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ABRSTRACT

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

Thia monograph will examine the Mesopotamia campaign
up to the British surrender at Xut in April, 1916. The
purpogse of +this monograph is to answer the following
research question: What are the modern implicationa of
the operational failures of the British foreces in the
Mesopotamia Campalgn of 1914-1916. The =study of the
World War I campaign provides a doctrinal context by
which to view other campaigns and operations. It also
provides insights for the usze of the operational degign
model for campaigns.

The evidence included official historical accounts
of the British strategy for the theater of operations and
operational plans for the campailign. Othen sources
include the personal accounts of goldiers who zerved 1in
the theater.

Besults of the ensuing battles of the campaign were
analyzed uging the methodology of the Eliot A. Cohen and
John G@Gooch book, Military Misfortunes: 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 conditions =sought
by the British, 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 strategic direction. The
Britiah sought to capitalize on the earlier successesg and
allowed the operation to go beyond its intended purpose.
The path to the mizfortune of Kut illustrates the value
of +the operational design model. The operational
commander mnust perform an assessment of ENDS-WAYS-MEANS
and develop a campaign pian to successfully attain the
national strategic goals.
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If war ia2 a part of policy, policy will
determine ita2 character, a2 policy becomes
more ambiticus and vigorouz, so will war.®

Clausewitz?

Introduction

With +the outbreak of thke 1981 Perz2ian Gulf‘ wWar,
there were three objectives put forth by Preaident Bush:
1) Withdrawal of Iragi force2 from Kuwaiti territory,
2) Regtoration of the 2Rovereign Kuwaiti government,
3} Regional =2tability in the area.

The difficulty for the US military was to develop a
campaign plan that would accomplizh the PFPrezidentiaz
gtrategic objectivez. What actionz would be necegazary to
force the withdrawal of Iraqi forcea -- defeat of Iraqi
forcea in Kuwait or a march on Baghdad? What would
achieve regional atability -- the degiructiom of the
Iragqi Republican Guard, the occupation of Iraq, or the
overthrow of Saddam Huggein? The over-arching guesgtion
i# one of what are the military conditions that will
achieve the 2trategic gcal=s.

The mnext challenge waz2 to\ develop a military
2trategy that would accompiish the desgired conditions.
The szsirategy had to be commensSurate with the available
regourceg. The gtrategy would incorporate the combat and
3uppdrt unitz2 acrog2s2 the Armed Servicea to include the

forceg from other mnationa,. The campaign plan that



evolved presgented a military ztrategy that integrated
joint and combined operationa to accomplig2h the theater
objectives.

The Perzian Gulf region has been the 2ite of other
campaignsg throughout the twentieth century. Bagra,
Nagiriyeh, Baghdad. and the riverz2 Tigri2 and Euphratesz
wersa familiar to another group of goldiers aver
seventy—-five yeara ago. With the outﬁreak of World War
I, Britain deployed hef forces2 on Arabian Peninsﬁla in a
country called Megopotamia, situated in present-day Iraq.
After the initial seizure of the oilfield2, military
opefations expanded to the congquest of Bazra and other
cities enroute to Baghdad. The British forces met with
ﬁisaster at Kut-el-Amara where the second phése of the
campaign ended with the surrender of a garrigon of 13,000
troopg and over 23,000 cagualtie2 incurred during the
rélief cperations, |

Hizatorians have :ritiéized the British military and
civilian 1leadera for providing inadequate operational
direction for the campaign. In contrazt, the recent
Tnited States2 operation2 in the Fersian Gulf reportedly
have been conducted in accordance with an integrated
campaign plan to achieve the operational objectives in
the region.

Thi2 2tudy will examine the Mezopotamia campaign up

to the Britizsh gurrender at Kut. The purpo2e of thiz
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monograph i2 to anawer the following regearch quegtion:
What are the modern implicationg of the operational
failures of the EBritizh forces in the Mezopotamia
Campaign of 1914-1818, The study of the World War I
campaign will provide a déctrinal context by which to
view other campaigng and operationg. It =hould alszo
provide insights.for the use of the operational dezign
model for campaigns.

The evidencg uged will include.ﬁigtorical accounts
of the Britizgh 2trategy for the theater‘of operationg and

operational plana for the campaign. The Mesgopotamia

Commizggion Report® will provide the official Britizsh

hiatory of the campaign. Other gourceg will include the

peraonal accounizs of 2oldiersg who a2erved in the theater.
Regult2 of the ensuing battlez of the campaign will

be analyzed uging the methodology of the Elioct Cohen and

John Gooch book, Military Mig2fortunea.® That work will

gerve as# the theoretical approachk %o identify the
operational failurez2 and to anawer the research gquegtion.

The operational degign model - will provids the
doctrinal approach for analyzing the campaign. The model
will be used +to determine: the end 2tates/military
conditiona sSought by the British, the gtrategy emplayed,
and the allocation of forces and resoufces in gupport of

the campaign.



Theqretical Foun#ations

Military Migfortune

Today'a operational plannera séek to digcover the
secrets to sSucceasful pianning through education and
training. The training iz perférmed in +the s2staff
collegesg and in operational assignmentz2 that exercize the
mechanics and thought processea regulting in an
operational plan. The education of officexrsa in
operational planning often bDegins with the 2tudy of
doctrine followed by the agtudy of clazgic military
campaigns.* The legszsong sought from the campaigng are
bagically twofold: what actiona did the viétor take +o
gecure a2uoceas an& what were the operational failurez
that led to the defeat of the vanquighed?

In their book Military Misfortunes2, Cohen and Gooch
developed a framewnfk for analyz2ias to atudy campaigns and
identify operational failure2 in the conduct of war.
Military misfortunes aré defined a2 defeat or loat
opportunities2 for wvictory. The basic premige i2 that
military mig2fortunesg result from the failure of
organizations to accompligh key taz2ks, and the
occurrence of critical lapzea.

The military hazs the re9p6nsibility for the critical
tagks that go unfulfilled during the planning and

execution of military operations. Coheh and Gooch
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contend that all military miafortunes have their roots 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 +fo
learn through knowledge gainéd by their own war
experiences2 or wvicariouz2ly through the experiences2 of
other nationa2.: When leason2 are culled from 2imilar
event2 and circumatances, the miliitary must be éble to
azszgimilate them. The 2tudy of past military operations
can provide invaluable insight2 to plannerg in future
conflicta. The experience of the U.5. in both the Korea
and Vietnam wars have had a gubz2tantial impact on the
current generation of military leaderé. Cohen and Gooch
hold +that +the military and the government need a
dedicated inatitution that extracta lesa2ons | through
hiat&ricai sgtudiea.®

