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ABSTRACT

OPERATIONAL DESIGN OF CAMPAIGNS: A HEDGE AGAINST
OPERATIONAL FAILURES by MAJ Charles D. Allen, USA, 50
pages.

This monograph will examine the Mesopotamia campaign
up to the British surrender at Kut in April, 1916. The
purpose of this monograph is to answer the following
research quesgstion: What are the modern implications of
the operational failures of the British forces in the
Mesopotamia Campaign of 1914-1916. The study of the
World War I campaign provides a doctrinal context by
which to view other campaigns and operations. T+ algo
provideas insights for the use of the operational design
model for campaigns.

The evidence included official historical accounts
of the British strategy for the theater of operationa and
operational plans for the campaign. Other gources
include the personal accounts of soldiers who gerved 1in
the theater.

Results of the ensuing battles of the campaign were
analyzed using the methodology of the Eliot A. Cohen and
John Q@Gooch book, Military Migsfortunes: The Anatomy of
Failure in War. That work serves as the theoretical
approach to identify the operational failures and to
answer the research gquestion.

The operational design model provided the doctrinal
approach for analyzing the campaign. The model was used
to determine: the end states/military conditiona sought
by the Britigh, the strategy employed, and the allocation
of forces and resources in support of the campaign.

The monograph concludes that the British failure was
the result of the loss of gtrategic direction. The
British sought to capitalize on the earlier successes and
allowed the operation to go beyond its intended purpose.
The path to the misfortune of Kut illustrates the value
of the operational design model. The operational
commander must perform an assesgment of ENDS-WAYS-MEANS
and develop a campaign plan to successfully attain the
national strategic goals=s.
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If war i2 a part of policy, policy will
Jetermine its character, a2 policy becomesg
more ambitious and vigorousg, 20 will war."*

Clausewitz?

Introduction

With the outbreak of the 1991 Persz2ian Gulf War,
there were three objectivez2 put forth by President Buch:
1) Withdrawal of Iragi force2 from Kuwaiti territory,
2) Resatoration of the 2aovereign Kuwaiti government,
3) Regional 2tability in the area.

The difficulty for the US military was to develop a
campaign plan that would accompligh the Fregident'a
gtrategic objectivea. What actions2 would be necezsgary to
force the withdrawal of Iraqi forceag -- defeat of Iraqi
forcea in Kuwait or a march on Baghdad? What would
achieve regional atability -- the desgtruction of the
Iraqi Republican Guard, the occupation of Irag, or the
overthrow of Saddam Hussgein? The over-arching gueation
ig2 one of what are the military conditiona that will
achieve the gtrategic goalsa.

The next challenge waz2 to develop a military
gtrategy that would accomplisah the desgired conditiona.
The 3gtrategy had to be commensurate with the available
resgourceg. The gtrategy would incorporate the combat and
aupport unit2 acroga the Armed Servicea to 1nclude the

forcesg from other nations. The campaign plan that




evolved pregented a military gtrategy that integrated
Joint and combined operation2 to accomplish the theater
objectives.

The Persgian Gulf region hasg been the 2ite of other
campaigng throughout the twentieth century. Basgra,
Nagiriyeh, Baghdad, and the rivers2 Tigrig and Euphrates
were familiar to another group of goldiers over
geventy-five yeara ago. With the outbreak of World War
I, Britain deployed hef force2 on Arabian PeninSuia in a
country called Megopotamia, 2ituated in pregent-day Iraq.
After +the initial a2eizure of the oilfielda2, military
operations2 expanded to the conques2t of Basra and other
citiesd enroute to Baghdad. The British forcesg met with
dizaster at Kut-el-Amara where the gecond phasge of the
campaign ended with the gurrender of a garrison of 13,000
troop2 and over 23,000 casualtieg incurred during the
relief operations.

Higtoriang have criticized the Britigh military and
civilian leadersa for providing inadequate operational
direction for the campaign. In contrast, the recent
United States operation2 in the Pergian Gulf reportedly
have been conducted in accordance with an integrated
campaign plan to achieve the operational objectivea2 in
the region.

Thig gtudy will examine the Mesopotamia campaign up

to the Britiah 2urrender at Kut. The purpose of ¢this




monograph 18 to anawer the following research quesation:
What are the modern implicationg of the operational
failureg2 of the Britigh force2 in the Megopotamia
Campaign of 18914-1916. The a2tudy of the Worid War 1
campaign will provide a ddctrinal context by which to
view other campaign2 and operations. It =2hould also
provide ingighta for the use of the operational dezign
model for campaigns.

The evidence usged will include higtorical accounts
of the Britizsh strategy for the theater of operation2 and

operational plang for the campaign. The Mesopotamia

Commizggion Report2 will provide the official Britigh

history of the campaign. Other gourcesg will include the

peraonal accountz2 of soldiera who served in the theater.
Re2ult2 ot the ens8uing battleg2 of the campaign will

be analyzed uz2ing the methodology of the Eliot Cohen and

John Gooch book, Military Migfortuneg.® That work will

sgerve aad the theoretical approach to identify the
operational failureg and to angwer the regearch question.

The operational dez2ign model will provide the
doctrinal approach for analyzing the campaign. The model
will be used to determine: the end sgtatea/military
conditiong sgought by the Britiah, the strategy employed,

and the allocation of forces2 and resources in gupport of

the campaign.




Theoretical Foundationsg

Military Migfortune

Today's2 operational planners seek to diz2cover the
gecretg to auccegsful planning through education and
training. The training 1is2 performed 1in the 2gtaff
college2 and in operational azggignments that exercisge the
mechanicsa and thought procesgsgeg2 resgulting in an
operational plan. The education of officersa in
operational planning often beging with the 2atudy of
doctrine followed by the 2gtudy of classic military
campaligns.* The legaons gought from the campaigng are
bagically twofold: what action2 did the victor take to
gecure 3succeds and what were the operational failures
that 122 %- the defezt of the vanguighed?

In their bocock Military Migsfortunesg, Cohen and Gooch

developed a framewonrk for analysgia to gtudy campaigng and
identify operational faitures in the conduci $f war.
Military migfortunes are defined as defeat or loat
opportunitiea for victory. The basgic premige is8 that
military migfortunes regult from the failure of
organizationsa to accompligh key tasks2, and the
occurrence of critical lapsea.

