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Abstract 

 
 

If we believe our own agility is important in determining how effective we are at 

warfighting in the 21
st
 century, than understanding how to attack, disrupt, or destroy 

an enemy’s agility in a battlespace must also be important. The focus of this paper is 

to conceptually exam the how the agility concept with its six enablers can be 

integrated into basic intelligence analysis and targeting processes. Working within 

John Boyd’s Observe-Orient-Act-Decide (OODA) framework, and the  adopting a 

system of systems understanding for threat network definition, the paper will examine 

possibilities for target generation based on an understanding of the adversary´s agility. 

This understanding will be derived through Mitchell & Clarks Target Network Model  

(TNM) process, producing an assessment of an adversary’s agility based on the 

interaction of their enablers and agility functions. The eventual products should 

include a High Value Target List (HVTL) designed to diminish adversarial agility, as 

well measurements of effectiveness (MoEs) for an adversaries agility and subsequent 

battle damage assessment (BDA.) 

 

 

Introduction 

Since 2009 the Center of Joint Operations at the Royal Danish Defence College, has 

been conducting research into the concept of agility specifically with the confines of  



                                                        UNCLASSIFIED                                                                                                                                 

the battlespace and warfighting doctrine. This focus on battlespace agility has been in 

the conjunction with other defence research programs such as those under the Nato 

Systems &  Technology Organisation (STO) or the US Dept. of Defence, Command 

& Control Research Program. There have been hindreds of monographs articles and 

conference papers in this paper focusing on our own agility. What makes us agile? 

How do we measure it? How do we create it? Essentially the purpose of this decade 

long effort has been to help military organisations adapt to changing conflict 

environment, a battlespace environment that has become very complex, agility is our 

answer. The ability to manage change itself is the new mantra for dozens of western 

military organizations. In a battlespace, the objective is to learn faster and exploit that 

knowledge faster than your adversaries. From an OODA loop perspective, it is about 

getting inside the enemies OODA loop and render it ineffective in terms of speed and 

precision. Your military organization must be more agile than theirs. The focus of 

agility research to date,  has been squarely on how we change our own organization to 

be able to this. There has been very little agility focus on the adversary.  While we 

work to increase our agility relative to the adversary in the battlespace, it makes 

perfect sense to work towards degrading the adversarial organization’s  agility at the 

same time. While your warfighting organization works to become faster, more 

precise, and more effective, you work to degrade the adversary’s precision, speed, and 

effectiveness vis-à-vis the battlespace environment. 

  

If we believe our own agility is important in determining how effective we are at 

warfighting in the 21
st
 century, then understanding how to attack, disrupt, degrade, 

and destroy the adversary’s agility in a battlespace must also be relevant. A project on 

examining how the agility concept, with its six defining enablers, and three functions 

can act as an overarching framework for lethal & non-lethal target generation, is 

certainly relevant.  

 

The aim of the paper presented here is part of the first phase in a much larger project 

that will seek to operationalize an adversary’s agility for use in ‘attack the network’ 

methodologies. The paper will conceptually explore how an adversarial agility could 

be targeted in battlespace based on a framework that recognizes the components and 

functions of agility we have contribute  to making our own organizations more agile 

in a battlespace.  
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Working with these agility components it is likely that many of the concepts will 

encompass established military methodologies for determining targets, such as their 

units ammunition or fuel supply trucks to reduce an organizations ‘resilience’ a key 

component of agility. Others will be completely different, one can also expect an 

impact on the value framework for a prioritization of targets, once place within an 

agility framework. This paper is a conceptual paper that offers the first draft of an 

operational model in hope of generating some constructive feedback. In is the first 

installment in process that will likely take several year, and is ultimately governed by 

the main research question: Can we define, and target an adversarial organizations 

agility in order to facilitate taking and retaining the initiative? 

