unwilling to resource and staff these centers adequately and the quality of knowledge used for EBO decision-making becomes questionable, then it is unlikely that the concept can succeed.  Therefore, the organizational trend within the intelligence community that undervalues analysis must be reversed.  To understand the organizational solutions, it is first necessary to understand the underpinnings of this analysis gap.    

Underpinnings of the Analysis Gap  

Robert Hermann, a former NSA senior executive and a former Assistant Secretary of Defense for Command, Control, Communications and Intelligence, contends that two problems contribute to the analysis gap: 1) bureaucratic one-sidedness favoring collection over analysis and 2) a residual Cold War intelligence culture that focuses more on secret sources and methods than on exploiting open-source material.
   

Mr. Hermann contends that the incentives in the budgeting system favor collection since it offers measurable improvements such as more resolution, more precision, or more speed.  Analysis, on the other hand, is less tangible and is viewed as “infrastructure,” which has a negative connation in a tight budget environment.  Further, he argues that while military commands are unanimous in their need for more analytic support, the champions of collection—the NRO, the Air Force and the Navy—wield greater bureaucratic power than agencies who value analysis.
  The intelligence related recommendations offered in the Kosovo/Operation ALLIED FORCE After-Action Report: Report to Congress seem to support this bias.  Of the seven recommendations offered, six were related to collection.
  Brent Scowcroft, former National Security Advisor, Arnold Cantor, former Under Secretary of State, and John Deutch, former Director of Central Intelligence (DCI) agree stating, “With the explosion of information technologies, the intelligence community faces a shift from its historic priority on technical collection to a priority on processing, validating, analyzing and communicating information of value to policymakers.”




Mr. Hermann also argues that the nature of intelligence collection has changed, shifting away from “the study of secret data in closed societies” (requiring public sector experts) and toward analysis of open societies based on “knowledge of the society and familiarity with its public behavior” (requiring private sector experts).
  Just as the JFCOM EBO concept envisions forming “Centers of Excellence” and tighter interagency arrangements (discussed later in this chapter) where forward units can “reachback”
 for specific, expert-based information, Mr. Hermann argues that it is important for the United States to create incentives for “the most knowledgeable scholars” to assist in the formulation of intelligence estimates.


While these strategic level intelligence problems are not fatal to the EBO concept, they do constrain what could otherwise be accomplished in a more efficient environment—particularly with regard to predicting and measuring higher order effects.  One possible solution involves strengthening the role of the DCI by empowering him to prioritize and apportion resources between collection and analysis activities.  Such a move would overcome current institutional biases by vesting sole power for resourcing in the DCI.

One Approach to Solve the Analysis Gap: Create a “Super CIA” To Streamline the Intelligence Infrastructure 

While countless committees have recommended changes to the national intelligence infrastructure, the terrorist events of 11 September 2001—an event the nation’s intelligence community failed to predict or detect—have created a legislative window of opportunity for intelligence reform.
  Due to release its final report in late 2001, the President's Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board, chaired by retired Lt Gen Brent Scowcroft, is expected to recommend that the NRO, the National Imagery and Mapping Agency (NIMA), and the NSA be transferred from the Pentagon and brought under the direct control of the DCI within the organizational structure of the CIA.
   The advantages of such a plan would give the DCI three capabilities: 1) the ability to develop and implement an integrated collection plan that leverages the full spectrum of U.S. collection capabilities; 2) the ability to balance the needs of collection with the needs for analysis in a more analytic and less political way; and 3) more budgetary control to deal with new threats.
  


However the Department of Defense opposes such moves, since much of today’s collection centers on the needs of tactical military operations. 
 The DoD’s concerns lie primarily in past disputes with CIA, not to mention the loss of control of $30 billion in budgetary authority.  Further, some current officials remember well the CIA’s last minute questioning of the theater’s battle damage assessment during the Gulf War.  Just before the land phase of the operation began, then DCI William Webster questioned the number of tank kills claimed by theater intelligence and suggested that the coalition would meet fierce resistance when the ground invasion began.  This notion, ultimately rejected by President Bush himself, cast the CIA in an exceptionally bad light and portrayed the CIA as out of touch with events.
  


On the other hand, proponents of such a plan counter that centralizing these organizations will increase DOD access to information.  In a 2000 article with John Deutch and Arnold Cantor, Lt General Scowcroft argued that this “centralization of responsibility under the DCI for intelligence related to new threats should also be an opportunity to provide more timely and responsive intelligence to the regional commands (the ‘CINCs’), since it would give military commanders access to information previously difficult for them to obtain.”
  The authors argue that such a move would not limit DOD influence, since 1) the Secretary of Defense would still be heavily involved in setting intelligence priorities and 2) Congressional committees would oppose any plan that does not assure full support to military activities.
  

Nevertheless, removing elements of the national intelligence infrastructure from DoD’s administrative control will likely be an uphill fight given the size of the budgetary turf.  Therefore, a more feasible solution (at least legislatively speaking) to the analysis gap would respect the overarching organizational boundaries and turf that exists today within the intelligence community.  One such proposal would streamline the intelligence organizations within DoD itself by consolidating NIMA and the NRO under the NSA,

Another Approach To Solve The Analysis Gap:  Streamline The DOD Intelligence Community

Like General Scowcroft, Mr. Deutch, and Mr Kantor, Robert Hermann agrees that consolidation is a positive course of action, but from an acquisition and systems integration point-of-view.  His proposal suggests that the NRO and NIMA should be combined with the NSA and remain within the DoD’s organizational and administrative umbrella.  He argues that military commanders at the operational level best perform integration of the mountains of intelligence data; therefore, the necessary information systems must be integrated at this level.
  He builds on this argument by suggesting that many intelligence needs increasingly require coordination of sources and real-time response, a development acknowledged by the 2001 QDR as well as the Operation ALLIED FORCE after-action report to Congress.
  Unfortunately, parallel structures for imagery and SIGINT require duplicative systems for request, tasking, and dissemination and make such coordination and speed difficult, if not impossible to achieve.
  Most importantly, such duplication has resulted in under-funding of tasking, processing, exploitation, and dissemination (TPED) functions—another area the QDR identifies as ripe for revolutionary change.
  By placing NIMA and the NRO under NSA, Mr. Hermann argues that 1) resources can be better balanced between analysis and collection since the NSA is accustomed to balancing both requirements in its budget and 2) the NSA has a better track record as a system integrator than NRO or NIMA.
  