The second type of failure results when the
organization failsg to foresee and take appropriate means
to handle enemy capaﬁilities and intentionsa.”? Thia ia
the failure to anticipate. Had the U.S. not developed
and ‘deployed the Fatriot énti—missile aysztem to the
1990-91 Perzian Gulf war to counter the expected Iragi
500D threat, it would have been guilty of the failure to
anticipate,. Cohen and Gooch suggest that the doctrine

writer2 have the regpon2ibility to envizgion future wara
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and develop warfighting concepta.® .Michael Howard
maintaing that whatever doctrine ia developed will be
wrong while poz2ing the challenge “to prevent the
_ doctéines from being too badly wrong."® |

The third and last failure i2 not being adaptable.
It i2 the failure to resdpond to ;unexpected setbacks in a
coordinated and flexiﬁle manner.”*° Tncertainty, the fog
of war, and the friction that occurs in doing the 2imple
thing presents challepges to military organization=.
These challengez must be overcome to achieve guccesgs.
The old adage 2tatez that the best laid planag often go
agtray, and thug2 the military mus#t cope with adverse
circumatances2 as they arise. Howard aszgerta that “the
advaﬁtage goegd to the 2ide which can mo2t quickly adjunat
it2elf to the new and unfamiliar environment."22

If only one of theze failures occurs, it isa
congidered a =Zimple failure from which recovery iz
likely. Comp%ex failurezg are defined when two or more
failureg occur,. There are two degreeg of complex
failure: aggregate and catastrophic. Aggregate failureas
have only two failurez occurring s2imultanecusly.
Military organizationg have mbre difficulty recovering
from aggregate failures2 than from =2imple failures.
Generally, aggregate failureg2 are combinations of the

failurea2 to iearn and to anticipate.,23




In catastrophic condition2 all three failures2 are
pregent. If an organizétion i2 unable to adapt to meet
the challenges2 in the face of the other failures,
recovery iz unlikely and digazter i2 imminent.

The Cohen and Gooch methodology iz basged on
Clauzewitz?'2 Kritik technique for conducting historical
;nalysis of military campaigns, The analyzizg is
conducted in three a2tepz2: the discover& of fact2, tracing
the effectsz to causes, and the investigation and the
evaluation of means.?® The following methodology will
be usged to identify the key element2 +that 1led +to
operational failure2 in the campaign:

a. Identify the failureg that confronted the force.

b. Identify the critical tasks judged incomplete or
unfulfilled.

¢. Conduct a "layered analy=iz” of the organizations
and their contributions té failure.

d. Develop an “analytiecal matrix® +that R graphically
depicta the key problemz22 leading to failure.

e. ﬁeterﬁine the "pathway(2) to migfortune® that
illusgtrates the 1afger cauze of the bperational
failuregz,+

. Cohen aﬁd Gooch provide a framework for analyaisg of
military campaign2 and for the identification of
operational failures=. The analys2i2 focnzgez2 on  the

critical tazka2 that must be accomplished to ensure



succeas, When migfortunes occur, they can be traced to
the inability of the military organization to: learn the
leg2ong of previouz2 campaignsg, anticipate the actiona of
it  opponentsa, and/or effectively ;dapt to the
warfighting circum=stancesa. The military mi2fortune iz
evidence of a failure in the conduct of operational

warfare.

Dperational Warfare

In evaluating operational failuresa, it i2 neceagary
to develop . the concept of the operaticnal level of
warfare. “"War i2 an act of force to compel the enemy to
do0 our wili'lB and “"I[wlar, therefore ig2 an act of
policy."216 When national intereeé are threatened, +the
deciz2ion may be made to commit military force to gecure
the interests. It is2 important +that the objectives
sounght bﬁ the military are g2ubordinate to the national
policy goala.

The United Statesg military recognizez three levelsz
of war: gagtrategic, operational and tactical. The U,S.
Army has2 acéepted the following ‘definition of the
operational level of war a2 the “level of war at which
campaigng and major operationg are planned, conducted and
2ustained to accomplizsh goals within theaters or areas of
operationa. "7

S5ince war i#g an act of policy, sgtrategic direction




ig required and expressged in three forms: it2 national
gecurity strategy, it2 national military strategy, and
for a theater of war/cperation2, it2 theater military
stf&tegy. The ~hallenge for the operational commander ia
one of _achieving the national sztrategic and military
objectivea (ENDS) <through the application of natiomal
regourceg, military forceg and supplieg (MEANS)? in ' the
execution of national policie2 and military concepta
(WAYS) .

To achieve the gtrategic objectives, a campaign plan
ig developed for the theater uging the operational {or
campaign) degign model. The operational design model ig
a procea2s of determining the appropriate military ENDS,
WAYS, and MEANS +to accompliz2h the goals. The model
requires the operational commander %o answer the
following quegtionsa:

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

{2) What sequence of actiong i2 more likely to
produce that condition?

{3) How =hounld the regources of the force be

applied to accomplish that Sequence of
actions?ie

Central to answering the gquesationg are three of the

key concept2 of operational desgign: the center of

gravity, the line of operation, and theé culminating

_point.



The center of gravity i2 a term used by C{Clausewitz
to denote the "hub of all power and movement, on which
everything dependa.,”*® An excellent pregentation of the
different interpretationg ig given in the monograph, °A
Convergation at the Club."2° I chooz2e to accept Jim
Schneider’2 interpretation that the center of gravity ia2
the maas of the enemy'arforce that providez it2 source of
atrength.*2 Once it iz defeaied the enemy no longer
poaseszgeg the ability to rez2izt.

The 1line of operation connectz2 the friendly force
with its bage of operation and- ita operational
objectives. Tﬁe line of operation provides the
*directional orientation of a force in relation the
enemy. =22 _ Culminating points are alsgo anm important
concept. Azt an attacking force movez along it2 line of
operations, 2upplieg are congumed, attrition occurs2 and

the force loge3a some degree of combat effectiveneés due

to the exertions of battle. At gome point in time and
g2pace, the force w111 loze it2 relative advantage over
the enemy. Operational commandergs must geek to

accomplisgh their objectivea before their forcesg are
overextended and the culminating peint i2 reached.

The operational level of war providea the linkage
between the 2trategic goal2 for the theater to the
tactical actions. The operational commander muzt desaign

and execute hiz campaign to achieve the 2trategic goals
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egtablisghed for the theater of operations. In dez2igning
hig campaign he musgt continually assgezgz2 the wayg and
meang that are available to attain the ends. Ideally,
the ends2 are establighed by the national command
authority. The operational commander mugt then determine
the military condition=2 that will achieve the g2trategic
goals for the theater. Thezge are tranalated into the
operational objectivesg to provide the direction for all
campaign planﬁing and execution.

Since the military condition iz normally
associated with the defeat/destrgction of the enemy army,
it i2 the “principal task of the theater commander ... to
concentrate , 2uperior a2trength againat enemy
vulneraﬁilities at the decigive time and place.™23 The
commander must identify or create vulnerabilitiea and
opportunities. He must &etermine a #equence of actions
that will set the conditions for tactical guccesa. Thia
reprezent2 +the theater military 2trategy to #ain the
military conditions. The 2trategy i2 the way which may
involve either direct action againzt the center of
gravity (é.g., the maszs of enemy combat forcez), ‘or it
may indirectly influence the center of gravity by
targeting deciaive pointa2 in the theater that would force
enemy reaction.