The military hag2 the reapongibility for the critical
tagks that go unfulfilled during the planning and

execution of military operations. Cohen and Gooch




contend that all military misfortunesg2 have their rootz2 in
one of three organizational failures. They are the
failure to learn, the failure to anticipate and the
failure to adapt.®

Military organizationg have the opportunity ¢to
learn through knowledge gained by their own war

experiences or vicariousgly through the experiencesg of

other nations. When lesgsgong are culled from s2imilar
event2 and circumstancesg, the military muat be able to
asgsgimilate them. The 3tudy of past military operations

can provide invaluable i1ngights to plannersg 1in future
conflicta. The experience of the U.S. in both the Korea
and Vietnam ware have had a subg2tantial impact on the
current generation of military leaders. Cohen and Gooch
hold that the military and the government need a
dedicated institution that extract2 leszaons through
hiastorical gtudies.®

The gaecond type of failure resultz2 when the
organization fails to foresee and take appropriate means
to handle enemy capabilities and intentionsg.? Thig ia
the failure to anticipate. Had the U.S. not developed
and deployed the Patriot anti-migsgile g2ysatem to the
1990~-91 Pergian Gulf war to counter the expected Iraq:
SCUD threat, 1t would have been guilty of the failure to
anticipate. Cohen and Gooch suggeat that the doctrine

writer2a have the regpongibility to envigion future warszg




and develop warfighting concepta.® Michael Howard
maintaina that whatever doctrine is developed will be
wrong while posging the challenge “to prevent the
doctfines from being too badly wrong. ®

The third and las2t failure i2 not being adaptable.
It i3 the failure to res2pond to “unexpected sgetbacks 1n a
coordinated and flexible manner."?° Uncertainty. the fog
of war, and the friction that occurs in doing the gimple
thing presgentsg challengegd to military organizationa.
Thege challenges mu2t be overcome to achieve 2uccezs.
The old adage states that the best laid plana often go
astray, and thug2 the military must cope with adversge
circumstance2 as they arise. Howard assgerta that “the
advantage goes to the 2ide which can mogt quickly adjust
itgelf to the new and unfamiliar environment." 22

If only one of these failurea occurs, it i

conaidered a gimple failure from which recovery 1ig

likely. Complex failurea are defined when two or more
failures occur. There are two degrees of complex
failure: aggregate and cataatrophic. Aggregate failures
have only two failuresg occurring gimultaneously.

Military organization2 have more difficulty recovering
from aggregate failureg than from gimple failuresas.
Generally, aggregate failures are combinationg of the

failures to learn and to anticipate.12

J.




In catagtrophic conditiong2 all three failureg are
pregent. If an organization 12 unable to adapt to meet
the challenge2 1in the face of the other failuresg,
recovery 12 unlikely and digasgter ig2 imminent.

The Cohen and Gooch methodology ig basged on
Clausewitz’a Kritik technigque for conducting higtorical
analysgia of military campaigns. The analygisg i8
conducted in three steps: the digcovery of factg, tracing
the effecta to causges, and the investigation and the
evaluation of meang.?3 The following methodology will
be used to 1identify the key elementa that 1led to
operational failureg in the campaign:

a. Identify the failureg2 that confronted the force.

b. Identify the critical tasks judged incomplete or
unfulfilled.

c. Conduct a "layered analysis® of the organizations
and their contributiong to failure.

d. Develop an “analytical matrix" that graphically
depict2 the key problem2 leading to failure,.

e. Determine the “pathway(a2) +to mig2fortune® that
illustrates the larger causge of the operational
failureg.1+

Cohen and Gooch provide a framework for analysgis of
military campaigng and for the identification of
operational failures. The analysig focusgesg on the

critical tagkg that mua2t be accomplished to ensure




succesas, When migfortuneg occur, they can be traced to
the inatility of the military orgaanization to: learn the
le28ong2 of previousg campaignsg, anticipate the actionsg of
its opponentsa, and/or effectively Adapt to the
warfighting circumstancesa. The military migfortune i3
evidence of a failure in the conduct of operational

warfare.

Operational Warfare

In evaluating operational failuresa, it 12 necesgszgary
to develop the concept of the operational level of
warfare. “War ig2 an act of force to compel the enemy to
do our will®3® and “[wlar, therefore ia an act of
policy."2® When national intere2t are threatened, the
decig2ion may be made to commit military force to 2ecure
the intereats. It i2 important that the objectives
sgought by the military are gubordinate to the national
policy goals.

The United State2 military recognizea three levelsz
of war: atrategic, operational and tactical. The U.S.
Army hag accepted the following definition of the
operational level of war ag the “level of war at which
campaigng2 and major operations2 are planned, conducted and
gustained to accompligh goalsg within theaters or areas of
operationg."*?

Since war ig8 an act of policy, =trategic direction

(X




ig required and expressed in three forms: it national
g8ecurity a2trategy, it2 national military atrategy, and
for a theater of war/operations, it2 theater military
gtrategy. The challenge for the operational commander isg
one of achieving the national sgtrategic and military
objectivea (ENDS) through the application of national
regourcesg, military forces and suppliea (MEANS) in the
execution of national policiez2 and military concepts
(WAYS) .

To achieve the gtrategic objectives, a campaign plan
ig developed for the theater using the operational (or
campaign) degign model. The operational desgign model ia
a proceaa of determining the appropriate military ENDS,
WAYS, and MEANS to accompliz2h the goals. The model
requires the operational commander to answer the
following questions:

(1) What military conditionz2 must be produced
in the theater of war or operation to achieve

the atrategic goal?

(2) What gequence of actiong i3 more likely ¢to
produce that condition?

(3) How 2z2hould the regources of the force be

applied to accomplish that Sequence of
actiong?®

Central to answering the guegtionsa are three of the

key concepta of operational desgign: the center of

gravity, the line of operation, and the culminating

point.




The center of gravity ig2 a term uged by Claugewitz
to denote the “hub of all power and movement, on which
everything depends."*® An excellent preéentation of the
different interpretationg ig given in the monograph, A
Conversation at the Club."2° I choo2e to accept Jim
Schneider’'2 interpretation that the center of gravity is
the masa of the enemy’s force that providesg itg sgource of
Strength.2? Once it ig defeated the enemy no longer
posgsesgsgesg the ability to reasi=t.

The line of operation connectz the friendly force
with its bage of operation and its operational
objectives. The line of operation provides the
“directional orientation of a force in relation the
enemy." 22 Culminating pointa2 are also an important
concept. Ag an attacking force moves2 along it2 line of
operation2, sgupplies are consgumed, attrition occura2 and

the force loses s2ome degree of combat effectiveneasa due

to the exertiona of battle. At 2ome point in time and
space, the force will lose ita2 relative advantage over
the enemy. Operational commanders must seek to

accomplisah their objectiveg before their forcez2 are
overextended and the culminating point i2 reached.

The operational level of war provideg the linkage
between the 2trategic goala for the theater to the
tactical actionsg. The operational commander muat dezign

and execute hig campaign to achieve the sgtrategic goalsa

10




eatablished for the theater of operations. In degigning
hia campaign he muat continually assega the waya and
meang that are available to attain the ends. Ideally,
the end2 are egtablished by the national command
authority. The operational commander mugt then determine
the military condition2 that will achieve the 2trategic
goala for the theater. Thesge are translated into the
operational objectiveg to provide the direction for all
campaign planning and execution.