Like the proposal to merge all intelligence functions organizationally under the DCI, Mr. Herman’s proposal is not without downsides.  Reorganizing three large institutions, each with their own cultures and identities, into a single entity would be a difficult undertaking.  The 1996 reorganization of the Defense Mapping Agency (DMA) and several smaller CIA agencies into NIMA highlights some of the challenges.  The NIMA reorganization was plagued by a loss of senior leadership due to the consolation and by cultural resistance to change.
  Today, the overall impression of the effectiveness of the NIMA consolidation is negative within the intelligence community, according to Jeffery Smith, former General Counsel of the CIA.
  

Streamlining the National Intelligence Infrastructure: Implications for EBO 

While the issue of organizational streamlining of the national intelligence infrastructure may not seem to intersect the circular bounds of the EBO universe, the issues that streamlining raise are highly relevant.  The “deeper understanding of the enemy” that the EBO concept assumes information technologies and “centers of excellence” will provide cannot be realized without adequate resources to improve overlooked national-level intelligence functions areas such as analysis.  Furthermore, unless parallel TPED structures are combined, it will be difficult to fund, design, integrate, and field information systems that allow analysis of higher order effects.  Until such changes are made, the quantum leaps in knowledge that the EBO concept relies on will continue to be more visionary than real.

Streamlining the national intelligence infrastructure is one way the strategic level organization could be improved to better support EBO.  Another strategic level function needing attention is the National Security Council interagency process.

Coordinating the Instruments of National Power:  EBO and the Interagency Process

Wargame participants observed that RDO [and by extension, EBO] was most effective when all appropriate elements of national power were applied in a single integrated, coordinated, and synchronized plan to accomplish NCA objectives.  These elements go beyond military or political components and may include a wide range of interagency organizations.  RDO must enhance military and interagency community collaboration through closer and more continuous links between national agencies, regional Commanders-in-Chief [CINCs], and the Joint Force Commander.  To fully and effectively execute RDO, wargame participants called for improved interagency policy and procedures and increased cross training among applicable interagency elements, to include the military.

Department of Defense, Rapid Decisive Operation: Analytical Wargame Findings

The system is badly broken…We use chewing gum and bailing wire to keep it together.
General Anthony Zinni on strategic-level interagency coordination, Washington Post


As these two views imply, perhaps the most ambitious component of the EBO proposal involves the coordination of all of the DIME instruments of national power to produce effects in the enemy’s system.  Yet, this concept and the problems it presents are not new.  In 1961, President Kennedy charged the members of his Joint Chiefs of Staff to help him in “fitting military requirements into the over-all context of any situation, recognizing that the most difficult problem in Government is to combine all assets in a unified, effective pattern.”
  Today, coordinating the DIME instruments of power remains challenging for several reasons.

The Challenges of Strategic Level Interagency Coordination

At the strategic level, policy formulation and coordination occurs above the level of the CINC via the President’s NSC interagency process.  This system uses ad hoc mechanisms and working groups, as shown in Table 3, to develop policy that are usually formed in response to a specific event—there is no standardized process that describes how to handle every contingency.  When specific mechanisms are established to counter anticipated threats, the President issues coordinating instructions to government agencies via  written directive.
  For example, President Clinton issued Presidential Decision Directive (PDD) 62 that designated the interagency roles, coordinating functions, and responsibilities for combating terrorism; PDD 56 that delineated interagency responsibility for peacekeeping operations; and PDD 63 that outlined roles and responsibilities for dealing with critical infrastructure protection.  Although this direction is on the books, it is not always implemented or embraced.  For example, portions of PDD 56 (issued in 1997) applied to Operation ALLIED FORCE; yet as the Department of Defense after-action report to Congress indicated, by 1999 the direction contained in PDD 56 “had not been fully institutionalized throughout the interagency planning process.”
  Moreover, when administrations change, the guidance often changes as well. 

Added to the fluid nature of the system, relevant criticisms of the NSC system with regard to EBO include: 1) it has historically lacked the expertise needed to address the economic instrument of national power
; 2) it does not do a good job of transcending the boundaries between “foreign” and “domestic” agencies; and 3) it does not do a good job of interagency planning, budgeting, or coordinating for programs requiring sustained effort.
  

Table 3: NSC Interagency Coordination Groups

	The National Security Council Principals Committee (NSC/PC)
	A cabinet-level senior interagency forum for consideration of national security policy issues and resolution of issues not requiring the President’s participation. The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS), or in his absence the Vice CJCS  (VCJCS), attends these meetings.

	The National Security Council Deputies Committee (NSC/DC)
	The senior subcabinet-level interagency forum for national security policy issues. The NSC/DC reviews and monitors the work of the NSC interagency coordination process (including the Interagency Working Groups (IWG), and focuses much of its attention on policy implementation. VCJCS attends these meetings.

	The NSC/DC Crisis Management (NSC/DC/CM) Group
	A group responsible for day-to-day crisis management and crisis prevention, including contingency planning for major areas of concern. VCJCS attends these meetings.

	The NSC Interagency Working Groups (NSC/IWG)
	Groups that convene regularly as determined by the Deputies Committee, and review and coordinate implementation of Presidential decisions in their policy areas.  The Assistant to the Chairman, the J-directors, or their deputies attend these meetings.

	The Interagency Working Groups/Subgroups (IWG Subgroups)
	Specialized groups that meet under the sponsorship of the IWG to develop background material, review working papers, and discuss and develop policy options on national security issues, including those arising from the implementation of NSC decisions.  The Joint Staff division chief or action officer (AO) with functional responsibility for these issues represents CJCS at these meetings.


Moreover, despite being hailed (and criticized) as Roman proconsuls,
 the CINCs do not play a leading role in policy formulation at the NSC level.
  This makes coordinating the other instruments of national power in perfect consonance with the military instrument difficult from a CINC’s perspective.  While the CINCs may provide input to the process, the CJCS is the President’s primary military advisor.  In the end (and in accordance with Title 10 of the United States Code), the President and the Secretary of Defense set policy while the CINCs execute it.  As Joint Pub 1 states, perhaps the best the CINC can hope for is a policy designed around the concept of “unity of effort,” whereby lead agencies and supporting agencies are delineated and all agencies work toward a common end state.
 

The Challenges of Operational Level Interagency Coordination

At the operational level, Joint Vision 2020 points out that the primary challenge of interagency operations is achieving unity of effort despite differing cultures, competing interests, the lack of formal command relationships, and, in many cases, a lack of adequate resources.
  To cope in this environment, Joint Vision 2020 recommends that military forces be “proactive” in dealing with outside organizations or—to put it another way—commanders should “just make the coordination happen.” 
  Further evidence of the complexity of interagency coordination is noted in joint doctrine, which devotes two volumes (Joint Pub 3-80 Volumes I and II) to explain the process and methods for interagency coordination.
 

