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Abstract
Battlespace agility is a warfighting concept defined as the speed at which the warfighting organisation is able to transform knowledge into actions for desired effects
in a battlespace. It stems directly from 20yrs of transformation and NATO C2 agility
research1 and suggests that transformation should be driven by 4 fundamental
capabilities & capacities for warfighting in the 21st century: Jointness; Cyber; Military Intelligence; and Special Operations Forces (SOF/SF). These capabilities form
the foundation for the three hypothetical C2 models that reflect the main body of
agility research to date. The models do not reflect political, cultural, traditional, or
esprit de corps considerations. The models in this brief are in their most basic form,
presented here without subjective nuances, and advocate transitions framework of
these models. The briefs main argument is that by making agility the organizational
objective, would produce a military capable of tackling the challenges of the 21st
century – come what may.

(1) The idea of agility as a key Command & Control (C2) -related concept / capability that required
research by the military community began almost a decade ago in discussions between U.S. and UK
researchers and analysts. These discussions grew to include colleagues from Australia, Sweden,
Denmark, Germany, Canada and others. See the acknowledgement section of Alberts, D. S. and
Hayes, R.E., Power to the Edge, DoD CCRP Publications Series, Washington, D.C. 2003. See the
Command & Control (C2) epistemology; Alberts et al. 2011. Mitchell, 2010b; Alberts and Hayes,
2005, 27; Alberts & Hayes, 2005, 218; SAS- 026 NATO 2002; SAS-050 CCRP/NATO 2006; Also see
Czerwinski 1998, 1996; Alberts 2011, 1997; Snyder 1993; Coakly 1991; Crumley 1989;
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Agility

The need for military operational agility has been acknowledged publically in the transformation
of several main NATO member defense policies, responding to a decade’s worth of doctrinal
research by many countries and researchers.2 The modern warfighting environment is seeing
the primacy of physical action giving way to the primacy of the resulting discourse surrounding
those actions. The advances of information technologies in sharing, discussing, and defining
meaning, have pushed the importance of the cognitive domain of the battlespace, to heights.
Of course the physical boundaries determined by the technical capabilities of assets brought
to a battlespace remain for physical actions; yet how meaning is attached to those actions
no longer has any physical boundaries due to cyber power. Actions have become navigation
buoys in an ocean of social media discourse. This rise of complexity has led to numerous
fields of research associated with transformation of the military, first dealing primarily with
the exploitation of network technologies, and then inevitably focusing on understanding the
social and organizational impact of these technologies. The role of rapidly developing information technologies cannot be understated in this regard, it has singlehandedly brought the
cognitive domain of the warfighting environment to the forefront - like no other time in history.3
It is from this transitional environment that one constant organizational theme has emerged
for dealing with it – agility.
Agility is the capability to successfully effect, cope with and/or exploit changes in
circumstances. 4
The following six components of agility were first introduced into the literature circa 2003 as
aspects of agility: Timeliness; Flexibility; Versatility; Innovativeness; Adaptability; Resilience.5
From this research came the battlespace contribution based on experiments in Afghanistan,
to the development of the battlespace agility concept to highlight the role of timeliness and

(2) See Jensen, Lars (2012a;2012b); Canadian Defence Minister Peter MacKay introduction to the new Canadian Joint Operational Command (CJOC) May 11, 2012. National Defence and the Canadian Forces Nr 12.078.;
Or the US Secretrary of Defence Leon Panetta “more agile, more flexible, ready to deploy quickly, innovative, and
technologically advanced. “That is the force of the furture.” Speech. The Envoy. Jan 5, 2012, Washington D.C.;
Agility is the doctrinal centerpiece of the new SOFCOMs see Day & Horn (2010). However, outside of applied research circles, it has been in pipeline for over a decade Robinson Jr. (2003); Lloyd, 2003; McNaughter (2000);
Mann (2001).
(3) See Arquilla’s Netwars 2008: Ch.1; Smith 2006, 2005; Goodman 2003; Potts 2003; Moffat 2003;Alberts
2001;Treverton 2001;Rogers 1996 for different takes on the impact of information technology on both the internal and external environments.
(4) Organizational agility is the capacity to react more effectively in a rapidly changing operating environment.
(Understanding Information Age Warfare, Alberts 2001, p197); Agility: adjusting to changes in the operational
situation in a timely manner. (Understanding Information Age Warfare, Alberts 2001, p217); Agility is a key characteristic of an Information Age organization; a characteristic to be sought even at the sacrifice of seeking to perfect capabilities associated with specific missions or tasks. (Information Age Transformation, Alberts 2002, p82;
Agile can be used to describe each component of an organization’s mission capability packages (MCPs), and/
or an organization that can instantiate many MCPs. (Power to the Edge, Alberts, 2003, p123); Agility: an ability
of the forces to adapt, to learn and to change to meet the threats that they face. (The Agile Organization, Alberts
2005, p164); Agility presumes effective actions and implies a degree of self-synchronization. (Understanding
Command and Control, 2006, p201)
(5) See Alberts 2011, Ch.14, for a more detailed discussion.
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precision, in the relationship between knowledge, actions, and effects. Battlespace agility
refers to the speed at which knowledge is turned into actions for desired effects.6 The onus is
on building an organisation that can learn and adapt fast through situational understanding
and the generation of desired effects. The organisation must adapt to the situation in order
to understand and generate the desired effect; not adapt the situation to the organisation
and hope for the best.