Since the military condition iz normally
asgociated with the defeat/deatruction of the enemy army,
it ia the °“principal tagk of the theater commander ... to
concentrate guperior atrength againsat enemy
vulnerabilities at the decigive time and place. 33 The
commander mu2t identify or create vulnerabilitie2 and
obportunities. He must determine a sequence of actions
that will set the conditions2 for tactical =2uccesas. Thisa
repregents the theater military sStrategy to gain the
military conditionsa. The atrategy i8 the way which may
involve either direct action againgt the center of
gravity (e.g., the massg2 of enemy combat forcesa), or it
may i1indirectly influence the center of gravity by
targeting decif2ive point2a in the theater that would force
enemy reaction.

Operational movement and maneuver i8 a integral part

of the way developed by the theater commander, Its

11




definition in FM 100-3, Operations2, ig expanded in TRADOC

Pam 11-9 as:
the disgposgition of forcesg to create a decigive
impact on the conduct of a campaign or major
operation by either securing the operational
advantage. of position before battle ig2 joined
or exploiting tactical 2uccegs2 to achieve
operational or gtrategic results.as

Operational maneuver ia the extension of forcea to
“operational deptha through offengive or defensaive
actiong for achieving pogfitional advantages2 over enemy
operational forceg. " 3® The purpose of operational
maneuver is to s2et the condition2 for the decigive defeat
of enemy forceg in theater.

To execute the way, an allocation of resource2 must
be made to provide the meang of the operational plan. It
i3 necessary to note that the determination of the means
ig an iterative procez2s. The commander must make an
asgessment of the resourcesg available -- forcesa,
equipment, sSuppliesg and facilitieg2. He must determine if
the reaources are sufficient for the conduct of
operations. In effect, he must meag2ure the means

available to execute the way2 to achieve the ends. He

musgt allocate forceg2, ea2tabligh logigtic prioritieaga and

perform other neceggary actiona to facilitate the
application of combat power. In the casge of
ingufficient resaources, the commander may either adjust

his atrategy to be commenaurate with the available

12




resource, or he may choode to asgsume rigk in the
execution of the campaign.

The means of the operational plan have two
components; the forces provided to the commander, and the
gustainment required to gupport their execution of the
plan. Both are asubject to the congtrainta and
reatrictions of the theater. At the operational level,
guatainment i2 referred to as operational 2upport:

«»sthe logiatical and aupport activities
required to gustain the force in campaigng and
major operationa ... balancing current
conaumption in the theater of operationsa with
the need to build up sgupport for sdubsgequent
Lactional cen lengthening lines of
communicationg (LOCa) and gtaging of 2gupport
forward a2 required to 2ustain the tempo of

operationa.2®

Properly planned and executed 2ugtainment fulfills
the following functions; arming, fueling, fixing, manning
the force and the digtribution of stocka and services,.
Succeagsful operation2 are characterized by anticipation
of force needa, the proﬁision of continuoug support,
integration and close coordination of the logistic
support into the operation, and regponsgivenesgs to
changing requirements.

Operational sgugtainment includes provigion of
support during operational maneuver in conducting
exploitation and pursuit operations to operational depth.

Otherwige, the campaign will reach itg2 culminating point

13




before achieving ita operational or satrategic
objectives.

While the ability to sustain the forces will define
the limit2 of what is phyaically poa2a2ible to accomplish,

gustainment can have gignificant impact on operational

maneuver. Sustainment can enable the operational
maneuver, it can preclude maneuver by forcing either
culmination or a pause, or it can migdirect the maneuver

from ita focu2 on the operational objectives.

In summary, the conduct of operationai warfare isa
aimed at achieving the 2trategic goals aset by the
national command authority. The operational dez2ign model
iz a tool to develop an effective campaign. The
operational commander must determine the appropriate
military s2trategy and commit the necedsary resgourceg in
order to be successful. The atrategy muat bDe clearly
focused on defeating the enemy center of gravity while
not 1lo2ing 8ight of the purpose for the campaign. The
commander must integrate the operational maneuver and
sustainment to provide superior combat power againsat the
enemy before culmination occura.

AThe gtudy of the Britigh effort2 in World War 1
providesa an opportunity to overlay the operational design
model on the conduct of the Mesgsopotamia Campaign. The
regulting analysgisg will pregent modern implicationa for

campaign planning.

14




The Mesgopotamia Migfortune, 1914-1916

Prior to World War I, the British Army in India
numbered 80,000 Englisgsh and 150,000 thousand Indian
troops. The British were concerned with the gecurity of
the region and planned for the deployment of a number of
expeditiona from it2 India Office. Expedition "A° waa to
be deployed to Fraﬁce and Egypt, Expeditiona *B" and °*C°,
regpectively, were to conduct defengive and offengive
operation2 in Eastern Africa. Prior to September, 1914,
the ccempogition and atrength of the deploved forceg would
number 290,000 British officera, 1Indian officers, and
goldiers.

A major concern of the British was the protection of
the i2land of Abadan and ita2 oilfield2 located in western
Persia. The oilfield2 were owned by the Anglo-Pergian
0il Company in which the Bfitish government wags a major
ghareholder. Thege o0ilfield2 aszsumed a atrategic
importance @gince over g2eventy-five percent of the oil
ugsed by the Britiszh Navy wasg produced in the Middle
Eaat .27

The principle threat to the Britigh in WWI waza the
Germang in the European theater. Thig2 threat wasa
extended to the Persgian Gulf region. The Germang hLad
developed cloge economic tiez with Turkey at the end of
the nineteenth century. The German 2trategy Drang nach

Ostern -- Thruasat to the Eaz2t, was designed to expand itsa




empire to the Pergian Gulf and co-opt Turkey a2 a
dependent nation.#® German support extended to Supplying
armg and ammunition to the Turkizh forcea. In fact,
under the War Minisgter Enver Fasha, the 12t Turkish Army
wag commanded by a Prusfsian officer and German officers
gerved in the major command and a2taff pozitionz.2®

The outbreak‘of World War I in Auguz2t, 1914, sgerved

to increase the tensfiong between Britain and Turkey. A
declaration of hoatilitie2 was2 announced after the
Turkiash invagion of Egypt. Pagha, prompted by the

Germans, sought to declare a Holy War against Britain
with the aim of regtoring Egypt a2 a Turkizgzh province.
However, the major Turkigh focus2 was directed toward the

Ruagian activitiea in the Caucagus.

Britain became increasgingly concerned with the
threat posed by Turkey in the region. The Military
Secretary of the 1India Office, Sir Edmund Barrow,

advocated a expedition to be deployed to Basra for the

following reasons:

(1) It would checkmate Turkisgh intrigueg2 and
demongtrate our ability to gtrike.

(2) It would encourage the Araba2 to rally ¢to
ug, and confirm the Sheika of Muhammerah and
Koweit [82ic] in their allegiance.