While many in the national security community, both civilian and military, recognize the importance of coordination of the DIME instruments of national power in the current era, coming up with a specific proposal that solves the systemic problems on the one hand, and can be legislated and implemented on the other, has proven to be a serious challenge. 

So how can the system be improved to better support military operations in general and EBO in particular?  The following is a summary of some the recommendations proposed by General Scowcroft, Mr. Deutch, and Mr. Kantor.

A Possible Strategic Level Solution:  Balance Resources With Responsibilities 


General Scowcroft and company argue that new threats and the post-Cold War international environment present challenges for the current system of interagency coordination because:

· There is no longer a clear distinction between peace and war;

· The distinction between foreign and domestic matters has blurred;

· There is no longer a clear distinction between “domestic” law enforcement and national security;

· Coalitions have become an indispensable feature of international response; and

· Effective outcomes require integration of economic and military measures.

To overcome these challenges, they suggest three conceptual approaches deserve consideration: 1) greater centralization through a “super NSC”; 2) migrating to a regional, integrated structure with “double hatted” regional under secretaries at State and Defense or even combining the State and Defense Departments to functionally organize them along the lines of the 19th century British Colonial Office; or 3) developing a Department of Homeland Protection to deal exclusively with domestic and international terrorism.
  


However, after examining the pros and cons of each of these models (legislative feasibility is a major hurdle for most of these ideas—Homeland Defense notwithstanding), they recommend the best course of action to be a new role for the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) in the NSC process.  Under their plan, the NSC would take the lead role in coordinating multi-agency programs, while the OMB would be charged with 1) developing the budgets required to implement such programs and 2) ensuring that these programs are implemented.  The intent of such a move is to avoid another critique of uneven interagency implementation of PDDs such as those levied in the Operation ALLIED FORCE After-action Report.  Further, they recommend that OMB and Congress create a separate budget category for these operations, much like the categories that cover the nuclear activities of Defense and State, to allow for greater oversight.  Creating such a system, they argue, would ensure that necessary resources are allocated for agencies other than DOD participating in peacekeeping operations such as the Department of State, the Agency for International Development, or the Immigration and Naturalization Service.

A Revamped NSC Interagency Process: Implications for EBO

The nature and structure of the NSC process makes it impossible for a CINC to dictate how or where the instruments of national power, outside of the military instrument, should be applied.  Therefore, organizationally, it is difficult during deliberate planning to anticipate effects using all of these instruments.  Moreover, the environment in which these instruments are applied is highly situational.  Therefore, the EBO process should view the actions of the other instruments of national power (such as economic or diplomatic effects) as inputs to the military effects equation.  For example, if economic sanctions produce critical shortages, then military actions should be adjusted to amplify or leverage these effects.   

In areas where the application of other instruments can be deliberately planned, the CINC should use his voice in the NSC process to recommend specific courses of action and explain the effects he wishes to achieve.  The information instrument may be good example where deliberate planning may be useful.  As CJCS General Richard Meyers pointed out in a recent speech, an information operations campaign must be in place “upfront.”  Unfortunately, in Afghanistan, it took too much time for the system to work.  He concluded, “We missed the opportunity to send the right message, sometimes we sent mixed signals, and we missed opportunities as well.”

At the operational level, changes in the NSC structure such as those recommended by Scowcroft, Deutch, and Kantor may help to mitigate some of the frustration interagency coordination presents.  However, such approaches will not eliminate the friction created when large bureaucracies work together.  Perhaps the best solution for improved interagency cooperation occurred on 11 Sept 2001—the creation of an overriding, shared sense of purpose.  General Meyers characterized the quality of interagency coordination since 11 Sept 2001 this way, “In fact, I’ve never seen the different agencies of our government work so well together.”

This chapter focused on the organizational readiness of the United States to conduct EBO at the strategic level.  The next chapter focuses on organizational issues at the operational level.

CHAPTER 4

Assessing Organizational Readiness for EBO at the Operational Level


The point is that there appears to be no tidy relationship between information available to the commander and the best way to proceed. 

Richard Darilek, et. al., Measures of Effectiveness for the Information-Age Army


As this observation suggests, the pillar of the EBO concept, superior knowledge about the enemy, is not necessarily a guarantor of success.  The real question for military leaders and planners is how does one act on information?  CINCs and JTF commanders assemble large staffs to formulate detailed answers to this question.  As one considers organizational readiness for these staffs to conduct EBO, three top-level observations come to light.  

Top Level Issues for Operational Level EBO Organizational Readiness

Effects-based Thinking Requires A Different Intellectual Approach

Effects-based thinking requires a different intellectual approach than traditional attrition-based thinking.  Targeting X, Y, and Z does not automatically mean a higher order effect will be achieved.  Further, fire and steel on the target is not the only method of achieving the direct effect desired—the options under EBO extend to non-lethal and even non-military means as well.  Additionally, collateral effects extend well beyond the current notion of collateral damage.  For example, an operation can be carried out perfectly, without civilian loss of life or property, and still produce negative effects.  Therefore, internalizing the effects-based paradigm goes well beyond the traditional “direct effects” education available.

Planners Require Training Tailored To EBO   

Planners for EBO require intense training to overcome traditional attrition-based thinking.  EBO experiments to date have “identified the propensity for individuals and staff elements to digress back to the familiar fight-centric or force-on-force mindset and focus on the number of targets killed instead of asking [effects related questions with regard to targeting].”
  Understanding and internalizing an effects-based mindset requires training and education as well as experience to build confidence in the concept.  However, many JTF staffs are ad hoc affairs, brought together in response to a specific event.  For the personnel manning these ad-hoc staffs, they are “come-as-you-are” affairs with little time for training or spin-up on effects-based thinking.
  

The EBO Concept Is Not Universally Accepted By the Services 

Although some effects-based ideas are being introduced in joint doctrine, the EBO concept is not universally embraced by all the services.  While the Air Force and Navy are on board, the Marine Corps is skeptical and the Army is “at least mildly opposed” to incorporating EBO into service doctrine.
  This further complicates implementing EBO in the joint environment.  

Fortunately, a solution to mitigate these top-level issues may be available with the introduction of the Joint Standing Task Force headquarters.