Operational movement ahd maneuver ig a integral part

of the way developed by the theater commander. VIts
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definition in FM 100-8, Qperationa, i2 expanded in TRADOC

Pam 11-9 az:
the digposition of forces to create a decil2ive
impact on the conduct of a campaign or major
operation by either 2ecuring the operational
advantages of pogition before hattle i2 joined
or exploiting tactical succesg +to achieve
cperational or strategic regultg.=2+

Operaticenal maneuver iz the extenaion of forceaz to
"operational deptha through offengive or defengive
action2 for achieving pozitional advantage2 over enemy
operational forceg. " 29 The purpoge of operational
maneuver iz to s2et the conditiong for the decigive defeat
of enemy forceg in theater.

To execute the way, an allocation of reszourcea muat
be made to provide the means of the operational plan. It
i2 necessary to note that the determination of the means
i2 an 1iterative procega. The commander mus2t make an

aaseaament of %the resgourcea available - forces,

equipment, supplies2 and facilitiega., He must determine if

the regources are asSufficient for the conduct of
operationa. In effect; he must measgure the means
available to execute the ways to achieve the endsa. He

muzt allocate forcea, ea2tablizh logizgtic prioritiea and

perform other neceazgary actiona to facilitate the
application of combat - power. In the cage of
ingufficient resources, the commander may either adjiust

hia a2trategy to be commengurate with the available
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regource, or he may chooge +to asgzume riz2k in the
execution of the campaign.

The meang of the operational plan have two
components; the fé}ées provided to the commander, and the
sustainment required to 2upport their execution of the
plan. Both are 2ubject to the conatrainta and
reatriction® of the theater. At the operational level,
gfugtainment i2 referred to az2 operational support:

«+ s the logiagtical and asupport activitiesz
required to g2ustain the force in campaigna and
ma jor operationa ... balancing current
conzumption in the theater of operaktions2 with
the need to build up 2upport for 2ubszequent
[actional - lengthening linesg of

communicationsg (LOC=2) and 2taging of sSupport
forward a2 required to zugftain the tempo of

operationa.2©

Properly planned and executed gustainment fulfills
the following functions: arming, fueling, fixing, manning
the force and the digtribution of z2tocksg and 2ervices.
Succezga2ful operations are characterized by anticipation
of force needa, the proﬁision of continuous Support,
integration and cleoste coordination of the logigtic
gupport into . the operation, and regponsivenegs to
changing requiremgnts.

Operational austainment include2 provigion of
aupport during operational maneuver in conducting
exploitation and purguit operations to operational depth.

Otherwige, the campaign will reach it2 culminating point

13



before achieving ita operational or strategic
objectives.

While the ability to 2ustain the forcez will define
the limits of what i2 phys2ically possible to accomplish,
gugtainment can have 2ignificant impact on operational
maneuver. Suatainment can enable the operational
maneuver, it can preclude maneuver by forcing either
culmination or a pause, or it can misdirect the maneuver
from its focu2 on the operational objectives.

In sSummary, the conduct of operational warfare is=
aimed at achieving the =satrategic goalg z2et by the
national command aunthority. The operational desgign model
i#a a tool to develop an efféctive campaign. The
operational commander -mustr determine the appropriate
military 2trategy énd commit thé neceggary regourcesg in
order +to be 2uccezz2ful. The ztrategy mnét be clearly
focuged on defeating the enemy center of gravity while
not Iosing #ight of the purpose for the campaign. The
commander mus#t integrate the operational maneuver and
sgugtainment to provide superior combat power against the
enemy before culmination occursa.

The =2tudy of the Britigh effort2 in World War I
providea an opportunity to overlay the operational deaign
model on the conduct of the Mesopotamia Campaign. The
resulting analyzisg will present‘modern implicationa for

campaign planning.
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The Mesopotamia Migfortune, 1914-1916

Prior to World War I, the British Army in India
numbered 80,000 Englizsh .and 150,000 thousand Indian
troopsg. The British were concerned with the stecurity of
the region and planned for the deplqyment of a number of
expeditions from ita Inﬁia Office, Expedition "A" was to
be deployed to‘Fraﬁce and Egypt, Expeditiona "B" and “C*,
regpectively, were to conduct defensive and offengive
operationg in Eastern Africa. Frior to September;.1914,
the compogition and 2trength of the deployved forcez would
number 290,000 British officers, Indian officerz2, and
aoldiers,

A major concern of the British wasg the protection of
the island of Abadan and itz oilfieldz2 located in weztern
Per2ia. The oilfields were owned by the Anglo-Persgian
0il Company in which the B;itiah government wa2 a major
syareholder. Thege o0ilfields assumed a 2trategic
importance siﬁce over seventy-five percent‘of the oil
ugted by the Britiszh Navy wasg produced in the Middle
Eazat.?7

The principle threat to the Britigh in WWI waz the
Germang in the European theater. Thi2 threat was
extended to the Fergian Gulf region. The Gerﬁaps had
developed c¢log2e economic tiez2 with Turkey at the end of

the nineteenth century. The German 2tirategy Drang nach

Ostern -- Thruat to the Eazt, was dezigned to expand its

18



empire to the Peraian Gulf and co-opt Turkey a2 a
dependent nation.#®® German support extended to 2upplying
arm# and ammunition to the Turkish forces. In fact,
under the War Miniater Enver Pazha, the lat Turkish Army
wag2 commanded by a Prugzian officer and German’ cfficersa
gerved in the major command and staff positionza.=3®

The outbreak of World War I in Augu=at, 1914, =2erved

to increase the tenz2iona between Britain and Turkey. A
declaration of hogtilities was2 announced after the
Turkiah invagion of Egypt. Pagha, prompted by the

Germans, gought to declare a Holy War againgt Britain
with the aim of restbring Egypt a2 a Turkizsh province.
However, the major Turkizh focuz wasg directed toward the
Rusgz2ian activitie2 in the Caucasgus.

Britain became increasingly concerned with the
threat po2ed by Turkey in the region., The Military
Secretary of the India Office, fir Edmund Barrow,
advocated a expedition to be deployed to Basra for the
following reasons:

{1 It would checkmate Turkizah  intriguez and
demonatrate our ability to strike.

{2) It would encourage the Arabsg to rally to
uz, and confirm the Sheiks2 of Muhammerah and
Koweit [2icl] in their allegiance.

(3 It would zafeguard Egypt, and without Arab
gupport a Turkish invasion would be imposaible.

{4) 1t would protect the o0il insatallationsg at
Abhadan.®°

16




Primarily to ﬁrotect its oil interests, the Britizh
government planned to redeaignéte a portion of Expedition
"A", originally bound for France and Egypt., a2 the Indian
Expeditionary Force "D". The 16th Brigade commanded by
General Delamain of the Bth Feoona Division was the 1lead
element of the expedition and arrived in Bahrain on 23
October, 18914, The initial ins2tructionz to  the
expaedition commander were to conduct a demonstration at
the head of the Peraian Gulf. The force was regtricted
from landing on Turki=zh territoriez2 or engaging in
hog2tile actions=s. The fo?ce wag required to “occupy
Abadan Isliand with the object of:

fa) Protecting the oil refineries.l tankz2 and
"pipeline=z.