(3) It would safeguard Egypt, and without Arab
gupport a Turkisgh invagion would be imposggible.

(4) It would protect the o1l inatallationg at
Abadan.*°

16




Primarily to protect it2 oil interestsa, the Britizh
government planned to redegignate a portion of Expedition
"A°, originally bound for France and Egypt, ag the Indian
Expeditionary Force °“D°". The 16th Brigade commanded by
General Delamain of the 6th Foona Diviz2ion was the lead
element of the expedition and arrived in Bahrain on 23
October, 1914. The initial ing2tructions to the
expedition commander were to conduct a demonatration at
the head of the Pergian Gulf. The force was resgtricted
from landing on Turki2h territoriea2 or engaging in
hostile actions. The force wag required to ‘occupy
Abadan Ia2land with the object of:

(a) Protecting the 0il refineries, tanks and
pipelines.

(b) Covering the landing of reinforcements,
ghould thelyl be required.

(c) Asguring the local Arabs of our [Britighl
gupport against Turkey. " *?

On 8 November, war with Turkey wasg formally
declared. Two additional brigades of the 6th Divigion
were added to the expedition under the command of General
Arthur Barrett. A qualifier in the original ina2tructions
permitted the Indian Expeditionary Force (IEF) commander
to take military and political action including the
occupation of Basgsra if necegsagary. Barrett assgumed

command of the expedition on 14 November. By 22

17




November, IEF °"D° had easily taken and occupied Basra.
The British political officer, Sir Percy Cox.

immediately recommended an advance to capture Baghdad.
This recommendation wag sgeconded by Sir Barrett because
of the light resaigtance presented by the Turkizh forces
and the perception that the local Arabs2 would welcome and
support the British action.®3

Upon notification of the 2ucceasgg at Basgra and
receipt of Cox's recommendation, Sir Barrow advocated a
more limited advance to Qurna. The city wﬁs B0 miles
north of Basgsra, located at the junction of the Tigrig and
Euphrateg rivers2a. Barrow held that Qurna waz a gtrategic
pogition because it had ‘commanding military value® and
"control...of the whole navigable {Shatt-al-Arabl
waterway to the Pergian Gulf." 33

The proposged drive +to Baghdad wa=s digapproved
becauge of the lack of reinforcements that could be
provided to the theater by the India Government. In
light of the original intent to protect the oilfields2 and
pipelineg, the occupation of Basra wag not 2ufficient.
The o1l facilitiesa were threatened by Turkish forcea to
the wezat and north a2 well ag2 by indigenoua Arab tribes.
Damage to the o0il facilities were being inflicted by
local Araba resgponding to the call for a Holy War against
the Britiszsh and monetary incentivesd provided by the

Turkigh government, 3+




On the 29th of November, the India Government
approved the decigion to occupy Qurna and the city wasz
gsecured by 9 December. At thig2 point, it could be argued
that the o0il facilitie2 were gecured from Turkish threat,
and that the original miggion of IEF °D° had been
accomplished.

The 3Succegs2 of the campaign had been relatively
inexpengsive, The British forces had defeated the Turkish
38th Divigion and captured 1200 prigoners. The Turkigh
forceg organized a counteroffensive to recapture Qurna in
early 1918, Forcea were concentrated in the easat at
Ahwaz, Pergia and in the we2t with Right Wing Command
in Nagiriyeh consisting of two divigiona and over 60,000
troops under Sulaiman Askari. The attack at Qurna failed
and the Turksg2 were decisgively defeated in a battle at
Shaiba just east of Basra. In thig battle three British
Indian brigadeg defeated a Turkigh Army corpg. Turkizgh
casualties doubled the British number of 1200 and 1700

Turkigh prigoners were taken.

In resgpcnse to a Turkisgsh succeasaful operation at
Ahwaz, the Indian government reluctantly ordered an
additional brigade to the theater. The Home Government

in England alz2o ordered the deployment of additional
forceg to form the 12th Divigion under General George
Gorringe. The Home Government relieved the Viceroy, Lord

Hardinge, and the 1India Commander in Chief, Sir
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Beauchamp-Duff, from regpongibility for the depletion of
the Indian Military Resgervesg for the expedition.

On 1 April, the Indian government reorganized the
expedition into an Army Corpa congigting of the 6th and
12th Divigions. General Barrett retained command of the
6th and General John wasg appointed a2 the expedition
commander. With hig2 appointment, Nixon received new
inatructiong from Beauchamp-Duff. Hig migsion waa to
‘retain complete control of the lower portion of
Megopotamia ...including...guch portiong of neighbouring
territorie2 a2 may affect your operations."3® Hig
instructiona also required him to 2ubmit a plan for the
occupation of the Basra vilayet and, in a #gignificant
departure from previoug guidance, to plan for an advance

to Baghdad.

Thede ingtructiong were provided by the India
Commander in Chief. It should be noted that the new
inatruction2 were neither approved by England, nor wasa
the Viceroy informed ag to their nature,. In fact, the

Home Government received itg copy in the mail nearly gix
weekg later in mid-May. The in2truction2 essentially
gubordinated the protection of the o1l facilitieg to the
control of the Basgsra region extending north to
Kut-el-Amara and wesgt to Nagiriyeh. Nixon’2 requegt for
additional forceg to accompligh the task was2 disgapproved

by the Secretary of State for India. Lord Crewe also




disapproved any extended military operations outside of
the region. Only operationg that would enhance the
gecurity of the o0il pipelines along the Karun river to
the east were favored and sgupported by England.

With the early defeat of Turkish forceg and the
congolidation of the Qurna-Basra region, England’s
asseasment wag that the zsituation wag “a gtrategically
gound one and we cannot afford rigka by extending it
unduly. In Mesopotamia a safe game must be played."3©

Nixon envigioned the greateat potential threat
from within Mesopotamia to be pregsented at Nas2iriyeh.
Hig persgonal asse28ment was2 that oppozition in the
theater would be 1light based on previouz Turkigh
performances. A more viable threat would come from
Turkisgh forces2 concentrating just acrogs the Persgian
border in Ahwaz and from regional Arab tribes,.

Geaeral Gorringe and the 12th Divisgion were given
the migsgion of clearing the area of Turkigh forceg and
pacifying the Arab2 in order to reagtart oil pumping
operationg2 along the damaged pipeline in Pergia.®*”? With
the advance of the 12th Diviz2ion to Ahwaz, the Turkish
forceg and hostile Arab tribea declined to give battle
and withdrew.

Now that the threat to the eazst was resgolved, Nixon
looked to Amara, 90 mileg2 north of Qurna. Amara was a

commercial and adminigtrative center for the region whose
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occupation would facilitate the control of hosgtile Arab
tribeg in between the Tigrig and Karun rivers. Nixon's
proposaal for the offensive was approved by the Viceroy,
Lord Hardinge. Lord Crewe, however, chastiged Nixon for
hia offenaive intentiona. Crewe reiterated the fact that
no reinforcement would be available from England to
gupport the operation. He further questioned Nixon'sg
ability to defend Amara from an attack by Turkigh forceza2
in Baghdad.