A Top-Level Solution: The Standing Joint Task Force Headquarters

In surveying future trends that will shape doctrine, organization, and training, Joint Vision 2020 identified the following:

· Future commanders will need a broad understanding of new capabilities and new highly automated supporting tools to coordinate and direct force;

· Supporting staffs must be organized and trained to take advantage of new capabilities, while maintaining the ability to operate in the event of technology failure;

· Future commanders must be able to formulate and disseminate intent based on real time knowledge of the battlespace;

· Future headquarters will be smaller, dispersed and networked;

· Faster tempos, increased choices of weapons and effects and greater weapons ranges will require continuous, parallel planning and execution at all levels; and

· Dealings with multinational and interagency partners will require collaborative planning capabilities, technology interoperability and mechanism for efficient information sharing.

In recognition of these requirements, the 2001 QDR called for Standing Joint Task Force (SJTF) headquarters to be prototyped and established.  For EBO, SJTF headquarters offer several advantages.
 A Common C4ISR Systems Architecture

The purpose of the SJTF headquarters is to provide “uniform, standard operating procedures, tactics, techniques, and technical system requirements, with the ability to move expertise among the commands.”
  The common Command, Control, Communication, Computers, Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance (C4ISR) capabilities of these headquarters will steer joint technology requirements and acquisition allowing for better interoperability of military forces.  Further, common joint requirements for these headquarters will feed requirements to other acquisition programs for national level intelligence support as described in Chapter 3.  

Better Planning and Execution


An equally important advantage of the SJTF headquarters is the higher-level of staff readiness at the outset of a campaign as opposed to an ad hoc JTF headquarters formed in response to a crisis.  In the EBO context, participants in the RDO wargame found that EBO requires more advanced planning and enhanced command and control than the current ad hoc system can achieve.  They concluded a SJTF headquarters could provide the required level of responsiveness as well as greater unity of action.
  Further, wargame participants noted that the higher level of staff readiness made the transition from planning to execution easier, since the core of the current operations team was already in place.  As the report noted, “Even before a crisis emerges, SJTF headquarters can develop joint operational net assessments, contingency plans that support CINC-directed deployment plans [sic].  As a crisis develops, the standing headquarters shifts from planning to execution without the significant learning curve of a reinforced component headquarters.”
 

Better Training To Reinforce An “Effects-based Mindset”


Not surprisingly, the RDO wargame results also found that internal training and cohesion were better in the SJTF headquarters environment than in other ad hoc arrangements.
  The information systems needed to operate the information intensive headquarters of the future will require software skills extending beyond that required to operate the Microsoft Office suite of products.  As evidence of this trend, the Air Force recently declared its Air Operations Center as a weapons system.  This move implies that the level of sophistication of the information technologies in the AOC requires staff officers to 1) undergo formal qualification training on the systems and procedures of the AOC and 2) to maintain currency and proficiency in the use of these systems. 
  

Equally important, a SJTF headquarters provides the environment needed to establish an effects-based culture.   Establishing such an environment will be critical if EBO is to become more than the transformation buzz word de jour, to instead become institutionalized in thought and process.  Arguably, other JTF headquarters staffing mechanisms such as U.S. Pacific Command’s (USPACOM) Deployable Joint Task Force Augmentation Cell (DJTFAC)
 could provide the level of training needed to conduct EBO.  The DJTFAC consists of a cadre of trained experts in joint and area matters from the USPACOM staff that rounds out a JTF headquarters’ staff.  Detractors of the SJTF concept may argue that once these DJTFACs are trained in the systems that support EBO that the rationale for SJTF headquarters is invalidated.  However, since the DJTFAC is not a standing organization and its members do not routinely work together as a unit, it is unlikely an effects-based culture can be created that can carry over to the augmented JTF headquarters.  This is potentially fatal to a successful EBO since, as was noted earlier, planning staffs tend to fall back on traditional attrition-based planning models very quickly unless an effects-mindset is established.

Promotes And Enables a “Reachback” Environment

One of the key concepts of both Joint Vision 2020 and the USJFCOM EBO construct is the idea of drawing on widely dispersed, rear elements to assist staff planning functions—a concept known as “reachback.”  By using collaborative software tools to reach back for support, planning staffs can draw on a much larger store of expertise and assistance (such as Foreign Area Officers, DoD agencies, other government agencies, universities, think tanks, U.S. corporations, etc.) without having to deploy the personnel physically into the theater.  This concept saw its first extensive use during Operation ALLIED FORCE with good results, although limited long haul bandwidth sometimes affected operations.

The EBO concept envisions drawing on “centers of excellence” for specific analytic support related to the DIME instruments of national power.  A prototype for these “centers of excellence” may be found in organizations like the Joint Warfare Analysis Center (JWAC) in Dalhgren, Virginia.  Comprised of military personnel, scientists, and engineers, the JWAC provides effects-based precision targeting options for infrastructure networks and systems within countries of interest, such as electrical power, petroleum/oil/lubricants (POL), lines of communication, telecommunications, critical industries, commodities and military logistics.
  By combining intelligence from human sources and imagery with computerized analysis, JWAC analysts provide targeting recommendations, effects prediction, and combat assessment (CA) with re-attack recommendations to the Joint Force Commanders (JFC) via electronic links.
  Using such a model, “centers of excellence” could be established to harvest information not only from governmental sources, but from a host of private sector sources such as universities, think tanks, and corporations as well.  These centers could leverage ongoing theatre engagement activities and such diverse and insightful perspectives as those of coalition students attending programs such the Asia-Pacific Center for Security Studies or the Marshall Center for European Security Studies.  These centers routinely develop first-hand, regional perspectives on cultures, regional issues, and alliances from country experts, dignitaries, and future leaders that add significantly to a “deeper understanding of the enemy.”


Building on the concept of dispersed support, another USJFCOM concept dubbed Precision Engagement seeks to further integrate the operations and intelligence communities in the target nomination and development process though a distributed, collaborative network.
 As shown in Figure 4, the concept integrates intelligence, operations, and targeting expertise literally from around the world.  

In a USJFCOM experiment conducted at the ULCHI FOCUS LENS 00 exercise in Korea, 39 sites with over 1000 users were networked together to produce 107 targets in six weeks under deliberate planning conditions and 11 targets in a single day under crisis planning conditions.
 A SJTF headquarters can only improve the performance of a distributed network approach like this since 1) the staff will be more familiar with the technology and its operating procedures than an ad hoc headquarters; 2) the staff will have crossed the distributed planning learning curve and will understand the processes bottlenecks; and 3) procedures for technology failure can be developed and rehearsed.

Figure 4: USJFCOM Precision Engagement Network Architecture 


While the SJTF headquarters provides the foundation for institutionalizing EBO, two deeper issues exist that merit consideration for an organizational solution.  