{b) Covering the landing of reinforcements,
ghould thelyv] be regquired. :

(c) Asguring the local Arabs2 of our [Britisghl

gupport againgt Turkey, 32
On 8 HNovember, war with Turkey was formally
declared. Two additional brigades of the E&th Diviéion
were added to the expedition under the command of General
Arthur Barrett. A qualifier in the original inatructions
permitted the Indian Expeditionary Force (IEF) commander
to take military and political action including the
occupation of Basra if necegfary. Barrett assumed

command of the expedition on 14 November. By 22

17



November, IEF D" had eazily taken and occupied Basra.
The Britigh political officer, Sir Fercy Cox,

immediately recommended an advance to capture Baghdad.
Thia recogmeﬁdation wasz gteconded by Sir Barrett because
_éf the light reaistance presented by the Turkizh forcea
and the perception that the local Arabg would welcome and
support the British action.Z22
| Upon notification of the 2Buccesg at Basgra and
receipt of Cox'sa recommendation, Sir Barrow advocated a
more limited advance to Qurna. The city wﬁa 80 miles
north of Baara, located at the junction oé the Tigriza and
Euphratea rivers. Barrow held that Qurna was a a2trategic
poaition because i£ had ‘commanding military value™ and
“control...of the whole névigable [Shatt-al-Arabl
waterwa§ to the Pergian Gulf." 33

The propoeged drive to Baghdad was digapproved
becauze of the lack of reinforcementz2 that could be
provided to the theater by the India Government. In
light of the original intent té protect the oilfield=s and
pipelines&, +the occupation of Basara was2 not aufficient.
The o0il facilitie2 were threatened by Turkish fdrces to
the we=2t and north a2 well a2 by indigenoua Arab tribe=.
Damage to the o0il facilitiez2 were being inflicted by
local Arab2 reaponding to the call for a Holy War againsat
the Britigh and monetary incentivez provided by the

Turkiz2h government, >4
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On the 29th of November, the India Government
approved the decizion to occupy Qurna and the city waz
gecured by 9 December. At thig point, it could be argued
that the oil facilitiez were gecured from Turkizh threat,
and that the original miazgion of IEF *D* had been
accomplizshed.

The a2uccess2 of the campaign had been relatively'
inexpenaive. The Britizsh forces2 had defeated the Turkizh
38th Divizgion and captured 1200 priSoners. The Turkizh
forcea organized a countercffenzive to recapture Qurna in
early 18918. Forces were concenirated in the east at
Ahwaz, PFPerg2ia and in the west with Right Wing Command
in Kagiriyeh congigting of two divigiong and over 60,000
troop2 under Sulaiman Askari. The attack at Qurna failed
and the Turkg were decigively defeated in a battle at
Shaiba juat east of Basgra. In thiz2 battle three British
Indian brigades defeated a ankishkﬁrmy corpa. Turkish
cagualties doubled the Britigh number of 1200 and 1700

Turkish prif2onerg were taken.

In regponze to a Turkizh succezasful operatidn at
Ahwaz, the Indian government reluctantly ordered an
additional brigade to the theater. The Home Government.

in England alsz2o ordered the deployment of additional

-forcea +to form the 12Zth Divigion under General George

?

Gorringe, The Home Government relieved the Viceroy, Lord

Hardinge, and the India Commander in Chief, Sir
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Beauchamp-Duff, from rezpongibility for the depletion of
the Indian Military Regervea2 for the expedition.

On 1 April, the Indian go#grnment reorganized the
expedition into an Army Corpa2 congiz2ting of the 6th and
12th Divisgionsa. General Barrett retained command of the
6th and Genefal John was appointed as the expedition
commander. With his appointment, Nixon received new
ingtructiona from Beauchamp-Duff. Hig mi2gion wazg to
"retain complete controel of the lower portion of
Mesopotamia ...including...2uch portiong of neighbouring
territoriesa a2 may affect your operationsa.™3°® Hia
inatructiong al2o required him to 3ubmit a plan for the
occupation of the Basra vilayet and, in a asignificant
departure from previouz guidance, %o plan for an advance
to Baghdad.

Thege instruction2 were provided by +the India
Commander in Chief. It 2hould be noted that the new
inatructiona were neither approved by England, nor was
the Viceroy informed as to their nature. In fact; the
Home Government reéeived it2 copy in the mail nearly =2ix
weeks later in mid-May. The instructions eSSe;tially
gubordinated the protection of the o0il facilitie2 to the
control of the Basra region extending north to
Kut-el-Amara and wezt to Nasiriveh. Nixon's requezst for
Additioenal forcesg to accompliz2h the tazsk waa disapproved

by the Secretary of State for India. Lord Crewe also
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dizapproved any extended military operationa oﬁtside of
the region., Only operations that would enhance the
sgecurity of the oil pipelineg along the Karun river +to
the eazst were favored and supported by England.

With the early defeat of Turkigsh forces2 and the
conaolidation of the @Qurna-Basra region, England’s
assez2ament was thét the a2ituation was "a s=trategically
Sound one and we cannot_afford rigks by extending it
unduly. In Megopotamia a safe game mus2t be played."3*©

Nixon envigiconed the greateat potential threat
from within Mezsopotamia to be prefented at Na22iriweh.
Hiz peraonal assesgsment was that oppogition in the
theater would be 1light bDaged on previousz Turkizsh
performances. A more viable threat would c¢ome from
Turkiah forces2 concentrating just acrogs the Peraian
border in Ahwaz and from regional Arab tribes.

General Gerringe and the 12th Divigion were given
the mission of clearing the area of Turkish forceg and
pacifying the Arah2 in order to resgtart o0il pumping
operations2 along the damaged pipeline in Feraia.®? With
the advance of the 12th Divizion to Ahwaz, the Turkizh
forces and hog2tile Arab tribez declined to give battle
and withdrew.