Nixon was2 unders2tandably confused by the rebuke of
the decretary of State in light of the inatructionsg he
received when he assaumed command of the expedition. He
requesated clarification of hig2 order2 from England
regarding the occupation of Na2iriyeh and Amara. Lord
Crewe begrudgingly approved the advance. Crewe wa=
succeeded by Sir Aua2tin Chamberlain who wag algo curious
about the "immediate object® of the military operations
and the force required to 2ustain it.>e

Major General Charlea Townshend relieved the

ailing Barr<tt and assumed command of the 6th Divigion on

22 April, 19183. He was immediately given the mission of
capturing Amara. After a initial gkirmish, the Turks
again withdrew. Townghend pursued the retreating forces

with the "Townshend Regatta® along the Tigris river. The
Turkish garrigon at Amara was bluffed into g2urrender by a

force of approximately 100 =2ailors and sgoldierg in
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Townsghend’s advance group on 3 June. The Turka believed
that the British forces were juasat downatream and did not
realized that they were actually sgeparated by 24 hours
froin the advance group.3®

Nixon’g2 next objective wa=2 Nasiriyeh, 70 mileg to
the weat of Basgra on the Shatt-al-nai; He consgidered it
to be the moat threatening to Basgra and that itg2 capture
would secure the Basara vilayet. In conjunction with
holding Amara, it2 occupation would close communications
between the Tigrig and Euphratesz. On 14 June, England
s8tated that the occupation of Nagiriyeh was not necessary
to the security of the o0il facilities. However, Viceroy
Hardinge 2till favored the advance and gave Nixon
approval in gspite of concerns2 from England.+°

The migsion to 3geize Naziriyeh was2 asaigned to
Gorringe and 12th Divigion. After an initially fierce
defenge, Turkigh forces 3Jurrendered or fled the city on
28 July. The operation coa2t the Britigh 8533 casualties
while taking 950 Turkish prisgoners.

The next objective for Nixon wag2 Kut-el-Amara, 170
mile2 northwesgst of Amara. He insisted that Turkish
forces were concentrating there for a defen2ive gtand.
He convinced hia guperiors that control of Kut would
provide a better 2trategic pogition in Mesgopotamia. The
battle actually took place at E2 Sinn approximately eight

mileg down river from Kut where Turkish forceg had
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prepared a formidable defense under Turkish commander
Nur-Ud-Din.

The misaaion to occupy Kut wag given to Townahend
and the 6th Divisgion. Through a combination of 2killful
planning and fortunate circumstancesg in the execution,
the 6th Division was2 able to roll up the enemy forcea on
the left bank of the Tigria and force the Turkizsh
withdrawal. Turkigh forces evacuated Kut without a
fight as the British forcea entered the city of Kut on
29 September.

The degree of optimigm felt by Nixon and hi=z
expedition was underatandable. A3 with the other major
operationg2 in Megopotamia--Basra, Qurna, Amara, Nagiriyeh
and now Kut, once the initial defenaeg2 of the Turka had
been broken, the enemy congisgtently choge to retreat and
accepted defeat. Likewige, the 1local Arabas quickly
demonatrated gupport for the Britiz2h once the victor was
decided. Moral ascendancy waa clearly on the 2ide of the
British.

In 1light of the 2guccesa2ful operation, General
Nixon, with the full aupport of Viceroy Hardinge,
propo2ed an immediate advance to Baghdad. England,
however, was2 a2till cautious in approving the operation.
Nixon felt that the Turkizah oppogition would be light and
that the opportunity to capture the city could not be

refused. By hig e2timate, there were only 9,000 Turks
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available to defend Baghdad. England’s assessment
concurred, but ita3 intelligence sgources projected that up
to 60,000 force2 would be available for the Turkish
reinforcements by February, 1916. Thisg eatimate,
however, wag2 not relayed to Nixon.

England's2 concern wa2 with the ability to hold
Baghdad once it had been seized. The Home Government
had previous2ly promiged Nixon an additional Indian
divigion to be redeployed from France to asgist 1in
Mesopotamia although no firm date was given. Nixon
viewed Baghdad a2 the °“golden ring" to be s2natched,
thereby succegafully ending the Mesopotamia Campaign. In
hig2 mind, Baghdad could be taken with forcez2 available to
the expedition and held with the forthcoming
reinforcements.

The only recorded diggenter wasg General Townshend.
Although he had been ins2trumental in the sguccess of the
operationa, he wa2 concerned about both the 1lack of
sufficient troop2 to conduct further action2 and’  the
extended 1lineg of communication. Townsghend’s2 persgonal
aggessment and recommendation to Nixon wasg that
congolidation at Kut was the prudent coursge of action.
The line2 of communication to the Gulf covered 380 miles
and required Gorringe'’s 12th Divigion to gecure it.<*?

Townshend had also been assured by Beauchamp-Duff

that additional divig2ion2 would be provided before any
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operation would commence againgt Baghdad. The proposed
advance would require the seizure of Ctesiphon, a Turkisgh
gtronghold eight mileg from Baghdad under command of
Nur-Ud-Din. Townshend judged that three full divigions
would be required to seize Ctez2iphon and then Baghdad.
One of the three divigion would be regquired to protect
the 802 mile long lire of communicationg2 from Baghdad to
Basra. Additional force2 would be needed to garrison
Nagiriyeh, Ahwaz, and Amara.

Nixon’sa regponse to Townshend's concerns
reaffirmed hig intent to march on Baghdad. Hia2 faith in
the promiged reinforcing divigiona from France remained
regolute. He chose to ignore a report of 30,000 Turkish
reinforcements being sent to the theater in November from
Constantinople. At Ctegiphon both +the Briti2sh and
Turkish forceg were roughly equal with 12,000 men each.
After a fierce battle, the Turka again withdrew due to a
falae report of approaching British reinforcementa. When
Nur-Ud-Din realized that the British were not being

reinforced, he returned to battle with additional troop=2

and forced Townshend to withdraw. The 6th Divigion had
guffered their firsat major defeat in the campaign
receiving thirty percent cagsualtieg -- 690 killed and

3800 wounded.
Townghend conducted hig withdrawal for 90 mileg in

the face of heavy Turkish pursguit and arrived back 1in
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Kut-el-Amara on 3 December. 1In agreement with Sir Nixon,
Townshend would defend with the 6th Divisgion in Kut
until relief operationa could be conducted by the
reinforcing wunitg from France and other theatersg,+3 On
7 December, 1918, Turkigh forcesg gurrounded Kut and began
the =2iege that would last 147 days.