Fig.1.0 Battlespace Agility and the Action-Effects Dynamic

On The Models

There are 4 common elements to all three C2 models presented here that lay the foundation
for an agile military, this is based on 10 years of research, including experimentation, field
studies, and trials.7 The models themselves are in their most rudimentary forms and will be
open to finite tweaks and contextual adaptations.
1. Jointness. Stemming from the flexibility, adaptability, and timeliness components of agility, it is clear that 21st century C2 must be based on universal jointness principle. This is
where one’s defence is built completely on cross service (environmental) cooperation in all
(6) NATO SAS-085 contribution (Forthcoming); Mitchell 2008; 2012 a, 2012b;
(7) For examples of supporting research see Moffat 2011; Atkinson & Moffat 2007; Lloyd 2003; for doctrinal
development examples see UK DCDC JDP 2-00, 2011; NATO AJP-2.7, 2007; US DoD JP5-0, 2006.
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stages of the military processes, from research, through procurement and into operations,
particularly network centric warfare. Understood from a universal jointness perspective is
a military that organises and reorganises itself as needed using plug and play frameworks,
and mission specific Task Force (TF) approaches to capacity building. Therefore all three
models adopt a TF approach as a basic principle to ensure agility for effect in the battlespace, and all three models aim to be task centric.
JOINTNESS
Timeliness
Flexibility
Innovativeness
Versatility
Adaptability
Resilience
2. Cyber. All three models have a new cyber command element that must deal with both the
technical and social media capacities to attack and defend technical networks, but also
tasks related specifically to narrative defence and attack, intelligence driven denial and
deception activities.8 It ultimately has responsibility for the power of discourse surrounding
actions, as well as to communicate the who, what, when, why, and where of executing
those actions.
CYBER
Timliness
Flexibility
Innovativeness
Versatility
Adaptability
Resilience
3. Intelligence. Many NATO militaries have recognized that the importance of doing the right
things, and the right time, at the right place, is essential to achieving desired effects in
a modern battlespace. All three models recognise that future battlespaces will require
quality sense-making capacities to ensure battlespace agility in military operations in
the 21st century. It is not simply a matter of more and better ISTAR9; one poorly trained
all-source analyst could undermine the totality of the investment or negatively affect an
entire campaign from the start in terms of situational awareness and understanding.

(8) See US DoD 2011a, 2011b; Background to environment see Netwars 2008; Albert & Hayes 2006; Nicholson 2006; Alberts 2002; Albert et al. 2001; Alberts & Papp 1998. Also see Ch.1; Smith 2006, 2005; Goodman
2003; Potts 2003; Moffat 2003; Treverton 2001; Rogers 1996 for different takes on the impact of information
technology on both the internal and external environments. For cyber narrative responsibility see Nissen 2011,
2012.
(9) Intelligence, Surveillance, Target Aquisition, and Reconnaissance.
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In this regard, all three models call for a defence intelligence agency of to ensure a high level
of professionalism.10
INTELLIGENCE
Timeliness
Flexibility
Innovativeness
Versatility
Adaptability
Resilience
4. Special Operations Command (SOFCOM). SOF/SF military formations are already inherently
joint by definition and therefore at their core, very agile. They also give us the most effect
for our money - as long as they are used. Therefore the inclusion of a SOFCOM in all three
models assumes that more assets can be assigned to the SOF/SF community that will increase their operational tempo in all facets, direct action (DA), military assistance (MA), special
reconnaissance (SR), and possibly nuclear, biological, chemical (NBC) response units.11 It
really is an issue of how large we can make it without undermining the agility advantage or
OPSEC. To date, we have learned that SOFCOMs can manage over 16000 persons.
SOFCOM
Timeliness
Flexibility
Innovativeness
Versatility
Adaptability
Resilience

