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The term Effects Based Operations, or EBO, is 

• becoming prevalent in the lexicon of many 
Western militaries. As the limitations of the 

current Objective-based approach to operational 
planning are revealed, an alternative is being 
sought. Effects - versus Objectives - may well 
become the central consideration for the planning, 
execution and evaluation of military operations. 

As established leaders in the field of Western military 
concept development, the United Kingdom (UK) and 

~~ .......... __ .. the United States (US) are grappling with the concept 
of EBO in an attempt to define that concept and 
determine its implications. However, neither country 
currently practices what could be called EBO. 
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This paper will provide an assessment of the US 
and UK EBO concept development with a view to 
contribute some basic thoughts on EBO, and will 
focus on one small, yet important aspect - the 
'identification' of effects. 

The US view of Effects Based Operations 
The United States Joint Forces Command 
(USJFCOM) has defined EBO as: 

'A process for obtaining a desired strategic outcome 
or 'riffect' on the enemy, through the synergistic, 
multiplicative, and cumulative application of the 
full range of military and non-military capabilities 
at the tactical, operational, and strategic levels." 
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EBO put simply, are those operations that are planned, executed, 
assessed and adapted as a result of a comprehensive understanding 
of the operational environment in order to influence or change 
behaviour or capabilities by exploiting the integrated application of 
selected Instruments of Power to achieve directed objectives 

The US definition is a good starting point fo r 
the discussiol' in that it relates EBO to a well­
understood concept (levels of command). 
However, it fails to provide a prccise definition 
o f what EBO are. Additional definitions of Effects 
Based Planning2 and Effect s Based TargetingJ 

do provide greater amplification and d<1rity to 
the American body of thought that seemingly 
cul minates in an Effccts B<1sed Str<1tegy.4 Some 
pertinent aspects should be retained from the US 
body of thought, particu larly in terms of revising 
the current operational planning process ' non­
lethal '. or more aptly non-kinetiC'i targeting and 
the use of all available and relevant resources (both 
military and non-military) to facilitate successful 
national power projection. 

The UK view of Effects Based Operat ions 

[n an initial concept papcli the UK took a slightly 
different approach to providing a defini tion, that is, 
the British established a 'conceptual framework of 
Effects' and sought darificiltion of their ideas in a more 
extensional manner by associating four definitions: 

'S trategic A im: A sillg/e, ullambigllOlls purpose 
uttaim:d by Ihe achirotmeut of olle or mort' objectives. 

Objective: The ilrtended slate of affairs 10 be aciJif'Vt'd 
by the aggregation of specified E/ft'CI(s). 

Effect: Tire plrysical or cogllUillf! conseqllellces at allY 
leud witlrin tire Strategic envirolllllerrt of Dill' or more 
mitilary or lIoll-military actiolls. 



Actioll: Till' process of doi11g or aclmg al ally level.' 

That paper emphasised the inter-dependency 
of these four definitions and their aggregates in 
order to produce an Effects Based Approach? 
Regrettably, the British paper seemed to f<lll short 
in providing <I precise definition of a complex 
concept. To be fair in criticism, the subject paper 
had a limited purpose: to achieve consensus on 
these terminologies and their relationship. In 
thilt respect. the document is rich in describing 
the complex relationship between Effects and 
the levels of command. More importantly, it 
contains a simple, yet brilliant paragraph on 
the classification or characteristics of Effects as 
being intended / unintended, desired I undesired, 
decisive, enabling, instantaneous/delayed, 
localised/distributed, rermanent or temporary, or 
a combination thereof. These observations allow 
for an appreciation of the careful consideration 
required in order to ensure the Effect achieved is 
the desired Effect. 