The Turka attempted a =2eriesf of major attacks
throughout the remainder of December that were repulsed
by the Jdritish defenders. After the Chrigtmas night
asgault, the Turksg decided to blockade the town and to
prevent it2 relief.

General Percy Lake, the Chief of the General Staff
in India, replaced the ailing Nixon in January 19168 and
received the promiged reinforcementa2 from Europe. Lake
designated the British relief force as the Tigria Corps.
The corpg2 wasg compriged of the 3rd and 7th Indian
Divigion2 from France under the command of General Fenton
Aylmer. The 7th Divigion arrived to the theater in early
January, 19186, while the 3rd Divigion would not arrive
until the end of the month. General Aylmer'’s initial
attempt of relief waz2 conducted with the 7th Divigion and
met with 3atiff regigtance at Sheikh Saad.<® The
British 1los2t 4,000 casgualtieg2 1in the firsat relief
attempt. Subgequent attempts resulted in geveral fierce
battles where the relief force was unable to reach Kut.

The 13th Division wag2 added to the operation and General
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Gorringe made the last unsucces2ful attempt to regcue hisg
comrades on April Sth. The relief operations coat the
Britiah 23,000 casualtiea. Starvation and diseasge forced
the 2urrender on 29 April, 1916, of approximately 13,000
Britigh troopsg at Kut.

The campaign had atarted a2 a limited defengive
operation to protect the o0il facilitie2 and to limit the
Turkish threat in the region. After gaining relatively
cheap 2uccesases, the expedition became more ambitiouz2 and
trangitioned to a sgerieg2 of offenaive operationsa. The
object of the campaign for the c¢ivilian and military
leadership became the occupation of Baghdad. Baghdad was
gSeen ag the crowning achievement for the campaign. The
degire to achieve a cheap campaign victory began the path

to migfortune.

In2ightg for the Operational Deg2ign of Campaigns

What can be learned from the British experience in
the early years of the Mesopotamia Campaign? Firat, it
ig vitally important for policy-makersz and operational
commandera to clearly define the as2trategic goals to be
accomplighed by the campaign. Second, once the astrategic
direction hasa been establisghed, conatraintsa and
regtriction2 placed on the conduct of the campaign must
be identified. Third, the operational commander musgt

continuous2ly perform an ENDS-WAYS-MEANS assessament to




engure that the campaign goal2 can be achieved. These
actiona are eggential to the degign of an effective
campaign plan.

"No one atarta a war--or...ought to do so--without
being clear in hi2 mind what he intenda2 to achieve by
that war and how he intends to conduct it."** Theze
gimple worda2 by Clausewitz should be etched in the minds
of national leader2 and military commanders. Since war
i2 an inatrument of policy, it i2 imperative that the
military objectiveas2 of war be subordinated to gerve the
atrategic interezats. It i3 the resgpon2ibility of both
civilian and military authorities2 to determine if <the
astrategic goal2 can reasonably be accomplisghed by
military means.

Strategic direction provideg the intent and purpose

of the theater campaign. In the United States, the

strategic direction i2 expresgsed through national
security satrategy, national military agtrategy, and
theater military atrategy. Thezse 2trategieg sServe to

integfate national objectivea and policies, military
objectiv:=-2 and concept2, and national resgourcesg and
military force. The national gecurity strategy i=2
provided by the Pregident a2 the plan to achieve national
objectiveg. The national military‘strategy i2 formulated
by the Department of Defense uging the military mean2 of

power to 2upport the President’s gtrategy. The theater
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military g2trategy i2 developed by the commander-in-chiefs
(CINC2) and the operational commanders to achieve the
atrategic goalsa.

Specific limitation2 on the conduct of the campaign
must be 8Supplied in the =2trategic direction to the
operational commander. Conatraint2 on what the military
force must accomplisgh and re2trictiona on what can not do
should be outlined. Before +the campaign plan ia
finalized, g2trategic and operational commanders muat
agree on the ends 2tatea that cona2titute 2uccez2. In
thig manner the atrategic commander determine2 in advance
the criteria by which to judge the campaign’s2 2ucce2s2 in
attaining the s2trategic goal=2.

The challenge i2 on the operational commander to
tranglate the sgtrategic guidance into an operational
direction for hig gubordinatesz. Throughout the campaign
planning procesas, the commander must employ the
operational desgign model to effectively perform the
ENDS-WAYS-MEANS asgegsment. Keeping in mind the
gtrategic direction for the campaign and the 1limitations
placed upon the use of force, he muat determine the
military conditiong that will achieve the military goalsz.

Developing a campaign a2trategy ia the next g2tep in
the operational degign model. This involvez the
identification of the enemy center of gravity and

gequencing actiong to defeat it. The commander musgt
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firat develop the where and when of the campaign.

The center of gravity may not be ea2ily identified
or targeted. At the operational level it i2 normally a
combat force that can decif2ively influence the conduct of
the campaign. It can be a reserve element, or a unit
with 2uperior moral character or physical capability.
The attack of the center of gravity may be accomplizsghed
by direct methods2 or indirectly through the attack of
2elected decisfive points. The resgulting sSequence of
action providea2 1lineg of operation to the operational
objectivega. Thig is the preliminary campaign strategy.

Next, an assessment must be made of the resources
available and the gufficiency to support the campaign
strategy. The commander will allocate hisa resoﬁrces
(e.g., military forcesg, equipment and sguppliesg) to
enhance the overall conduct of the campaign and to
prevent hig2 force from reaching a culminating point.
Early identification of critical manpower and 1logisztic
needs ig indisSpensable to find alternate golutiong and to
modify plana. If, in the commander’s assesgsment, the
regourceg are not gufficient there are a number of stepsa
to be taken:

1) Develop alternative campaign 2trategies to
achieve the military conditionsz.
2) Seek additional resourcesg to 2upport the

campaign atrategy.
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3) Re-validate the atrategic goals and
military conditiona sought.

4) Accept a degree of risk in the execution of
the campaign gtrategy.

The commander muat conatantly engure that his
campaign planning and execution does2 not gtray from the
gtrategic direction. The higher authorities also have a
redpongibility to ensure thét the'subordinate campaigna
are congistently focuz2ed on attaining strategic goals.

The failure to effectively plan the campaign can
lead to digagtrous outcomes. If the meang provided to
the operational commander are not gufficient, the
military force may not be able to attain relative
superiority over the enemy and rizks defeat; Since the
defeat of +the military forces can be equated to the
non-attainment of the theater goala, then operational

failure2 have occurred.

Analyaig of Failure

The a2tudy of hisgtorical campaigna play2 an important
role in the education of the operational planner. The
purpose of the 2tudy i2 to provide an undergtanding of
the conduct of operational warfare, and through that
underatanding, reveal the causes for the =2guccesgses and
failures of the opponenta in the conflict. In

Megopotamia, the Britigh experienced great sgucceasg in the
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earlier operation of the campaign but met a humbling
defeat with the gurrender of Kut. What caused the
British military organization to fail?