 

In line with the main research question there must be some understanding of initiative, 

within a warfighting context, that can eventually be subjected to qualitative or 

quantitative measures. Once a target organization or threat network is identified, 

Mitchell & Clarks Target Network Modeling (TNM) visualization process will be 

used to produce target models of an opponent’s agility. It is from these TNMs that 

HVTLs related to attacking adversarial agility will made. It will do so, in theory, 

through the  targeted disruption, degrading, destruction, of an adversarial organization 

or threat network’s agility. This includes the targeted  disruption, degrading, 

destruction of their Flexibility, Resilience, Adaptability, Versatility, Innovativeness, 

and Responsiveness, in order to affect the functions of agility that include distribution 

of information, patterns of interactions, or allocation of decision rights.  (See NATO 

STO-SAS-085 Agility Enablers).’ 

 

This paper will focus on the presenting a conceptual framework for the identification 

and generation of targets related to an adversary’s agility enablers. The conceptual 

framework will be used in follow-on research where it will be tested either in 

simulations or in the field. Specifically, the paper will provide only a conceptual 

framework for the  production of  High Value Target Lists (HVTLs) designed to 

disrupt/degrade/destroy a targeted adversarial organization or threat network’s agility, 

as well as, provide measurements of effectiveness (MoEs) to conduct subsequent 

battle damage assessments (BDA). The paper is divided into two main sections, the 
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forst presenting the theoretical framework, and the second section presenting the 

operationalization and the conceptual model. 

 

SECTION 1: Theoretical Framework 
 

 

BATTLESPACE AGILITY: The speed at which knowledge is turned into 

actions for desired effects. 
1
 

Though all the generic components of agility still apply, battlespace agility 

specifically looks at the engagement of the military organisation in the environment 

within the context of existing operational doctrines and principles. In this regard the 

definition reflects effect-based thinking as in its most general sense as driving the 

operational processes. The definition also represents the three main components of 

battlespace subject to quality discussions within the context of measurement. 

 

1) Knowledge: The battlespace situational awareness of the warfighting 

organisation, as well as situational understanding defined for operational 

planning purposes.  It is determined within the given context of a battlespace 

and used to inform the commander’s decision-making. 

2) Speed: Refers to the time it takes for the warfighting organisation to turn 

situational awareness and understanding in to actions through operational 

planning. (Please note here that operational planning does not refer to any set 

timeline or process, it could be 3 months at NATO command corridors at 

SHAPE or 3 minutes in front of pick-up truck in the sand in theatre). Whether 

or not actions are timely is a function of situation specific desired effects. 

3) Actions: Both kinetic and non-kinetic activity executed by the warfighting 

organisation in the battlespace.  

4) Desired effect: The intended change of the warfighting organization as regards 

the state of a battlespace system or ‘system of systems’ as defined by PMESI, 

resulting from one or more deliberate actions, including deliberate in-action.   

(See NATO effect terminology) 

 

 

                                                 
1
 Mitchell 2012a, 2012b, 2010, 2009;2004;  Origins are both doctrinal and theoretical, for example 

NATO SAS 050, COPD, and Smith 2005, 2006. It falls best within effects based thinking and not the 

earlier versions of EBO or EBAO. 
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John Boyds O-O-D-A  (Transition from Battlespace Agility needed) 

 

Working within a John Boyd’s Observe-Orient-Act-Decide (OODA) understanding of 

warfighting agility, the paper will examine possibilities for target generation and 

assessment relative to the adversary’s own OODA loop. Placing the conceptual agility 

targeting model within this context is in many ways a natural extension of Boyd’s 

own depictions of battlespace agility, and the processes behind it. 

 

Fig. 1.0 OODA Loop 

 

 
 

 

 

(Transition to targeting needed) 

 

 

 

 

Targeting (AJP 3.9) (Flesh out and relate) 

 

0103. Target. A target is a selected geographic area, object, capability, person, or 

organization (including their will, understanding, and behaviour); which can be 

influenced as part of the military contribution to a political end-state. A target is 

normally not critical in and of itself but rather its importance is derived from its 

potential 
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contribution to achieving the commander’s military objective(s).
2
 

 