Deeper Issues for Operational Level EBO Organizational Readiness

EBO Requires A Better Understanding of Planning Presumptions

We thought the Serbs were preparing for a spring offensive that would target KLA strongholds…But we never expected the Serbs would push ahead with the wholesale deportation of the ethnic Albanian population [as a result of NATO bombing].

General Wesley Clark, SACEUR, Operation ALLIED FORCE

NATO began the bombing of Serbia presuming that Serbian President Slobodan Milosevic would cave in after a few days of bombing and acquiesce to NATO’s demands at the negotiating table.  Instead, NATO was shocked by Serbian actions in Kosovo once the bombing began, despite their previous experience with Milosevic’s ethnic cleansing in the Balkans in the 1990s.  Michael O’Hanlon and Ivo Daadler of the Brookings Institution suggest that NATO’s presumptions about Milosevic were flawed—that they should have realized that he might try to forcibly change the ethnic balance in Kosovo.
  Instead, the “short war” mentality extended even into the military planning cells, mainly because of the previous experience of Operation DELIBERATE FORCE, a successful 15-day campaign conducted in Bosnia less than four years earlier.

Richard Nuestadt and Earnest May argue in their landmark work, Thinking in Time: The Uses of History for Decision Makers, that when dealing with issues of cause and effect, the first step in any decision making cycle is to examine the presumptions behind the pros and cons of the recommended course of action. 
  In essence, presumptions describe how well we are able to “get inside the head” of the enemy and view our actions from his perspective and vice versa. 

May and Nuestadt argue that understanding and validating the presumptions behind decisions are key to success because 1) presumptions define the situation; 2) presumptions help to establish concerns, shape definitions of aims and of concrete objectives; and 3) presumptions influence options and choices among them.
  Therefore, they advocate that organizations implement a decision making process whereby presumptions are aired and validated up front and are reviewed periodically as the situation changes.

For example, they argue that the decision to widen the war in Vietnam was based not on poor empirical data, but on poor presumptions.  According to May and Nuestadt, President Johnson (LBJ) believed that a government would respond to pain much as a person would.  Therefore, if the United States bombed North Vietnam, the North Vietnamese government would cease aiding the Viet Cong.  LBJ further presumed that previous experience with strategic bombing (from World War II) validated this decision and that the “slow squeeze” approach (i.e., stepping up the pain gradually) was the way to conduct the war based on President Kennedy’s Cuban experience.
  

Nuestadt and May conclude that the beliefs influencing LBJ’s Vietnam policy were not necessarily wrong, but were subject to more qualification than LBJ or his advisors realized.  For example, they argue that LBJ and his advisors knew that strategic bombing had not always provided the results they were hoping for in Vietnam.  While bombing did force capitulation in Italy and Japan during World War II, it only served to make the governments of Britain and Germany more stubborn.
   They suggest that a simple question, “Why won’t Ho Chi Minh react to bombing the way Churchill and Hitler did?” might have exposed their poor presumptions.
  Further, they argue that evidence of poor results from the “slow squeeze” approach was also common knowledge among LBJ’s military advisors. When the full resources of the United States were not behind the armed forces, the U.S. military tended to fair poorly, as in the Indian Wars, the Philippine occupation, and Korea.
 

The implications for EBO are obvious.  The debate over Vietnam policy as well as the decision to bomb Serbia was essentially a discussion of how to create higher order, strategic level effects.  In both instances, the presumptions were not fully mapped out and understood.  The result was shock and surprise as old paradigms collapsed in the face of the enemy.  Therefore, when considering organizational adjustments of the SJTF headquarters to accommodate EBO, a Higher-Order Effect Cell that serves as the strategic “conscience” of the commander is a “must have.”  Additionally, this accommodation must also take into consideration the second deeper issue for the operational level organization, the difficulty of planning for and measuring effects. 

 Predicting and Assessing Effects in EBO Is Hard


…the recuperative and defensive powers of Germany were immense; the speed and ingenuity with which they rebuilt and maintained essential war industries in operation clearly surpassed Allied expectations.  Germany resorted to almost every means an ingenious people could devise to avoid the attacks upon her economy and to minimize their effects.


United States Strategic Bombing Survey, 1945

The real effect of our strategic air assaults, unlike that of tactical air attack, was seldom immediately apparent.  Its effect was more like that of cancer, producing internal decay ultimately resulting in death. 

General Hap Arnold, 1945
Assessments of military effectiveness cannot, therefore, be reduced to the amounts of physical damage or destruction inflicted on targets, the quantities of military equipment damaged or destroyed, or even to the numbers of combatants directly wounded or killed.  Instead, issues of operational-strategic effectiveness will also necessarily involve human plans, intentions, psychology, political ends, and other hard-to-quantify factors and considerations.  This conclusion follows directly from war’s necessary subordination to political ends. 

Gulf War Airpower Survey (GWAPS), 1992

Battle Damage Assessment had traditionally been an art…But the intelligence community had been trying to turn it into a science for years…  Analysts had accordingly been trained to depend largely on “hard” evidence collected by reconnaissance planes and satellites…So, a pilot came back and said “The bunker blew up before my eyes,” they [intelligence analysts] gave it no credence …So while their analyses were sometimes superb, just as often they made no sense in terms of the criteria I’d defined for assessing damage to [the] enemy…

General Norman Schwarzkopf, 1992

The Department must devise better means to counter the use of camouflage, concealment and deception tactics by potential adversaries.  Greater emphasis needs to be placed on the development of advanced sensors and improved training [to detect and counter deception].
  

Kosovo After-action Report, 2000


As the passages above imply, the challenge of assessing effects, whether direct or indirect, remains as daunting a task today as it was 50 years ago.  Despite the best efforts of science to quantify and predict effects, Clausewitzian theory regarding chance, fog, friction, and cause and effect continues to assert itself and renders analyses of intelligence based on quantitative analyses alone inadequate—a lesson relearned as recently as Operation DESERT STORM.
  Indeed, a major component of “operational art” involves balancing quantitative intelligence with subjective intelligence to form a more nuanced intelligence picture that can be used to plan and adjust the actions of military forces in concert with the other instruments of national power.
  However, three observations highlight the difficulty that striking this balance presents.

1)  Photo intelligence, while highly capable, has limits.  While technology has enabled the use of more spectra with higher resolutions than ever before, photo intelligence is still limited by what can be seen in the visual, radar, or heat spectra.  Although the concept of operations for EBO is based on federated knowledge (i.e. data fused from many sources), it is reasonable to assume a large part of what is known about an enemy is based on what can be seen via satellite or from airborne platforms.   The limitations of this medium are important to understand, particularly as one considers the challenges of planning for and measuring effects.  