An analysgig2 of the campaign was2 conducted u2ing the
methodology of Cohen and Gooch to determine the
operational failures. The approach ig2 predicated on the

failure of military organizationa to perform critical

tagks. The operational failures have their roots2 in the
organizational failureg to: learn from pagt experiences,
anticipate and counter enemy actions, and/or adapt to

circumgtanceg in an effective manner.*®

The critical failure of the British forcea2 in
Megopotamia was2 the failure to anticipate. England did
not foregee the degree of commitment required for the
campaign and did not provide the appropriate meansg to
ensure gauccesag in the theater. The gtrateic direction
and gupport necesgsgary for auccess were not presgent 1in
the early phaseg of the campaign. The Britiash failed to
maintain the intent of the campaign at the 2trategic and
operational levels.

The British 3trategic prioritie2 were disatinctly

outlined as: 1) Major effort againat Turkey at
Gallipoli, 2) Protection of the Suez Canal,
3) Protection of the Anglo-Perg2ian oilfields. The

campaign wag third on the 1ligt of prioritiea2 and as
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General Gorringe put it, Mesopotamia was "believed to be
a s8ide show and 'no man’a child’."+*®

The British 2aw conflict with Germany ag increasgingly
likely a2 early a2 1912 and asgigned the Indian
Government the resgpongibility for the Perazian Gul f
inclugive of the lands surrounding Basra. Thia included
Megopotamia even though armed conflict with Turkey wasa
deemed improbable. India’g tasks were waa to “protect
the Anglo-Fergian oilfielda2, maintain authority in the
reragian Gulf, and defend the northwez2t frontier of
India."+?

The Britigh gtrategic intent wagz to defend the
oil-producing facilitieg2 required to 2upport its Royal
Navy. The gubsequent inatructionsg to occupy Basgra was
provided to allow depth to the defense and to protect the
arrival of reinforcements.

The Indian Army had been organized and equipped for
the defense of the Indian frontier. It wag2 not provided
mechanized transport and relied on animal-drawn carta to
move guppliez. Only light artillery pieceg 2uitable for
uge in skirmishes with local tribes2men were part of the
organization. The equipment for the army only provided
for a few heavy machinegung and did not include 1light
machineguna.*® Indeed, the Indian Army wag not intended
for out-of-area uge againgat an organized force. With its

deployment to Mesgsopotamia, IEF °D° wag “"called upon to




participate...in an external warfare for which no
preparation had been made."4®

Once the expedition force wag committed, the India
Office in England should have maintained the atrategic
direction. The campaign 1in Megopotamia would be an
economy of force--a defen2ive operation while the major
action would take place againgt Turkish forces at
Gallipoli.

The government in Englard did not anticipate the
overwhelming early 2uccesses of the expedition. When it
wag apparent that the campaign had taken an offensgive
turn, the Home Government did conduct ita own rizk
aggegsgment for the theater. England had intelligence
information on ‘the threat of Turkish reinforcements,
knowledge of Britigh troop atrength, and awarenessa of the
capability to redeploy British forces as reinforcementsa.
It did gquestion Nixon's capability to take and hold
Baghdad. Although sgusgpicious2 of the operation, the
Britisah Cabinet deferred to the assezgament of the
commander on the ground. If 2ucceasaful, the occupation

of Baghdad wnuld counterbalanced the recent debacle at

Gallipoli.
The failure wasg also evident at the
gtrategic-operational level. The eyeg of the India

Government 1looked toward Baghdad immediately after the

capture of Basgra. But, the regourcesg were not provided
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to gain the prized city. From the initial landinge in
Basra, it wag a matter of record that the port facilitiegz
were insufficient. There wasg a lack of docksa, atorage
house2 and road networksg to sgupport operationa. The rail
network wasg virtually nonexigtent.

In 2pite of the projection of extended operationa in
the theater (if only for defense of the oilfields), the
India Government did not take action to improve the port
or tranaportation facilitiesg. Any operation basged out of
Basra wag2 dependent on rivercraft for the trangport of
men and suppliea. The India Government wag cited for ita
lack of corrective action in providing the needed
transport.

A .greater failure wag providing Nixon with the
guidance to plan for the advance to Baghdad in conflict
with the atrategic intent. The instruction to expand
operationg to occupy the Basra vilayet was given without
congultation with England. It may have been sgufficient
to maintain the Qurna-Ahwaz line to secure the oilfields
and pipelineg. However, the adminiz2tration was# caught up
in the optimi2m that occurred after the decizive defeat
of +the Turkisgh counteroffengive at Shaiba. The India
Office 38aw a chance for greater presgtige and could not
let 82lip what was perceived to be a great opportunity.

With the ins2tallation of an aggresgive commander,

the 1India Commander in Chief had only to point Nixon in
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the direction of Baghdad and the campaign effectively
transitioned from a defenaive to an offensive phage.
Beauchamp-Duff should have realized that the number of
forceg designated for the defense of the oilfield2 would
not be numerically 2gufficient to conduct offengive
operationg2 without augmentation. He had previouz2ly
acknowledged that the India Military Regerve had been
depleted and could not provide support. He was also
informed by England that reinforcements2 from Europe would
not be available.

A2 the operationg moved away from Basgra, more
supplieg and men would be required along with the means
to transport them. The failure to improve the port
facilities2 and transportation meang would greatly hinder
the Kut relief operationas. The port could neither handle
the large influx of personnel from the reinforcing units,
nor were the transgportation means available to 2upport
the relief.

The operational level failureg can be attributed to
the aggresgasgivenesga of Sir John Nixon. He wag a man
accuatomed to 2uccegs and vigualized the opportunity to
gseize Baghdad. He arrived in theater and asgsgumed command
in the wake of gignificant Britigh victories. He
believed that the Turks were esgsentially defeated and
that the march on Baghdad would be met with 1light

regisatance.




Nixon did accomplished hi# primary migsgion by
clearing Ahwaz to the east, 2Zeizing Amara to the north,
and defeating Turkish forces at Nasiriyeh to the wezat. He
succeeded although hig2 requeat for reinforcementas to
conduct the later two operations had been denied by
England. Hi2 proposgal for the operationg toward Amara
and Nagiriyeh was2 queationad by England. Nixon
regponded to Lord Crewe’s challenge that he did not
intend to go beyond the two cities. At thi2 point
Viceroy Hardinge sought to calm the Englizsh officiala2 and
continued to encourage Nixon. A2 a resgult of the
operationg, the Basra vilayet wag gecured, and the
protection of the oilfield2 and pipeline2 were assured.