In a more recent paper, the UK has refined their 
body of thought and provided greater fidel ity: 

'( EBO] pIli simply, are IllOse operalions IlIat are 
plalllled, executed, assessed alld adaplfd as a result 
of a comprl'lIellsive ullderslmrding of the operational 
CIIvironmel1l ill order to illfluCllce or cllallge behaviour 
or capabililies by exp/oilil1g tile il1tegrated applieatioll 
of se/ecled IlIslrulllellts of Power to achiroe directed 
objectives'.9 

The entire body of thought is Similarly rolled-
up into what has been called the 'Effects Based 
Approach' in order to produce a 'common way of 
thinking that promotes an outcome-based (versus 
activity based) approach,.lo Similar to the initial 
UK paper on the subject, the revised version 
contains another simple, yet brilliant paragraph on 
an Effects Based Planning (ESP) process (analysiS, 
planning, execution, assessment) that highlights 
the requirement for EBP to be conducted in an 
integra ted rather than linear fashion.11 

The crucial detail to take from both the US and 
UK approaches is that they appear to ultimately 
subordinate Effects to Objectives. This creates the 

impression that desired Effects must be identified 
or formulated after Objectives. It is the assertion 
of this paper that this is the wrong approach. 
Rather, the identification of Effects should come 
before Objectives are established, particularly 
at the strategic level. The early identification of 
effects (before objectives) contributes to EBO in 
three primary ways: comprehensive operational 
planning (Effects Based Planning), flexible 
command and control (Effects Based C2) and 
ca pable targeting (Effects Based Targeting). 

The primacy of effects 

Noting the perceived shortcomings in the UK and 
US definition, as wen as the assertion that there 
may be a cri tical distinction to be made from the 
US and UK approach in terms of the identification 
of Effects, the following is put forth as a more 
analytical defini tion of EBO: 

'Effects Based Operatiolls are lilOSI' operatiow; tlrat 
idelltify the desired Effect(s) at ti,e outsel of lire 
pla/millg process. Desired Effect(s} willlhell acl as the 
primary means to convey strategic illlenlto ellsure Ihe 
selectioll of appropriate objeclives alld ac/iolls ill order 
to adriroe the preferred clld-state. 

Critical to accepting this definition of ESO is an 
agreement that there is an intrinsic link between 
the strategic intent, end-state and Effects. 
The acceptance of this connection may seem 
rudimentary to the point of being unworthy 
of note, except tha t it is a decisive point as to 
whether the concept of EBO in this paper will 
be understood as it was intended. To begin the 
explanation, few would argue with the assertion 
that an Effect is considered to be the result of 
an action: cause and Effect. Further, it could be 
safely stated that any intended action is done for a 
purpose: an Objective. Essentially, that Objective 
is really an attempt to ensure that a desired Effect 
is produced. To be able to fonnulate that Objective 
it is argued that prior knowledge of, and a desire 
for, the resulting Effect is required. It is therefore 
suggested that the cause should not only result in 
an Effect on the basis of action, but that the desire 
for that Effect must help in determining both the 
action (cause) and the Objective as critical parts of 
a sum: the end-state. In this process, the Objective 
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The preferred end-state is achieved by successful action that 
in turn achieves the Objective(s) 

should be seen as nothing more than a means to 
translate desired Effects into action so that the 
Effect(s) is achieved and ultimately the end-state. 
In the end, the value of Effect(s) in the whole 
process is really nothing more than the means to 
communicate the strategic intent (the intent being 
intrinsically linked the end-state). In conclusion, 
whilst Objectives and Effects are both means to an 
end, Effects must be identified before Objectives. 

In terms of military operations, the strategic intent 
should be formulated and then described to the 
subordinate levels of command in terms of Effects. 

From that point, Objectives - at the operational 
level - should be established that support the 
desired Effects. It is important to note that this 
train of thought assumes one or more Objectives 
may be required to achieve an Effect. Tasks (or 
actions) are then derived at the tactical level 
based on the Objectives. Looking at it in reverse, 
the preferred end-state is achieved by successful 
action that in turn achieves the Objective(s). 
Tying it all together, the aggregate of the 
Objectives satisfies the desired Effects and the 
culmination of the desired Effects is the stratgic 
intent. 



