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Prioritize Information

Prioritizing the information presented to
the commander is critical in any headquarters,
and USEUCOM planners identified a key issue
when developing the strategic objectives: some
information flowing into the headquarters was
relevant to operational decisionmaking—com-
mander’s critical information requirements
(CCIR). This information was frequently
time-sensitive. However, other information
was more relevant to strategic decisionmak-
ing and usually less time-sensitive. There was
also a danger that information of little current
relevance could have strategic significance
as the reflection of a trend or emerging issue,
while information with little strategic impact
might be critical to an ongoing contingency.
Both types are important and could drive a
commander’s decision, but in different ways
and on different timelines.

The strategic theater objectives and
theater effects led to a new cat-

planning or consultation with interagency
partners to develop an integrated diplomatic,
information, military, and economic response
to this situation before it becomes a crisis.
CCIRs, which are fed by more traditional intel-
ligence channels, support current operations
and crisis/contingency decisionmaking,

Assess Strategic Effects

The foundation of the ongoing Strategic
Effectiveness Process is the Effects Assess-
ment Cell and the process it uses to assess the
command’s activities. The cell provides the
commander the information to make decisions
and shift resources or effort as necessary to
support the desired theater effects. If the effects
are being achieved, the command is supporting
the endstate defined by the strategic objectives.

Assessing effectiveness at the strategic
level primarily involves pattern recognition.
Because the strategic effects are long-time-
horizon concepts, it is unrealistic

egory of information need—a
so-called strategic information
requirement—that is used to eval-
uate data and determine whether
it is relevant to a contingency or to

the strategic
theater
objectives and
theater effects

to report them as successful or
unsuccessful in a short-term
update. The cell analyzes the
environment and determines
whether the trends in the theater
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process: the regional approach
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ment such as “Terrorists
do not have freedom of action” for the entire
area of responsibility, so the assessment cell
conducts its analysis in regional divisions based
on theater organization: Western Europe,
Southeast Europe (including the Balkans),
Eurasia (Russia and former Soviet republics),
North Africa, West Africa, Central Africa,
Southern Africa, and East Africa. The cell
conducts assessments by region in an annual
cycle, presenting updates on two or three
regions roughly every other month. The goal is
to update the commander on each region twice
ayear.

As the planning team began examin-
ing ways to conduct strategic assessment,
members quickly realized that the expertise
of the SOSAs was the key to developing the
analytical engine of the effects assessment cell.
These experts, one each to analyze the politi-
cal, military, economic, social, informational,
and infrastructure systems within the regions
of interest, came to USEUCOM as part of the
Standing Joint Force Headquarters (SJFHQ)
established in 2004. They performed opera-
tional net assessment in support of SJFHQ
operations, but lessons learned from multiple
exercises showed that it was extremely difficult
to perform these assessments full-up on more
than one country in the AOR with such a small
team—and totally impossible to assess even the
most important challenges for all 92 countries.

When the need arose to conduct analy-
sis on a broader scale in support of strategic
effects, the deputy commander shifted the
SOSA team from the USEUCOM Plans and
Operations Center (the command’s SJFHQ)
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tasked them to do the
analytical work neces-
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effectiveness process. £
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directorates, conducts
independent research, analyzes the data, and
prepares graphic presentations for the head-
quarters leadership. Through 2005 and 2006,
the cell conducted a series of “quick look”
assessments of each effect, establishing the
baseline from which future deviations will be
measured. This required pulling voluminous
data from the components, country teams, and
other staff directorates.

To ease this process in the future, the
Operations Research Branch is developing
assessment tools that will rely primarily on
other preexisting reporting requirements to
provide data to the effects assessment cell,
including Joint Staff war on terror assessments
and Office of the Secretary of Defense security
cooperation assessments. The vision for the
effects assessment is that the process will
become more passive as the command’s plans
and component plans are written and executed
using effects-based methods and language.
Data collection for assessments will then
simply involve reviewing routine reports rather
than additional data calls. Even if the subordi-
nate actions are not conducted by interagency
partners according to effects-based processes,
the reports and results from these activities will
easily feed the strategic assessment process as
long as they are working in some way toward
the theater strategic effects. As stated earlier,
USEUCOM planners wrote the tasks and mea-
sures of effectiveness that support the desired
strategic effects in plain English, not military
jargon, in order to facilitate application by
interagency partners or other nonmilitary
organizations.

Strategic effectiveness assessments are
currently reported at bimonthly meetings of
the Strategic Effectiveness and Communica-
tions Council, a forum of USEUCOM staff
and component senior leaders chaired by the
chief of staff. When the council meets, action

officers brief senior leaders about all strategic
communications and information operations

occurring in the regions of interest for that
particular meeting, showing the results of the
latest strategic assessment for the same regions.

The chief of staff, directors, and com-
ponent headquarters representatives review
the effects assessment and discuss options
for adjusting the direction of the command’s
activities to reinforce success or prevent failure
to move in the right direction. As the process
matures and the assessments get beyond the
baseline stage, the intent is to elevate the pre-
sentations to the deputy commander and com-
mander level, as the chief of staff occasionally
directs now.

As Lieutenant General David Deptula,
USAEF, said, “EBO is not a framework, a system,
or any organization . . . rather it is a methodol-
ogy or a way of thinking . . . it encourages
merging all of our national security tools and
thus has application across the spectrum of
conflict.”s USEUCOM leaders and action
officers are applying this methodology and way
of thinking to a wide range of programs and
processes throughout the headquarters.

It is impossible to develop and implement
a new process as significant as this overnight.
The command’s Strategic Effectiveness Process
has been under construction since 2004 and is
being implemented using a phased approach.

The first two phases of implementation
focused on educating the staff and component
staffs on effects-based language and processes
and adding this education to current planning
and other activities in a reactive manner. These
phases also included the “quick look” effects
assessments. As of fall 2006, the command
will complete these assessments and begin
looking for the long-term changes that will tell
the commander if he is achieving his desired
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Major General Bronislaw Kwiatkowski,
Polish Army, Commander, Multinational
Division Central South Iraq, addresses
assessment conference on regional security

as assessments get beyond
the baseline stage, the
intent is to elevate the
presentations to the
deputy commander and
commander level

effects as well as adding effects-based language
and assessment practices into new command
activities in a more proactive manner. The
current goal is to use effects-based assessments
for all theater strategic activities by early 2007.

The controversy over effects-based opera-
tions may rage on, and academics may continue
to debate an exact definition. In the meantime,
U.S. European Command is moving out,
applying an effects-based approach to opera-
tions throughout the theater and proving that
effects-based thinking is the best methodology
for synchronizing the complex and varied ele-
ments of national power at work in a geographic
combatant command. JFQ
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