0104. Joint Targeting. Joint targeting is the process of determining the effects 

necessary to 

achieve the commander’s objectives, identifying the actions necessary to create the 

desired effects based on means available, selecting and prioritizing targets, and the 

synchronization of fires with other military capabilities and then assessing their 

cumulative effectiveness and taking remedial action if necessary. It is both an 

operational level and component level command function.
 3
 

 

Target Centric Network Modeling 

Intelligence driven targeting in the 21
st
 century requires a great deal of sharing in what 

is turning out to be the Netwar environment described by Rand researchers John 

Arquilla and David Ronfeldt back in the late 1990’s.
4
 An environment characterized 

“more as sprawling networks than as tight-knit hierarchies”.
5
 (Figures 1.1/1.2 to be 

adjusted for final draft) 

 

Fig. 1.2 Intelligence Sharing in Network Vs. Network 

 

 
 

 

                                                 
2
 NATO AJP-3.9 Joint Targeting 2008 

3
 NATO AJP-3.9 Joint Targeting 2008 

4
 See Netwars 

5
 See Mitchell and Clark  
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If we place Boyds OODA  within the Netwar context of today we have the adversarial 

threat network as the focal point for all processes. (Must flesh out) 

 

 

Fig. 1.3 Intelligence in the OODA Loop 

 

 
 

 

 

 

Summary  (to be completed) 
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SECTION 2: OPERATIONALIZATION 
 

 

Stage 1: Selection of possible threat network. 
 

Where it concerns the selection of the possible threat network the conceptual 

framework will be John Arquillas Netwars, and a threat network that has already 

illustrated a great deal of agility. Therefore it is preferred that target threat network for 

testing have the following characteristics: 

 

1. Complex adaptive system – illustrates a clear ability to co-adapt, self-organize, 

re-emerge, or regenerate.  

 

2. Dispersed Components – dyads, cells, nodes, link, depicting variable network 

types including specialized, family, cultural, proximity, and virtual networks. 

 

 

 

Table 1.0 Possible target threat organizations for testing methodoliges  

(TENTATIVE!) 

 

 
Name Description Dispersion 

al Da'wah 

Party 

 

 

Al Da'wah Party is also known as al-Da'wah Party, Islamic 

Dawa Party, Da'wa, Daawa, Al-Da'wa al- Islamiyya, al Dawa, 

Hizb al Da'wa al-Islamiyya, Shahid al-Sadr (military wing), 

The Call; Formed c. 1957;  

 

 

 

 

Known to be based in 

Iraq, Iran, United 

Kingdom, Lebanon, 

Syria, Kuwait. 

al Qaeda 

Central 

Comman

d (AQC) 

 

 

 

Al Qaeda Central Command (AQC) is also known as Al-

Qaida, Qa‘idat al-Jihad, The Base, al Qaeda; Formed c. 1987; 

Known to be based in 
Afghanistan, Albania, 
Algeria, Australia, 
Austria, Azerbaijan, 
Bahrain, Bangladesh, 
Belgium, Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, Egypt, 
Eritrea, France, Kosovo, 
Germany, India, 
Indonesia, Iran, Ireland, 
Italy, Jordan, Kenya, 
Lebanon, Libya, 
Malaysia, Mauritania, 
Nigeria, Netherlands, 
Pakistan, Philippines, 
Qatar, Russia, Saudi 
Arabia, Somalia, South 
Africa, Sudan, 
Switzerland, Tajikistan, 
Tanzania, Thailand, 
Tunisia, Turkey, 
Uganda, United Arab 
Emirates, United 
Kingdom, United 
States, Uzbekistan, 
Yemen. 
 