Now that fhe threat to the eazt was2 rezolved, Nixon
looked to Amara, 90 mileg north of Qurna.  Amara wasg a

commercial and adminigtrative center for the region whose
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" occupation would facilitate the control of hoz2tile Arab
tribe2 in between the Tigrisg and Karun rivers, Nixon?'a
propogal for the offenaive was2 approved by the Viceroy.i
Lord Hardinge. Lord Crewe, however, chaz2tisged Nixon for
hizg offenaive intention2., Crewe reiterated the fact that
no reinforcement would be available from England to
2upport the operation. He further quegtioned Nixon’'sg
ability to defend Amara from an attack-by Turkish forcezs
in Baghdad. |
Nixon waz underztandably confused by the rebuke of
the Secretary of State in light of the instructiona he
received when he assumed command of the expedition. He
requeated clarification of hiz2 order2 from England
regarding the occupation of Naziriveh and Amara. Lord
Crewe begrudgingly approved the advance. Crewe was
aucceeded by Sir Auatin Chamberlain who waz alsgo curiocusz
about the "immediate object® of the miiitary operations
and the force required to suatain it.se
Major General Charleg Townzhend reliesved the
ailing Barrett and az2gumed command of tﬁe 6th Divigion on
22 April, 19185. He was immediately given the mission of
capturing Amara. After a initial 2kirmigh, the Turks
again ﬁithdrew. Townzsghend pursued tﬁe retreating forces
with the "Townghend Regatta® along the Tigrig river. The
Turkiz2h garriz2on at Amara was bluffed into gurrender by a

force of approximately 100 2ailora2 and goldiera inmn
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Townshend?'s advance group on 3 June. The Turks believed
that the British forces2 were just downstream and did not
realiéed that they were actually Zeparated by 24 houra
from the advance group.3®
Nixon’2 next objective wazg2 Nasiriyeh, 70 mileg to

the wezst of Bastra on the Shatt—al-Hai: He considered it
to be the moa2t threatening to Basra and that it2 capture
would sgecure the Bazra vilayet. In conjunction with
holding Amara, it2 occupation would clogfe communications
between the Tigris an& Euphrates. On 14 June, England
gtated that the occupation of Nagiriyveh was2 not necesgsaary
to the security of the oil facilitiez. However, Viceroy
Hardinge 2till favored +the advance and gave Nixon
approval in apite of concernsg from England.+°

The mizgsgion to 2eize Nasiriveh was2 aasigned o
Gorringe and'izth Divigion. After an initially fierce
defense, Turkiz2h forces surrendered or fled the city on
28 July. The operation cogt the Britiszh 8533 casualtiea
while taking 950 Turkisﬁ prisoners.

| The next objective for Nixon wag Kut-el-Amara, 170
mile2 northwest of Amara. He ingiz2ted that Turkish
forcez were concentrating there for a defenaive atand.
He convinced hiz2 superiorz2 that control of EKut would
provide a better sgtrategic pogition in Mez2opotamia. The
 battle actuallyAtnok prlace at E2 Sinn approximately eight

miles down river from Kut where Turkish forcez2 had
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prepared a formidable defense under Turkizh commander
Nur-Ud-Din. |
The miga2ion to occupy Kut waz given +to Towna2hend

and the 6th Divigion. .Through a combination of #killful
planning and fortunate circumz2tances in the execution,
the Gth Divigion wasz able to roll up the enemy forcea on
the left bank of the Tigris and force the Turkish
withdrawal. Turkizh forces evacuated Kut without a
fight ag the British forces2 entered the city of Kut on
29 September. |

The degree of optimigm felt by Nixon and hiz
expedition wasg understandable. A2 with the other major.
operationg2 in Mezsopotamia--Basra, Qurna, Amara, Nazgiriyeh
and now Kut, once the initial defengez of the Turksa had
been broken, the enemy conziztently choge to retreat and
accepted defeat. Likewiste, the local Arabz guickly
demonstrated 2upport for the British once the victor ﬁas
decided. Moral agcendancy was clearly on the 2ide of the
Britiah.

In 1light of the 2ucces2g2ful operation, Geﬁerall
Nixon, with -the full 2upport of Viceroy Hardinge,
propo2ed an immediate advance to Baghdad. England,
however, waa #till cautiou2 in approving the operation.
Nixon felt that the Turkish oppozition would be light and
that the opportunity to capiure the city could not be

refuzed. By hi2 ezgtimate, there were only 2,000 Turks




available to defend Baghdad. England?’a aszegament
concurred, but it2 intelligence sourcesz projected that up
te 60,000 forceg would be available for the Turkizh
reinforcements by February, 19186. Thiz egtimate,
however, waa not relaved to Nixon.

England’s2 concern was2 with the ability to hold
Baghdad once it had been geized. The Home Government
had previously promizsed Nixon an additional Indian
divigion +to be redeployed from France to agzgigt in
Megtopotamia although no firm date wa2 given. Nixon
viewed Baghdad ag the “golden ring” %o be gZnatched,
theréby succeasfully ending the Megopotamia Campaign. In
hi=2 mind, Baghdad could be taken with forces available to
the expedition and held with the forthcoming
reinforcements,.

The only recorded dizzenter was General Townzhend.
Although he had been instrumental in the a2uccesza2 of the
operationa, he was2 concerned about both the lack of
gaufficient troop2 to conduct further actiona ;nd' the
extended Iinés of communication. Townshend?s2 personal
aBSEBSmenf and recommendation +to Nixon waz that
congolidation at KEut was the prudent coursge of action.
The linesg of communication to the Gulf covered 380 miles
and required Gorringe?’s 12th Divigion to secure it.*2

Towna2hend had alz#o been asaured by Beauchamp-Duff

that additional divizions would be provided before any
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operation would commence againat Baghdad. The proposed
advance would require the seizure of Ctez2iphon, a Turkish
atronghold eight milea from Baghdad under command of
Nur-0d-Din. 'Townshgnd judged that three full divisgions
would bhe reguired to sSeize Ctegziphon and then Baghdad.
One of the three divigion wonld be regquired to protect
the 502lmile long line of cémmunications from Baghdad to
Basra. Additional forceag would be needed .to garrigon
Nagiriyeh, Ahwaz, and Amara.

Nixon'a responge to Townshend'# concarns
reaffirmed hig «intent to march on Baghdad. Hia faith in
the promised reinforcing divisgiona from France remained
regolute., He cho2e io ignore a report of 30,000 Turkizsh
reinforcementa being =2ent to the theater in November from
Conatantinople. At Ctegziphon both the Britiz2h and
Turkizh forcez2 were roughly equal with 12,000 men each.
After a fierce battle, the Turk2 again withdrew due to a
falge report of approaching Britizh reigforgements. When
Nur-Ud-Din realized that the Britizh ‘were not being
reinforced, he returned to batile with additional troops
and forced Townzhend to withdraw. The-Bth DPiviz2ion had
suffered their fir2t major defeat in the campaign
recéiving thirty percent cagualtiez2 -- 890 killed and
3800 wounded.

Townahend conducted his withdrawalrfor 50 miles in

the face of heavy Turkizsh purs2uit and arrived back in




Kut-el-Amara on 3 December. In agreement with Sir Nixon,
Townzhend would defend with the 6th Divigion in Kut
until relief operationz could be conducted by the
reinforcing unit2 from France and other theaterg,+= On
7 December, 19185, Turkizh forcez gurrounded Kut and began
the giege that would lazat 147 daya.

The Turks attempted a 2eriez o0f major attacks
throughout the remainder ofVDecember that were repulsed
by the Britizah defenderz2. After the Chrizgtmaz2 night
aszsaunlt, the Turks decided to blockade the town and to
prevent its relief.