Perhaps the most significant limitation of photo intelligence is dealing with decoys, camouflage, dispersion, or “going underground.”  For example, in 1991, the Iraqi nuclear program was much more advanced and redundant than US intelligence imagined at the outset of DESERT STORM. Once the war began, the Iraqis took unorthodox measures to dismantle and disperse key elements of the program to make them less venerable to bombing.  To illustrate the point, in January 1991, theater air planners had only one nuclear target on their master target list. As the war progressed, later intelligence increased the list to eight.  After the war, UN teams on the ground identified 25 nuclear facilities.
  The GWAPS concluded that Coalition planners failed to consider how active deception and concealment measures might complicate targeting.
  

Similarly, during World War II, the Germans were able to disperse a large portion of their aircraft manufacturing tooling and continue production, despite the razing of their factories by Allied bombing.
  Intelligence estimates predicted that German production would plummet after the delivery of 38,220 tons of bombs during 1944; instead, it continued to climb, topping out at 39,807 aircraft.
  While factories appeared to be destroyed, what could not be seen on the imagery was the absence of machine tools in the wreckage.  

For EBO, the implication is that photo intelligence has gaps—filling in these gaps or at least understanding where these gaps are is critical to EBO success.  

2)  Higher order effects are difficult to predict and measure.  The central challenge of the EBO concept is predicting, creating, and measuring higher order effects.  While some of these effects may manifest themselves quite quickly and require little persistence, others may take time to have effect and require substantial persistence.
  Some lower order effects may ripple, creating higher order effects.  Still others may produce collateral effects that outweigh the benefit of the intended primary effect.

One example that illustrates this difficulty is the effort to disrupt the Iraqi power grid during Operation DESERT STORM.  Targeting electrical power produces second order effects that are relatively easy to create and measure. They manifest themselves quickly and require little persistence to maintain.
  Planners hoped that targeting electrical power would produce higher order effects by increasing tension among the national leadership and creating a public outcry from the people.  During the first 10 days of operations, planners were able to reduce the electrical capacity of Iraq by 80 percent.  It remained at this level throughout the rest of the war.
  However, the anticipated higher order effects of targeting power did not occur.
  Instead, higher order collateral effects were produced.  No power meant no water in the major cities.  Further, no power and no water meant no public sanitation, which negatively impacted public health.  Additionally, power to public hospitals failed, disabling life support equipment and preventing surgeries.
  

In making the decision to target electrical power, planners had assumed that Saddam Hussein would be deposed in the aftermath of a military defeat and the damaged electrical facilities would be quickly repaired.  When these events did not come to pass, Saddam Hussein ultimately used the targeting of electrical power grids as propaganda, asserting that the high infant mortality rate following the war was a direct result of the US targeting of electrical power.

For EBO, the implication is that cost of potential higher-order collateral effects of an action must be weighed against the benefit provided by the desired higher-order effect.  Moreover, the potential collateral effects must be weighed politically against the potential for degraded coalition cohesion or undesired international criticism.  Whenever possible, efforts to mitigate negative effects through perception control measures or physiological operations (PSYOPS) should be integrated early in the plan.

3)  Effects, once achieved, can be reversed over time.  Even when effects can be measured, care must be taken before declaring the effect to have been “achieved.”  Another DESERT STORM example, the interdiction of Iraqi supply routes, highlights this limitation.  The prewar capacity of the Baghdad to Kuwait road system was 200,000 metric tons per day (t/d).  After two weeks of air operations, this capacity was halved to about 110,000 t/d.  However, this sharp drop was arrested throughout February primarily due to the use of alternate routes, temporary bridges, and causeways.
  Renewed attention to these routes ultimately reduced the road capacity to 20,000 t/d at the war’s end on 1 Mar 91; however, capacity had recovered to 75,000 t/d only two weeks after the cease fire.
  For the GWAPS, these statistics highlight the need for persistence.  For EBO, they highlight the potentially transient nature of effects that further complicate the EBO puzzle. 


These examples highlight the complexity that planning for and measuring effects presents.  Moreover, they underscore the importance of maintaining a broader operational to strategic-level view of an effects-based operation.  This is difficult to accomplish in the traditional JTF staff structure since the rapid pace of tactical actions allows for a narrowly focused operational level view of the operation at best.  Therefore, as has already been suggested, a dedicated Higher-Order Effects Cell is needed, which can serve as the strategic level effects-based conscience for the JTF commander.

A Deeper Solution: Establish A Higher Order Effects Cell in the SJTF Headquarters

Joint Pub 3-08 states, “The JTF HQ [Joint Task Force Headquarters] is the operational focal point for interagency coordination, whereas the Joint Staff serves as the military’s national-level focal point.  Accordingly, the CJTF [Commander, Joint Task Force] may find it necessary to expand the JTF staff to accommodate the additional requirements.  The flexibility associated with JTF organization makes it possible to put some kind of military and/or political structure or staff into the JTF.”
  Examples of such structures include executive steering groups, civil-military operations centers, and other JTF interagency coordination mechanisms for intelligence support and control, logistic support, legal support, media affairs, and space support.
  A Higher-Order Effects Cell (HOEC) builds on this concept, but its purview would extend far beyond simply coordinating interagency issues.
Functions and Responsibilities of the Higher-Order Effects Cell

During planning, the HOEC would serve as the strategic “conscience” of the JTF commander by 1) helping identify and fill gaps in knowledge about the enemy; 2) providing expertise on the culture and society of the enemy; 3) helping to identify the instruments of national power most likely to achieve the desired effect; 4) serving as a conduit for interagency coordination with the Joint Staff and other elements of the government and private sector; 5) helping to develop Measure of Effectiveness
; and 6) serving as both a “think tank” and “devil’s advocate” to enable the SJTF Commander to fully understand the presumptions underlying effects planning.

 During execution, the cell would be responsible for evaluating the Measures of Effectiveness established during the planning phase and for recommending adjustments to the plan’s course of action based on this assessment.  Specifically, the cell’s charter would be to evaluate higher-order effects, leaving evaluation of direct effects to the Intelligence (J2) and Operations (J3) staffs.  Further, the cell would serve as the interagency point of contact for all non-military activates related to the operation.

To accomplish these functions, organization of the cell would center on the DIME elements of national power.    