Without a clear strategic aim/intent that can be translated 
into action, the economy of effort is lost 

A potential criticism of this line of thought that 
may be raised is that this explanation simply 
renamed what are currently known as Objectives 
and now calls them Effects. Not so. The critical 
difference between Effect and Objective in 
this sense is in terms of the Measurement Of 
Effectiveness (MOE). MOE is critical to all 
military plans: however it appears to be one 
area in which many militaries fail. The proposed 
difference is that Effect is command descriptive 
for the wide breadth of required action and 
Objectives are the measurable framework for 
those actions in order to provide MOE for the 

operation. For example, if the strategic intent 
is something like 'negate the global terrorist 
threat' and the desired strategic Effect is to 
'marginalise the appeal of terrorists to regional 
populations', then Objectives (coupled with 
tactical level Effects) should be formulated that 
attempt to do things such as disrupt recruiting, 
decrease retention and degrade the operational 
effectiveness of terrorist elements in order 
to produce measurable results to indicate 
achievement of the desired strategic Effect. 
Rationale for this distinction will be made when 
the Global War on Terror is discussed later. 



A prime example of a strategic aim/intent that must be supported 
by a new approach to operations is seen in the Global War on Terror 
(GWOT) . Terror may be assessed as a threat to global security as it 
manifests in varying, yet equally serious forms, in most regions of 
the world 

Effecls Based plann ing 
Selection and main tenance of the aim as a 
principle of war is crucial. Without a dear 
strategic aim / intenllhat can be translated into 
action, the economy of effort is losl. Further, it 
appears impossible to measure success or failure. 
Properly applied, EBO, and specifically the early 
identification of Effects, would allow for more 
comprehensive operational planning by providing 
a means to communicate guidance in concise, yet 
non-restrictive terms. 

Objective-based planning processes were excellent 
at dealing with the world they were designed for 
with characteristics such as conventional manoeuvre 
forces, contained Area of Operations (AD), clear 
'phasing' of operations, identifiable enemies ilnd 
distinct roles for state ilnd non-state actors. The 
reality faced when planning past operations was 
relatively simple. The appro.lch of identifying 
Objectives and then achieving them worked well 
in the set-piece world. Then came failed states, 



insurgency, religious fundamentalism, mass media, 
more lethal weapon systems, weapons of mass 
dfi'Struction, cheaper weapons, interest groups, 
Non-Government Organisations (NGOs) the 
Internet ... et celrm, rf cetrm. The predictability and 
stability that characterised Cold War-cra military 
operations is gone. Therefore, it is argued that 
there is a need to update the Operational Planning 
Process12 based on the assertion that modern 
militaries cannot employ a planning process that 
compartmentalises the threat and, as a result their 
operations, into limited Objcctives that arc clearly 
defined by time and space. 

A prime example of a strategic aim/intent 
that must be supported by a new approach to 
operations is seen in the Global War on Terror 
(GWOT). Terror may be assessed as threat to global 
security as it man ifests in varying. yet equally 
serious forms, in most regions of the world. The 
ability to p roduce comprehensive Objectives as 
the primary means for command guidance in the 
GWOT seems inadequate due to the protracted 
nature of the threat. The same Obje<:tives are not 
necessarily applicable or transferable between 
the various regionally based threats, not to 
mention they do little to deal with the trans­
niltional threats. Formulating a sufficient number 
of Objectives appears to be so large a task as to 
be il worthless endeavour. The sheer number 
of strategic Objectives required to ildequately 
ilddress all the rcgionally based threats would make 
command of the GWOT too intensive to be effective. 
The solution would be economy of effort, especially 
in the early stages of plan development, to clarify the 
strategic aim/intent. Clear, concise communication 
of the strategic aim by identifying desired Effects 
(that are in turn translated into regionally based 
Objectives) would provide a more comprehenSive 
approach to planning by achieving that greater 
economy of effort. 