General Percy Lake, the_Chief of the General Staff
in India, replaced the ailing Nixon in January 1316 and
received the promiged reinforcementz2 from Europe. - Lake
dezignated the British relief force a2 the Tigri=s Corpa.
The corp2 wasg compriged of the 3rd and 7th Indian
Divigiona from France under.the command of General Fenton
Aylmer. The 7th Divizion arrived to the theater in early
January, 18186, while the 3rd Diviz2ion would nqt arrive
until the end of the month. . General Aylmer’s initial
attempt of relief waz conducted with the 7th Division and
met with 2tiff regigtance at Sheikh Saad.+s The
Britiah lo=2t 4,000 casualties in the firat relief
attempt. Subsequent attempt2 rez2ulted in 2everal fierce
battle2 where the relief force was unable teo reach XKut.

The 13th Division was added to the operation and General
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Gorringe made the lagt unsuccez2s8ful attempt to regcue hisz
comradeg on April 5th. The relief operationa2 co2t the
Britigh 23,000 casualtiea. Starvation and diseaze forced
the aurrender on 29 April, 1916, of approximately 13,000
Britizsh troop2 at Xut.

The campaign had 2tarted a2 a 1limited defenz2ive
operation to protect the oil facilities and to limit the
Turkiz2h threat in the'region. After gaining relatively
cheap 2ucceszes, the éxpedition became more ambitious and
trangitioned +to a seriea of offensive operationa. The
object of the campaign for the civilian and military
*Ieadership became the occupation of Baghdad. Baghdad was
geen asg the crowning achievement for the campaign. The
degire to achieve a cheap campaign victory began the path

to miafortune.

Ingightg for the Operational Dezgign Qf Campaignsg

What can be learned from the Britiah experience in
the early years of the Megopotamia Campaign? Firat, it
ia vitally impqrtant.for policy—-makersg and operational
commanders to clearly define the 2trategic goala to be
accomplighed by the campaign. Second, once the 2trategic
direction hasz been  eazatablizhed, conatrainta and
reatriction2 placed on the conduct of the campaign must
be identified. Third, the operational commander must

continuously perform an ENDS-WAYS-MEANS asseszment to
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engure that the campaign goalg can be aqhieved._ Thege
action2 are egfgential to the desgign of an effective
campaign plan.

*No 'one starts a war--or...ought to do 2go--without
being clear in hié mind what he intend2 to achieve by
that war and how he intends to conduct it."%* Thege
2imple wordzs by Clausewitz should be stched in the minds
of national leader2 and military commandera. Since war
iz an ins2trument of policy, it i2 imperative that the
military objectives of war be sﬁbordinated to serve the
atrategic interegta. It i2 the regpongsibility of both
civilian and military authoritieg to determine if tﬁe
atrategic goals2 can readonably be accomplished by
military meansz.

Strategic direction providesg the intent and purpose
of the theater campaign. In the TUnited States, the
sftrategic direction i2 expresgsed through national
gecurity stpategy, national military atrategy, and
theater military atrategy. The?e strategies sgerve +to
integfate national objectiveg and policies, militafy
objectivez ;nd concepts#, and national rezsources2 and
military force. The mnational gecurity sitrategy iz
provided by the Presiéent ag the plan to achieve national
objectivesa., The national military'strategy i2 formulated
by the Depariment of Defensge unging the military meanz2 of

power io¢ 2upport the Prezident’s ztrategy. The theater
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military Btrategy i2 developed by'the commander-in-chiefa
{CINC2) and the operational commanders to achieve the
2irategic goals.

Specific limitations2 on the conduct of the campaign
muat be aupplied in the atrategic direction to the
operational commander. Conatraints on what the military
force muat accompliz2h and reastriction2 on what can not do
sghould be outlined. 'Before the campaign plan iz
finalized, @&trategic and operational commanderz2 must
agree on the end2 2tatez that conatitute 22ucceas. In
thi2 manner the 2trategic commander determinea in advance
the criteria by which to judgg the campaign’s 2uccess2 in
attaining the atrategic goals.

The challenge i2 on the operational commander ¢to
tranalate the strategic guidance into an operational
direction for hi= subordinates.‘ Throughout the campaign
planning process, the commaﬁder muat employ the
operational dez2ign model to effectively perform the
EHDé*WAYS—MEAHS aszgeasament., Keeping in mind the
atrategic direction for the campaign and the iimitations
placed upon the use of force, he mu2t determine the
military conditiong that will achieve the military goala.

Developing a campaign 2trategy i2 the next 2tep in
the operational deaign model. Thig involvez the
identification of the enemy center of gravity and

gequencing actiona to defeat it. The commander must
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firgt develop the where and when of the campaign.

The center of gravity may noit be eagily identified
or targeted. At the operational level it is normally a
combat force that can decig2ively influence the conduct of
the campaign. It can be a reSerfe element, or a unit
with 2uperior meral character or phy2ical capability.
The attack of the center of gravity may be accomplizshed
by direct method2 or indirectly through the attack of
gelected decisgive pointz, The rez2ulting sSequence of
action providez2 1lines of operaﬁion to the operatiocnal
objectivesa. This i2 the preliminary campaign 2trategy.

Next, an aaseasment must be made of the rezources
available and +the sufficiency to a2upport +the campaign
strategy. The commander will allocate hig2 regources
(e.g., military forces, equipment and supplie=z) to
enhance the overall conduct of the campaign and to
prevent hig force from reaching a culminating point.
Early identification of critical manpower and logiastic
needs i2 indigpensgable to find alternate Zclutionsg2 and to
modify plang. If, in the commander’s asdegsment, the
reaourées are not sufficient there are a number of 2a2tepa
to be taken:

1} Develop alternative campaign 2trategies to
achieve the military conditions.
2} Seek additiemal reéources to 2upport the

campaign girategy.
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3) Re-validate the. gtrategic  goalsa and
military condition2 sought.

4) Accept a degree of riak in the execution of
the campaign.strategy.

The commander muat conatantly ensure that his
campaign planning and execution doea2 not gtray from the
atrategic direction. The higher authoritie2 algo have a
regponaibility to engure th#t the-subordinate campaigns
are congigtently focused on attaining strategic goala.

The failure to effectively plan the campaign can
lead -to digastrouag outcomesz. If the mean2 provided +to
the operational commander are not gufficient, the
military force may not be able %o attain relative
superiority over the enemy and riaksa defeat., Since the
defeat of the miliﬁary forcea can be equated +to the

non—-attainment of the theater goalg2, then operational

failures have occurred.

Analyz2ig of Failure

The atudy of historical campaign2 plays an important
role in the education of the operational planner. The
purpoz2e of the gtudy iz2 to provide an undergtanding D}
the conduct of operational warfare, and through that
underg2tanding, reveal the causez2 for the 22uccezgsez and
failures of the opponents2 in the conflict. In

Mesgopotamia, the Britigh experienced great succezs in the




earlier operation of the campaign but met a humbling
defeat with the surrender of EKut. What caused the
British military organization to fail?