Thig 3Succes2g allowed Nixon the freedom to plan the
advance. He envigioned the offensive operation moving
next to Xut-el-Amara, and continuing north along the
Tigris to Ctesiphon, and then on to Baghdad. Later 1in
the campaign Nixon wag2 queationed g2pecifically regarding
hig ability to seize and hold Baghdad with the force
available, He asgured England that he pogseaged
gufficient manpower and transport to be guccesgaful. He
wag able to convince them with hig2 personal confidence
and optimiam. He foolishly disregarded information that
30,000 Turkiz2h troopg had been introduced into the

theater prior to the atart of the offensive.




So confident and fixated on the conqueat of Baghdad
wag Nixon that he brushed off the concerns of hig sgenior
commander, General Townshend. Townashend was apprehengive
about the lack of sufficient troopa to conduct the
operation and the danger to the extended 1linea of
communications2 required to support it. As goon ag the
Britigh Cabinet had approved the advance, Nixon 2ent
forth Townszhend and the 6th Divigion down the road that
would end at Kut.

In 2ummary, there were three critical taska that had
to be performed by organizationa at the strategic through
operational levelg. Firgt, the identification of goals
for the campaign. The ﬁome Office initially set the goal
ag an economy of force operation designed to protect the.
oil facilities2. Thia goal was2 3SBubverted by the
operational 8uccesz2sgsesg experienced by the expedition and a
more ambitious goal was z2et by the India Government as
the geizure of Baghdad. Second, the supply of
meana--reinforcement2 and transgport, to support the
advance to Baghdad in face of Turkish reinforcements.
The Home and India Government approved the advance
without the means to gustain it. Specifically, the India
Government did not improve the 2upport facilitiea
required for guatained operationa. Third, the
coordination and control of gubordinate organizationa.

The India Office failed to congult England on itg




proposged ghift to offensive operations. It also failed
to coordinate the arrival of reinforcement2 before the
advance to Baghdad was2 initiated. Annex A provides a
aimplied versgion of the layered analygig depicting the

organizationa2, critical tagks, and failures.

Conclusiong and Implications

Conclusgiong

“If war ia a part of policy, policy will determine its
character, a2 policy becomes2 more ambitious2 and vigorous,
20 will war."®° The key lessgon2 from the British
campaign are at the gtrategic and operaticnal level.
Strategically, there must be a maintenance o¢of the
atrategic direction and clarity of purpos2e for the
campaign. The degired end 2tate muat be a 3stationary

target to allow for a succesgsgful campaign.
Operationally, the commander mu2t be able digtinguish
between the bold riask that g2eek2 to capitalize on
opportunitie2 and the dangerous gamble that 1leada to
military migfortune. In thig2 campaign, the British
allowed operational succeasg in the early operationa to
drive the agtrategic policy. The new policy was beyond
the meang available and overextended the force.

The British were able to recover from the 1initial
migfortune by adapting ita conduct of the campaign. The

Imperial General Staff of the Britiah War Office was
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placed in control of the operation relieving the India
Office. The added emphasgiz the campaign received
engured the troops, transport, and sustainment were more
than saufficient ¢to achieve. guccess. Under General
Stanley Maude, the 13th Diviaion auccesgsfully aseized

Baghdad on March 11, 1917.

Implications

Campaign plang are egsential because they provide
gspecific purposze and direction to warfighting. Since
warg are logically fought to f2ecure national interesgstsa,
it i8 imperative to develop a plan that will effectively
attain sgtrategic goals. The uge of the operational
degign model i2 an invaluable tool for the operational
commander.

The first atep in the model requiresg that, early in
the campaign planning processg, the g2trategic goala2 be
gpecifically defined and the military condition2 be
determined a2 the dez2ired end atates. The next 23tep
egtabligheg the campaign g2trategy that outlinea the
gequence of actiona to be accomplished. Then there isg
the allocation of resourcesg to sgupport the campaign
a8trategy. Concurrent with the ateps i2 the commander's
agseggment of the ways, meang, and the degree of rizk

accepted in order to accomplish the enda.
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Desgert Shield/Desgert Storm demonstraied the
gucceasful use of the operational dez2ign model to develop
the campaign plan. Pregsident Bush sgtated the U.S.
gtrategic objectivea early during the crigig. The intent
and the purpose of the campaign were maintained by the
atrategic direction provided through the Joint Chiefa of
Staff and the Commander-in-Chief, U.S Central Command
(CENTCOM) . Thig atrategic direction was manifesg2t in the
military conditiona2 to achieve the degired end states.

The a2trategic and operational commanders developed a
campaign 2trategy conducted in phases aimed at the
degtruction of the Iraqi center of gravity, the
Republican Guard forcesa. The center of gravity was
targeted directly and indirectly through the atiack of
decigive point2 in the theater.

The CINC, General Schwarzkopf, in hia azseg2ment of
ENDS-WAYS-MEANS, examined the available resgources to
engure adequate gupport for the campaign. He requesgted
and received additional resgources, modified the plan, and
accepted rigk (the "Hail Mary Play®) in the execution of
the plan.

Throughout the ground phase of the campaign, the
coalition forcea experienced overwhelming guccesa.
Within four day2, 42 Iraqi divigiona were destroyed and
ita force in Kuwait waz2 largely ineffective. Once the

CINC reported to the President that the military
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objectivesg had been accomplighed, the temporary
ceasge-fire wag initiated. The z2trategic goalsa asasgigned
to the military had been gsuccesgafully attained.

The decigion not to advance on Baghdad will continue
to be challenged. GEN Schwarzkopf recommended the
adv&nce to the Presgfident who decided againast it. After a
study of the Mesopotamia Campaign, I agree with Pregident
Bugh. . It wa2 entirely poasible that, given the lesasonza
gleaned from the British experience, the endeavor could
have resulted in a military migfortune caused by a

failure to learn.

43




ANNEX A - MATRIX OF FAILURES

Critical Task

Command Leve!  Identificatiom of Goals Supply of Means Control & Coordination

1. British 1.1 Focus on strategic 1.2 Training and organization of Indian 1.3 Allowed subordinates

Home Office defeasive with main Army not suitable for out-of area to subvert strategic intem:
(Lord Crewe, effort at Gallipoli operations

Sir Barrow)

2. India 2.1 Failed to restrict actions 2.2 Failed to improve port and transport 2.3 Failed to consult Home
Goverameat to defense of oil facilities. facilitiez for extended operations. Govt on offensive shift.
" (Lord Hardinge, fstablished Baghdad as the Failed to provided sufficieat force Failed to coordinate

Sir Beauchamp-Duff) campaign objective to accomplish assigned task reinforcenents from France

3. Expedition 3.1 MNission to secure lower 3.2 Failed to ingist on transport means. 3.3 Acted 1AW instructions.

Cosmander Megopotamia within limits. Overextended forces in operation Failed to coordinate the

{Gen John Nixonm) Gambled for Baghdad success to Baghdad arrival of reinforcements
w/o adequate forces or to support Baghdad operations
reinforcements.
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