Effects Based C2 

With respect to Command and Control (C2), it is 
argued that ESO, specifically in terms of the early 
identification of Effects, would provide a more 
effective command relationship than the current 
Objective-based approach. By identifying Effects 
as the starting point for plan development it 

would allow for centralised command in the plan 
development phase and decentralised execution 
of that plan beginning with the formulation of 
objectives. This command relationship would 
provide sufficient direction, but is not so rigid 
as to limit the freedom of action of subordinate 
commands. The command style is envisioned to 
be similar to the concept of Aufragstaktik. IJ This 
fluidity in command would become important 
in modern military operations that arc of a 
highly complex naturel~ and would require quick 
operational transitions and/or simultaneous, but 
apparently disparate actions in the s..1me area of 
operations such as articulated in General Krulak's 
(USMC) concept of the 3 Block War.15 

Currently, there appears to ht, a critical piece of 
the puzzle missing in order to allow strategic 
command to effectively conduct EBO- what is 
an Effect? The USJFCOM On-line Glossarydefines 
an Effect as; 

The plrysicnl, flOlcti01I11I, or psyclzological Olltcollle, 
evt'lIt, or colIseqllmce tllat results from SlIt'Ciflc military 
or 11011-military actiO/IS·. The UK stance appears 
si mi lar, yet their originill paper stated ·there is I/O 

illtCllliOIl 10 produce all rx/raus/il't' list of Effec/s' .I ~ 

Resolving the question as to what constitutes an 
Effect is seen as .11l imperative in the development 
of EBO, particularly in terms of increasing C2 
familiarity and comfort with the concept. [n fact, 
the potential problem crea ted by a lack of clarity as 
to what is an Effect appears to go beyond the point 
of whether the C2 structure can become effective 
at EBO. It may not come down to the case of being 
able to identify the correct Effect the situation 
requires, but to identifying an Effect at all! 

Whilst the British approach that avoids limiting 
potential Effects appears pertinent, a more 
precise definition as to what is an Effect, or 
better yet a list of criteria for somet hing to be 
considered an Effect, Si milarly appears to be 
an imperative for both the development and 
conduct of EBO. Without th is critical piece of 
the puzzle, the potential may be losl to provide 
appropriate strategiC le\'el command guidance 
as it would likely be characterised as being 
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Historically, many Western militaries have been good at 
deploying cOl1ventional, kinetic-type military power . .. What we 
have not done enough of, is to deploy adequate force-multiplying 
capabilities such as Human Intelligence (HUMINT) and 
Psychological Operations (PSYOPS) specialists 

too broad to p rovide adequil h:' direction or too 
prov i<; ional and prescriptive 'iO as to appear as an 
Objective. Either way. in terms of C2. the concept 
of EBO would be rendered incffi..-ctive. 

Effects based targeting 
Historic.llly, many Western mi lit.lrics (for 
eXilmplc Canada) have been good at deploying 
conventiOnil l, kinetic-type mili tary power. 
A" a TCSul t. we appea r to hm'c filllen into a 
trap. Rega rdl{'ss of the role (e.g. war-fighting. 
pea~keeping) the same lmops arc generally sent 

(for example Canada). What we have not done 
cnough of, is to deploy adl'qllatt· forcc-m ultipl}'ing 
capabilitic<. such as Human Intelligence 
(HUMINT) and I>s),chological Operations 
(PSYOPS) specialists. 

EffCi:ts b.lscd targeting offers a more robust and 
real istic view of the inter-dependencies and 
rcliltionships inherent in the modern battle-space. 
The 'new' way to think of tMgets i<; il1l1ilssively 
complex problem to wra p onc's mind around 
because it involves targeting the non-tangible 
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A reality of modern military operations, and arguably any modern 
power projection, is that expeditionary forces simply cannot deploy, 
blow things up and return home. Rather, an integrated approach to 
power projection, such as EBO, that employs all military capabilities, 
both kinetic and non-kinetic, in concert with all applicable national 
tools to project power and influence is the new reality 

such as 'morale' and 'cohesion' versus buildings 
and tanks. In this proposal, effects based 
targeting means more than identifying an enemy 
Centre of Gravity (CoG) as being something 
like' cohesion' in your orders and leaving it at 
that - you have to target that CoG with action. 
And, that action cannot be based on Objectives 
alone. In terms of targeting, the Objective based 
approach to targeting lends itself to the existence 
of a phenomenon akin to what Waiter Lippmann 

called 'blind spots'17, or a view of the world 
inconsistent with reality. The early identification of 
desired Effects would arguably create the mind-set 
required in order to understand complex realities 
of the modern Aa. That is, an identified effect that 
is transferable across the entire Aa (refer back 
to GWOT) and that allows for consideration of 
inter-dependencies and inter-relationships. This 
inclusive view can be expected to increase the 
overall effectiveness and capability of targeting. 