An analysgiz2 of the campaign was2 conducted u2ing the
methodology of Cohen and Gooch to determine the
operational failures. The approach i2 predicated on the
failure of military organization2 to perform critical
tazks=. The operational failureg have their roots in the
organizational failure2 to: learn from pasg2t experiencez,
anticipate and counter enemy action2, and/or adapt to
circumgtances in an effective manner.+®

The critical failure of the British forcesd in
Megopotamia wa2 the failure to anticipate. England did
not foregee the degree of commitment required for the
campaign and did not provide the appropriate meansg té
engure uccea2g in the theater. The atrateic direction
and gupport necéssary for guccessg were not pregent in
the early phéses of the campaign. The Britiash failed to
maintain the intent of the campaign at the a2trategic and
operational levelsz.

The BPBritizh 2trategic prioritiez2 were diz2tinctly

outlined as: 1) 'Hajor effort againat Turkey at

Gallipoli, 2) Protection of the Suexz Canal,
3) Protection of the Anglo-Persian oilfields. The

campaign wag third on the 1liz2t of priorities and as



General Gorringe put it, Mezgopotamia waz "“believed to be
a gide show_and ‘no man's child?, "+e

The Britizh saw-conflict with Germany ag increasingly
likely as early a2 1912 and az2signed the Indian
Government the responsibility for <the fersian Gulf
inclusgive of the lands surrounding Basra. Thiz included
- Maegopotamia even thqugh armed conflict with Turkey waz
deemed improbable. India*a tasks were wag to “protect
the Anglo-Fergian oilfieldz, maintain authority in the
Pergian Gulf, and defend the northwest frontier of
India."+7

The British Btrategic intent waz +to defend the
oil-producing facilitie2 reguired to support it2 Royal
Navy. The subsequent instructionz to occupy Baszra was
provided to allow depth to the defense and to pfotect the
arrival of reinforcementsa.

The Indian Army had been organized and equipped for
the defenste of the Indian frontier. It wa2 not provided
mechanized trangport and relied on animal-drawn carta to
move suppiies. Only light artillery pieces suitable for
uge in 2kirmishe22 with local tribe2men were part of the
organization. The equipment for the army only provided
for a few heavy machinegung and 4id not include 1light
machineguna2.4® Indeed, the Indian Army waz2 not intended
for out-of-area use againgt an organized force. With itsa

deployment to Mesopotamia, IEF D" wasg "called upon to




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

Once the expedition force waz2 committed, the Iandia
Office in England should have maintained the 32trategic
direction. The campaign in Megopotamia would be an
economy of force--a defen2ive operation while the major
action would take place againzst Turkisgh forcesz at
Gallipoli.

The government in England did not anticipate the
overwhelming early succeszges of Lthe expedition. When it
waa apparent that the campaign had ftaken an offensgive
turn, the Home Government did conduct itz own risk
assez2sment for the theater. England had ihtelligence
information on the threat of Turkish reinforcementsa,
knowledge of British troop #trength, and awareneza of the
capability to redeploy Britigh forcea2 a2 reinforcementa.
It did question Nixon’2 capability to take and hold
Baghdad. Although suspicioug of the operation, the
Britizh Cabinet deferred to the aszz2ezzgment of the
commander on the ground. If guccesaful, the occupation
of Baghdad would counterbalanced the recent debacle at
Gallipoli,

The failure wasg alzo avident at the
" gtrategic-operational level. The eveza of the India
Government looked toward Baghdad immediately after the

capture of Basgra. But,, +the regources were not provided



to gain the prized city. From the initial landinga2 in
Baara, it wag a matter of record that the port facilities
were inasaufficient. There waa2 a lack of docka, 2torage
houses2 and road networks to gupport operationa. The rail
network was virtually nonexigtent.

In 2pite of the projection of extended operation2 in
the theater (if only for defense.of the oilfields), the
India Government did not take action to improve the port
or tranaportation facilitiea. Any operation based out of
Baz2ra was dependent on rivercraft for the transport of
men and suppliea. The India Government was cite& for itz
lack of corrective action in providing the needed
tranéport.

A greater failure wazg providing Nixon with the
guidance to plan for the advance to Baghdad in conflict
with the @gtrategic intent. The instructioen +to expand
operationa2 to occupy the Bagra vilayet wasg given withoﬁt
cons2ultation with England. It may have been ggufficient
to maintain the Qurna-Ahwaz line to 2ecure the oilfields
and pipeline2. However, the adminigtration was caught up
in the optimizam that occcurred after the decigive defeat
of +the Turkis2h counteroffenasive at Shaiba. The India
Office gaw a chance for gréater preatige and could not
let 21ip what waz pefceived to be a great opportunity.

| With the instaliation of an aggressive commander,

the India Commander in Chief had only to point Nixen in
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the difection of Baghdad and the campaign effectively
transgitioned from a defensive to an offensive phasge.
Beauchamp-Duff zhould have realized that the number of
forcea deaignated for fhe defense of the oilfield2 would
not be numerically ufficient +o conduct qffensive
operationsg without augmentation. He had previously
acknowledged thét the India Military ERegerve had bheen
depleted and counld not provide =2upport. He was2 also
informéd by England that reinforcementz2 from Europe would
not bg available.

Az the operations moved away from BQSPa, more
aupplies and men would be required along with the means
to transport them, The failure to improve the port
facilities# and trangportation means would greatly hinder
the ¥Xut relieaf operafions._ The port could neither handle
the large influx of personnel from the reihforcing unita,
nor were the trangportation means available to =upport
the relief.

The operational level failures2 can be attributed +to
the aggregsivenesa of.Sir John Nixon. He was2 a man
accuatomed +o guccezz2 and visgualized the opportunity to
2eize Baghdad. He arrived in theater and asgsumed command
in the wake of 2zignificant British wvictories, He
believed +that the Turks were es2g2entially defeated and
that the margh on Baghdad would be met with 1light

regigtance.
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Nixon did accomplisghed hig primary mi2sion by
clearing Ahwaz to the eazt, 2eizing Amara to the north,
and defeating Turkizh forces at Nagiriyeh to the weat. He
aucceeded although hi2 regquegt for reinforcementa to
conduct the later +two operationg had been denied by
England. His propoaal fof the operationsg toward Amara
and Raz2iriyeh was questioned by England. Nixon
responded to Lord Crewe’2 challenge that he did not
intend to go beyond the two citiea. At thig2 point
Viceroy Hardinge =2ought to calm the English officials and
continued +to encourage Nixon. A2 a result of the
operationg, the Basgra vilayet was agecured, and the
protection of the oilfielda ahd,pipelines were asSsured.