A Cell Organized Around The DIME Instruments Of Power


Organizationally, the HOEC would operate independently of the numbered functions (i.e. J2, J3, etc) of the SJTF, reporting instead to the SJTF Commander directly.  This arrangement is necessary for two reasons.  First, since the responsibilities of the HOEC cut across a range of SJTF functions, it necessarily requires placement at a higher echelon.  Second, since the vantage point of the HOEC lies above the tactical level at the operational and strategic levels, it makes good organizational sense to separate it from organizations charged with overseeing and tracking tactical actions.  Placing the cell high in the SJTF structure will help members of the cell keep their point of view “out of the weeds” and focused on evaluating higher order effects.

Functionally, the cell should be structured around the DIME instruments of national power, with sections devoted to evaluating and coordinating the diplomatic, informational, military, and economic instruments of national power.  The members of the cell would not necessarily deploy forward nor would they necessarily be military members.  For example, military members of the cell advising the JTF commander in theater may augment the theatre political advisor and receive analytical support from a staff of civilian experts participating via reachback.  They may coordinate with the U.S. ambassadors in the region as well as the DoD country teams already in place.  Depending on the nature of the conflict, the military members deployed forward may be “dual hatted” in more than one instrument of power.  

However, implementing the HOEC concept is not as easy as picking 10 or 11 hard charging officers and throwing them together in a room.  Developing an officer who can function at this level will prove to be a challenge not only for the idea of a HOEC, but for the EBO concept as a whole.

Officers Who Are Generalists In The Instruments of National Power Are Key To EBO Success

Identifying and preparing military officers to serve effectively on the HOEC may prove the most challenging aspect of implementing this concept.  To serve effectively, officers require at least some familiarity with their area of responsibility.  Additionally, they require a greater understanding of the other instruments of national power than current professional military education (PME) provides. 

Several solutions to this challenge exist.  

1)  Use graduates of Advanced Study Groups.  One solution might be to use graduates of the service’s advanced strategy programs such as the Army’s School of Advanced Military Studies (SAMS), the Air Force’s School of Advanced Airpower Studies (SAAS), or the Marine Corps’ School of Advanced Warfighting (SAW), to man the HOEC.  The curricula of these programs focus in varying degrees on strategy and offer some exposure to the other instruments of national power.  

2)  Re-role the mission of the Joint Forces Staff College to produce effects planners.  A second solution might re-role the mission of the Joint Forces Staff College (JFSC) to provide courses tailored to the needs of effects-based planning.  Currently, the JFSC provides JPME Phase II training to joint officers.  However, all four of the service’s intermediate professional military education (PME) schools are on track to provide both Phase I and Phase II JPME training in the near future.  Once these schools are accredited, the JFSC faculty and facility would be free to develop and conduct a curriculum supporting effects-based planning.  

3)  Require officers receiving tuition assistance to pursue courses relevant to EBO.  A third solution might require officers receiving tuition assistance for an advanced degree to pursue a specific course of study relevant to the instruments of national power. This would leverage education moneys the services are already spending to better qualify officers to serve as EBO planners.

 4)  Send officers slated for HOEC duty to a one year in residence masters program.  A fourth solution might adopt portions of the U.S. Army’s program to train Foreign Area Officers (FAO) or the Defense Leadership and Management Program (DLAMP) available to DoD civilians.  FAO students and DLAMP students receive one year of graduate education in government or diplomacy in residence at major universities around the United States.  Sending officers bound for HOEC duty to an in-residence graduate degree program offers three advantages to the SJTF commander.  First, it provides officers with a much wider exposure to the instruments of national power than military PME in an intense, focused environment.  Second, many non-governmental agency (NGO) and private volunteer agency (PVO) members attend these schools.  This allows officers to develop contacts in these communities and to gain appreciation for their perspectives.  Third, in-residence attendance at major universities also allows officers to form relationships with leading experts in various fields.  These relationships can be leveraged to bring more intellectual horsepower and expertise to bear on a problem.  

5)  Send officers slated for HOEC duty to a three year PhD program.  A final solution might go beyond producing Masters graduates to instead produce PhDs in a discipline relevant to effects-based operations.  Ideally, officers selected for this advanced education would come from operational backgrounds.  Currently, only a small number of non-technical military PhDs are produced each year—few of these possess an operational background.  Most PhD program graduates go on to teach either at a service academy or in the PME system.
  The downside of a PhD program is the large investment in time and money required to produce a PhD graduate.  However, the advantages mirror those of an in residence graduate program—the key difference being that a PhD program magnifies these advantages.  Not only are graduates unquestioned experts in their fields, their professional and social ties to other experts in their disciplines offer a direct link to access and leverage expert knowledge quickly.  

This chapter evaluated the organizational readiness at the operational level to conduct effects-based operations.  The SJTF is a first large step toward putting into place the institutional machinery needed to conduct EBO.  However, a second deeper measure needs to be incorporated into the concept—the idea of a Higher-Order Effects Cell.  If such a concept is adopted, still more attention must be devoted to staffing and training the officers needed to man such a cell.

CHAPTER 5

Summary and Conclusions

The Effects-based Operations concept, as it currently stands, is many things to many people: a method of economy of force targeting, a philosophy of force application, the basis for an organization structure, and, perhaps cynically, the foundation for another information systems acquisition program. However, at its core, the EBO concept hopes to leverage technology and information to develop “deeper understanding of the enemy.”  This information can then be used in concert with the DIME instruments of national power to create specific effects within the enemy’s national “system” which causes strategic collapse or a modification in behavior.  

When contemplating a book on the American Civil War, Shelby Foote, author of the definitive three-volume narrative on the war, said the only way to approach taking on a project of such a large scale was “to go spread-eagle, whole hog wild on the thing.”
  A similar dynamic must occur within military and government circles if the EBO concept is to realize its full potential.  While almost everyone in the national defense business acknowledges that technology has led to a “revolution in military affairs,” the question on everyone’s mind is, “Yes, but what has it accomplished?”  Effects-based Operations and its big brother, Rapid Decisive Operations, are two concepts that attempt to answer this question.    

The major findings of this study (underlined below) are presented in chapter order.  

Strategic Level Findings

The study began at the strategic level where the EBO concept intersects with two larger issues of national level reform in the intelligence community and in the NSC interagency process.