This type of targeting is not new. However, it 
is a true and stark assertion that no modem 
Western military can categorically state that they 
are effective in this type of targeting. Air power 
and the increased accu racy of weapons, together 
with such capabi lities as PSYOPS, deception 
operations (OPDEC) and the exploi tation of 
HUMINT, have produced tunnel vision, and 
eschewed thQS(! other capabilities that may 
negate, supplant or support the use of kinetic 
fo rce. It appears the reluctance to change o r 
consider ' new' things (that ha ve in reality been 
practiced since the beginning of war) is the 
p roblem. Part of o ur reluctance may be that by 
incorporating more 'non-trad itiona l targets' the 
purpose for engaging a ta rget, o r the desired 
Effect, could also change and require us to 
wander into the relatively ' unknown'. It could 
be arg ued that it really isn't the unknown, but 
rather re tu rn to an old concept and a better 
way to accomp lish what we are attempting to 
accomplish currentl y.IS 

Wrapping our heads around some potential 
strategic Effects such as 'convince', 'influence', 
'persuade' or ' marginalise', especially in terms o f 
' weaponeering' and ' damage assessment' will take 
some time. EBO is put forth as the means to meld 
the two actions (kinetic and non· kinetic) together 
and allow for the more capable targeting. In the 
beginning. this will likely mean that non·kinetic 
and kinetic capabilities will each 'bite off' their 
p ieet' of the Effect and form ulate independent, yet 
hopefully co-ordinated, Objectives. However, as 
EBO becomes more familiar the level of integration 
in targeting between kinetic and non-kinetic is 
expected to increase. The obvious conclusion that 
many have come to is that eventually we wouldn't 
have non· kinetic or kinetic o perations anymore, 
but rather EBO. 

Conclus io n 

The ultimate value of EBO is that it may provide 
militaries with means to maintain pace as a 
relevant state tool fo r the projection of national 
power. This is not to say that militaries are 
expected to be marginaliscd any time soon. 
However, with the modem day realities of 
shrinking budgets, limited manpower and 

tenuous public support for war, the call to arms 
in the historical sense (circa 2()1h Century) may 
be coming to an end for many nations. Some 
Western governments are changing the way they 
view goo-political situations and are considering 
alternate methods in an e£fortto project power and 
exert their influence. This shift may lead to a time 
when the military, in the conventional sense, ends 
up on the sidelines more often than not. A reality 
of modern military operations, and arguably any 
modern power projection, is that expeditiona ry 
forces simply cannot deploy, blow things up and 
return home. Rather, an integrated approach to 
power projection, such as ESO, that employs all 
military capabilities, both kinetic and non-kinetic, 
in concert with alt applicable national tools 10 

project power and influenct' is the new reality.19 

There is an increasing urgency to dcfine EBO. 
For many Western militaries, the impetus is the 
Provincial Reconstruction Team (PRT) concept. 
In Canada, we have arrived at that decisive 
point in that wc are in the process of deploying 
a PRT to Afghanistan. Canada has never faced 
as task quite like PRTs, o nc that will require a 
h igh degree of co-ordination between kinetic 
and non-kinetic military action, and include the 
added complexity of incorporating non-military 
actors and actions in areas of diplomacy and 
development. The ability to translate the st rategic 
intent into action will be paramou nt and EBO is 
arguably critical to the way fo rward. 

[The opin ions expressed are those of the author 
and do no t reflect those of the Department o f 
Na tional Defence or the Government of Canada.[ 
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