(10) See Schoffner 1993, 31-35. Phsiter (2004):2. Known as Intelligence Preparation of the Battlespace (IPB),
its purpose is to keep the commander aware of recent, current, and near term events in the battlespace. See
Mitchell 2012 a,2012b, 2010b, 2008, 2002, 480-485;. See Smith 2006, 149-193. See Libicki 1996 for the
starting point to focus on knowledge development with doctrinal implications. See doctrinal development line
stretching 20 years, UK DCDC JDP 2-00, 2011; NATO AJP-2.7, 2009; Mitchell 2012b, 2010b; Phister 2004; SABTR-02-01 2002; Owens 1995; and Schoffner 1993.
(11) See Lars Jensen 2012a, 2012b. Other views on a SOFCOM transition process, Day &Horn 2010; Horn
2009; NATO Doc 2008; CDN Forces Doc, 2008.
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MODEL 1
“JOC-SOFCOM”
This model is probably the most comprehensive model in its ability to cope with future scenarios
that span both long and short term participation. In terms of the long term, home defence is
the most common, while contributions to long term peace-keeping mission are rare. The JOC
accommodates well the longer as well as short term missions. Most interesting in this model is
how one chooses to integrate services, and though not illustrated here it is perfectly possible
to maintain a joint operational command while individual services retain their own recruiting
and training structures. The primacy of situational awareness and understanding to the execution of operations is substantiated by the separate intelligence and cyber commands that
form the essential elements of knowledge development to support the commander. Finally, by
having a separate SOFCOM, the organisation has the capacity to provide maximum timeliness
when the situation needs it. The SOFCOM has the advantage over the JOC where it concerns
timeliness and innovativeness, but is less suited to longer duration activities on a large scale.
Currently this rudimentary model is being employed by Canada with several adjustments for
the management of service recruitment, the cadet program, and cyber.
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MODEL 1 IN ACTION
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MODEL 2
”SOFCOM ALONE”
Lessons from the last 10 years have illustrated that a SOFCOM can managing over 16000
personnel without endangering the key advantages of SOF employment. Therefore nations
with small armed forces can realistically go over to SOFCOM through the expansion of capacities. However where the SOFCOM is not suited to long duration low intensity operations, it
will unlikely be the most effective use of your forces. One thing is certain is that as SOFCOMs
are joint by nature, under this structure units will find it relative easy to adapt to international
coalition JTFs. Our experience has seen a SOFCOM effectively in theatre over 16000 personnel. It should be noted here that the greater part of SOF expansion over the last 10 years has
been increased numbers of military assistance specialists, as well as special reconnaissance
specialists with slight increases in the direct action capacities.
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MODEL 2 IN ACTION
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MODEL 3
“TRANSITIONAL”
This model represents an intermediate position whereby militaries that still have operational
commands by service can make the transition over time. The immediate agility is increased
through the separation and reinforcement of the SOFCOM and its capabilities, however there is
risk that if transformation is prolonged, you end up having 4-5 competing operational commands
instead of 3-4 operational commands. Moreover the organisation continues to be one that
is significantly insulated and rigid that it will try and fit the situation to its institutional needs
rather than adapt to the situation. In other words, there is a short term risk that you end up
far less agile than when you started, until the transition is completed.
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MODEL 3 IN ACTION
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Conclusion

As we enter the final stages of transition there are certain dynamics that have be identified
that form the foundation for the requirements on our armed forces for future conflicts. In the
spring of 2013, one should expect a NATO research report that will summarize the better part
of 10 years of research pertaining to agility. It is from this body of research that we should be
striving to identify how we build agile and adaptable military organisations that give the desired
effect for the cost. The generic models presented in short form here, are an introduction to a
framework for considering one’s own structures vis-à-vis proven principles of agility.
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