A “Deep Understanding of the Enemy” Requires Organizational Reform In the Intelligence Community

In the field of intelligence, the consensus opinion of experts is that the Cold War structure is not necessarily the best model for today’s world.  Further, many recognize the impact that information technology is having on collection and dissemination.  However, computer networks cannot overcome parallel organizational structures or resolve choices regarding the allocation of resources for analysis versus collection.  The organizational structure of the current system must be streamlined into a consolidated collection and analysis activity if the “deeper understanding of the enemy” the EBO concept envisions is to become reality.  Until then, the current process will continue to produce mounds of data (as opposed to processed and fused information) from parallel, stove-piped systems at the national level.  Two consolidation approaches were presented in the paper: one advocated keeping the collection activities in the Department of Defense and another suggested that these activities should go to the CIA. For EBO, either approach would provide the needed streamlining to allow for a single system that fuses data from all sources and offers a robust analysis capability.  

The NSC Process Is Likely To Complicate The Conduct of EBO

Likely reforms of the NSC interagency process will center on matching resources with requirements.  While this may help with peacekeeping missions, it is not much help for EBO.  While many in the Department of Defense might like to see the current ambassadorial system replaced with a system similar to the geographic CINCs, such radical change is unlikely to occur.  For EBO, the issue of coordinating the DIME instruments of national power is a complicated one.  On the one hand, on a purely theoretical basis, it makes sense that the CINC should have a major hand in the formulation of such policy.  However, in reality, large scale CINC involvement in policy development approaches the limit of their statutory authority under Title 10.  Further, the influence of the CINC on the policy debate varies by personality and by administration.  This fact makes deliberately planning the coordination of these elements difficult at the CINC’s level, with the exception of parts of the information element.  Perhaps the best a CINC can hope for in this vein is that any operation he is charged to plan and conduct enjoys a clear unity of purpose.  He can then follow the advice of President Kennedy’s NASM 55 to “fit military requirements into the over-all context of any situation.”
  By building his military campaign around what the other instruments of national power are doing, the CINC’s chances for improved interagency coordination with these elements are improved.

Operational Level Findings

At the operational level, the study cited the advantages for EBO of the QDR’s newly proposed Standing Joint Task Force (SJTF) headquarters.  Further, it recommended development of a Higher-Order Effects Cell (HOEC) within the SJTF to assist the commander in planning for and measuring effects.  It also recommended that officers manning this cell receive more in-depth education on the DIME instruments of national power either through specialized schools or at major universities.  Each of these recommendations is discussed in greater detail below.

 The Standing Joint Task Force Headquarters Benefits The EBO Concept

The SJTF headquarters is beneficial for the EBO concept in a number of ways.  First, it provides for a common C4ISR systems architecture and a set of common procedures.  The headquarters of the future will require specific competence to operate increasingly complex information systems.  A SJTF headquarters allows planners to develop the expertise on these systems to make more informed decisions sooner.  Second, the SJTF headquarters allows for better planning and execution than the present day ad hoc JTF headquarters.  In the SJTF, it would be possible for the planner who wrote an ops plan to actually execute it, dramatically reducing the spin up time and learning curve that current JTF planners—who are thrown in at the last minute—must undergo.  Third, the SJTF provides an environment to practice and internalize the effects-based mindset.  Wargame testing to date has shown this is easier said than done.  Finally, a SJTF headquarters promotes and enables a “reachback” environment where widely dispersed units support the SJTF deployed forward.  Such a system enables the use of “centers of excellence” to support planning without physically locating with the SJTF headquarters. 

Conducting EBO Requires The Formation Of A Specialized Effects Cell In The SJTF Headquarters

During planning, the Higher Order Effects Cell would serve as the strategic “conscience” of the JTF commander by 1) helping to identify and fill gaps in knowledge about the enemy; 2) providing expertise of the culture and society of the enemy; 3) helping to identify the instruments of national power most likely to achieve the desired effect; 4) serving as a conduit for interagency coordination with the Joint Staff and other elements of the government and private sector; 5) helping to develop Measure of Effectiveness; and 6) serving as both a “think tank” and “devil’s advocate” to enable the SJTF Commander to fully understand the presumptions underlying the effects planning.


During execution, this cell would assess subjective measures dealing with higher order effects and make recommendations for changes to future courses of action.


Organizationally, the cell would be built around each of the DIME instruments.  The members of the cell would not necessarily deploy forward nor would they necessarily be military members.  One approach might pair a military member deployed forward, with a team of civilian experts in the United States supporting via reachback.  

Conducting EBO Requires Staff Officers With A Broader Education Than Military PME Provides

Members of the HOEC will require specialized education regarding the DIME instruments of national power.  Currently, five alternatives exist to provide this training.  One solution might use graduates of the Service’s advanced strategy programs (SAMS, SAAS, SAW) to man the HOEC.  The curricula of these programs focus in varying degrees on strategy and offer some exposure to the other functions of national military power.  A second alternative would re-role the mission of the JFSC to produce effects planners.  This offers the advantage of producing a larger number of planners using existing infrastructure.  A third alternative might require officers receiving tuition assistance for advanced degrees to pursue specific courses of study relevant of the instruments of national power.  This would leverage moneys already being spent for advanced education.  A fourth solution might require officers assigned to HOEC duty to attend an in-residence graduate program in government or diplomacy at a major U.S. university.   This offers several advantages including a more rigorous program than PME or part time graduate courses and personal connection to PVOs, NGOs and academia.  A final solution would take the in residence Masters program to the next level by sending officers identified for HOEC duty through a three year PhD program. While time consuming and expensive, it provides graduates with greater insight and access to experts in the instruments of national power.  

Final Thoughts

In summary, EBO is one of the first strategic level concepts that attempts to leverage the current “revolution in military affairs” at the strategic and operational levels.  Perhaps the biggest hurdle for EBO organizationally is gaining the intellectual buy-in of all the services.  

To prepare officers to plan and conduct future operations, the concept should be introduced into PME and incorporated fully into joint doctrine.  Furthermore, graduate programs should be instituted within the Services to better educate officers in the diplomatic, informational, and economic instruments of national power.  For the Services, visionary leadership is needed to see past the cost of this proposal, and to instead recognize the increased capability that this knowledge provides.  

Similarly, strategists within the Services must be visionary as well.  They must recognize that the unequalled diplomatic, informational, and economic power of the United States, combined with the widespread introduction of precision all-weather weapons and information technologies, has changed the nature of warfare.  Clausewitz’s arguments are still valid, but Deptula’s are as well—speed and precision can produce effects and, to some degree, these effects can be predicted and measured.  On the other hand, EBO advocates must avoid overemphasizing the science of EBO at the expense of appreciating its artistic dimension.  There are sharp limits to predictive tools.  Understanding these limits—which defines where science ends and art begins—is critical to the future success of the EBO concept. 
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