Thiz saucces2 allowed Nixon the freedom to plan the
advance. He envigioned the offenaive operation moving
next to Xut-el-Amara, and continuing north along the
Tigria to Ctegiphon, and then on te Baghdad. Later in
the campaign Nixon was queagtioned agpecifically regarding
hizaz ability to seize and hold‘Baghdad with the force
available. He asszured England that he possesged
aufficient manpower and tranaport to be succeasaful. He
wa2 able to convince them with hig personal confidence
and optimism. He fooli2hly disregarded information that
3G,000 Turkizsh.  troopa2 had been introduced into the

theater prior to the g2tart of the offensive.




So confident and fixated on the conguest of Baghdad
wag2 Nixon that he brushed off the eoncerﬁs of hig genior
commander, General Townshend. Townshend waz2 apprehensgive
about the 1lack of gufficient +troop2 to conduct the
operation and the danger to the extended linea of
communicationa required to aupport it. As 2oon ag the
British Cabinet had approved the advance, Nixon gent
forth Townshend aﬁd the 6th Divigion down the road that
would end at Kut.

In gummary, there were three coritical tasks that had
-to be performed by organization2 at the atrategic through
operational levels. Firzat, the identification of goalz
for the cémpaign. The ﬁome Office initially 2et the goal
ag an econcomy of force operation degigned to protect the‘
oil facilitie2. This goal was subverﬁed by the
operational 2uccesaszez2 experienced by the expedition and a
more ambitiouz2 goal waa set.by the India Government az
the geizure of Baghdad. Second, the gupply of
meana2--reinforcements2 and +trangpert, to support the
advance to Baghdad in face of Turkizh .reinforcements.
The Home and India Government approved the advance
without the meang to 2us2tain it. Specifically; the India
Government did not improve the 2upport facilitiez
required for suztained operations. Third, the
coordination and control of 2Zubordinatie organizations2.

The India Office failed to consgult England on its

29



proposed 2hift to offensive operaﬁions. It alao failed
to coordinate the arrival of reinforcements before the
advance to Baghdad was initiated. Annex A providez a
simplied vera2ion of the layered analysis depicting the

"organizationz, critical taskz2, and failuresa.

Conclusions-and Implications

Conclusiong

*If war is a part of poiicy, policy will determine ita

character, az policy becomes more ambitiouz2 and vigorous,

g0 will war."®e The key lezsona from the Britizsh

campaign are at the gtrategic and operational level.
Strategically, there muat be a maintenance of the
atrategic direction and clarity of purpoze for +the
campaign. The desired end atate must be a atationary
target to allow for o a succegagful campaign.
Operationally, the commander muzt be able diztinguiszh
between the bold ri=2k that Segks tq capitalize on
opportunities2 and the dangerous gamble that leads to
military migfortune. In thi2 campaign, +the Britizh
allowed operational guccegs2 in the early operations to
drive the z2trategic policy. The new policy was bevond
the meang available and overextended the force.

The Britizsh were able to recover from the initial
mizfortune by adapting it2 conduct of the campaign. The

Imperial General Staff of the British War 0Office waz
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placed in control of the operation relieving the India
Office. The addedj emphasisa the campaign received
engured the troops, transport, and 2us2tainment were more
than sufficient to achieve success. Under General
Stanley' Maude, the 13th Divizgion a2uccegafully s2eized

Baghdad on March 11, 1917,

Implications

Campaign plang2 are ezgential becauze they provide
apecific purpose ahd direction to warfighting. Since
warg are logically fought to gecure national interests,
,it i2 imperative to develop a plan that will effectively.
attain strategic goals. The use of the operational
desgign model i2 an invaluable toocl for +the operational
commander.

The firat gtep in the model reguirea2 that, early in
the campaign planning procesa, the atrategic goais be
gpecifically defined and +the military c¢ondition2 bhe
determined asa the desired end a2tates. The next 2tep
eatablizhes the campaign 2trategy that outlines the
gequence of action2 to be accomplizshed. Then there i=
the allocation of resources to support the campaign
a2trategy. Concurrent with the 2tepa i2 the commander?sa
asgezament of Lthe ways2, mean=2, and the degree of risk

accepted in order to accomplizh the ends,
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Dezert Shield/Degert Storm demonstrafed the
ucceazful use of the operational design model to develop
the campaign plan. Freaident Bush satated the U.,5.
atrategic objebtiveé early during the criaig. The intent
and the purpo2e of ihe campaign were maintained by the
gtrategic direction provided through the Joint Chiefz2 of
Staff and the Commander—in-Chief, .8 Central Command
{CENTCOM) . Thig 2trategic direction wag manifez2t in the
military conditiong to achieve the des2ired end z2tates.

The strategic and operational commandersg developed a
campaign strategy conducted 1in phas2esg aimed at the
deatruction of the Iraqi center of gravity, the
Repuﬁlican Guard forces. The center of gravity wasz
targeted directly and indirectly through the attack of
decigive pointg in the theater.

The CINC, General Schwarzkopf, in hizg agsesament of
ENDS-WAYS-MEANS, examined the available feSOurces to
engure adequate 2uppori for the campaign. He requested
and received additional resourcez, modified the plan, and
accepted rigk {(the "Hail Mary Flay®) in the execution of
the plan.

Throughout the ground phasge of the campaign, the
coaljition forcesg experienced overwhelming gSuccess.
Within four dayza, 42 Iragi diviziong2 were degiroyed and
ite force in Kuwait was largely inefféctive. Once the

CINC reported +to the Frezident that the military
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objectivesz had been accomplizhed, the temporary
ceaze-fire waz initiated. The a2trategic goals as2igned
to the military had been succesz2fully attained.

The decisgion not to a@vance on Baghdad will continue
to be challenged. GEN Schwarzkopf recommended the
adv%nce to the Presgident who decided against it. After a
gtudy of the Mesopotamia Campaign, I agree with Pregident
Bush. . It was entirely pos=2ible that, given the lessona
gleaned from the Britiah experience, +the endeavor could
have regulted in a military migfortune caused by a

failure to learn.
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ANNEX A

- MATRIX OF FAILURES

Critical Task
Command Level  Identification of Goals Supply of Means Control & Coordination
1. British 1.1 Forus on strategic 1.2 Training and organization of Indian 1.3 Allowed suhordinates
Home Office defensive with main Army not guitable for out-of area to subvert gtrategic intent
(Lord Creme, effort at Gallipoli operations . '
Sir Barrow)
2. India 2.1 Failed to restrict actions 2.2 Fajled to improve port and tranzport 2.3 Failed to congult Home
Government to defense of oil facilities. facilities for extended operations. Govt on offensive shift.
" (Lord Bardinge, Eatablighed Baghdad as the Failed to provided sufficient force Failed to coordinate
Sir Beauchamp-Duff) campaign objective to accomplish assigned task reinforcenents from France
3. Expedition 3.1 Mission to secure lower 3.2 Failed to insist on transport means. 3.3 Acted IAW ingtructions.
Commander Mesopotamia within limits. Overextended forcez in operation Failed to coordinate the
{Gen John Nixon) Gambled for Baghdad success to Baghdad arrival of reinforcemenis
w/o adequate forces or to support Baghdad operations
reinforcements.
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