Caucasus 

Emirate 

(CE) 

 

Caucasus Emirate (CE) is also known as Emirate of the 

Caucasus, Imarat Kavkaz, Caucasian Emirate, Islamic 

Caucasus Emirate, 

Known to be based in 

Russia, Russia - 

Chechen Republic, 

Syria, Belgium, Russia - 

Chechen Republic, 

Russia - Republic of 

Dagestan 

http://www.trackingterrorism.org/group/al-dawah-party
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/group/al-dawah-party
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/iraq
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/iran
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/united-kingdom
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/united-kingdom
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/lebanon
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/syria
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/kuwait
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/group/al-qaeda-central-command-aqc
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/group/al-qaeda-central-command-aqc
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/group/al-qaeda-central-command-aqc
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/group/al-qaeda-central-command-aqc
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/afghanistan
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/albania
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/algeria
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/australia
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/austria
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/azerbaijan
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/bahrain
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/bangladesh
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/belgium
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/bosnia-and-herzegovina
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/bosnia-and-herzegovina
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/egypt
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/eritrea
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/france
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/kosovo
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/germany
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/india
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/indonesia
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/iran
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/ireland
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/italy
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/jordan
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/kenya
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/lebanon
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/libya
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/malaysia
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/mauritania
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/nigeria
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/netherlands
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/pakistan
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/philippines
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/qatar
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/russia
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/saudi-arabia
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/saudi-arabia
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/somalia
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/south-africa
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/south-africa
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/sudan
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/switzerland
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/tajikistan
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/tanzania
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/thailand
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/tunisia
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/turkey
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/uganda
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/united-arab-emirates
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/united-arab-emirates
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/united-kingdom
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/united-kingdom
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/united-states
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/united-states
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/uzbekistan
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/yemen
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/group/caucasus-emirate-ce
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/group/caucasus-emirate-ce
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/group/caucasus-emirate-ce
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/russia
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/russia-chechen-republic
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/russia-chechen-republic
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/syria
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/belgium
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/russia-chechen-republic
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/russia-chechen-republic
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/russia-republic-dagestan
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/russia-republic-dagestan
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Hezbollah 

 

Hezbollah is also known as Islamic Jihad, Islamic Jihad for 

the Liberation of Palestine, Organization of the Oppressed on 

Earth, Party of God, Revolutionary Justice Organization, The 

Islamic Resistance, Hizballah, Hezbollah Palestine, Hizballah 

Palestine, Munazzamat al-Mustadafin fi'l-Ard, Hizbollah, Al-

Muqawamah al-Islamiyyah , Organization of the Oppressed, 

Organization of Right Against Wrong, Followers of the 

Prophet Muhammed; Formed c. 1982; 

Known to be based in 
Lebanon, Palestinian 
Authority, Syria, 
Yemen, Iran, Germany. 
 

Hizb al 

Tahrir al 

Islami 

 

Hizb al Tahrir al Islami is also known as Hizb ut-Tahir al 

Islami, Partiia islamskogo osvobozhdeniia, Khizb ut-Takhrir 

al'-Islami, The Party of Islamic Liberation, Islamic Party of 

Liberation, Hizb al-Tahrir al-Islami ; Formed c. 1995; 

Known to be based in 

Uzbekistan, 

Kyrgyzstan, 

Kazakhstan, Tajikistan, 

Turkmenistan, China. 

Hizb ut-

Tahrir 

 

Hizb ut-Tahrir is also known as Party of Freedom, Party of 

Islamic Liberation, Hizb al-Tahrir al-Islamiyya, Hizbut-Tahrir 

al-Islamiyya, Hizbut Tehrir; Formed c. 1953; 

Known to be based in 

Saudi Arabia, 

Tajikistan, Uzbekistan, 

Kyrgyzstan, Pakistan, 

Bangladesh, United 

States, United 

Kingdom, China - East 

Turkestan / Xinjiang / 

Uyghur, Denmark. 

“Daesh” - 

Islamic 

State of 

Iraq and 

ash Sham 

/ Islamic 

State 

(Islamic 

State of 

Iraq, ISIS 

or ISIL, 

IS) 

 

 

 

Islamic State of Iraq and ash Sham / Islamic State (Islamic 

State of Iraq, ISIS or ISIL, IS) is also known as Dawlat al-

ʿIrāq al-ʾIslāmiyyah, Islamic State of Iraq and Sham ISIS, ISI, 

Islamic State of Iraq and Syria, Aal-Qaeda in Iraq, Islamic 

State of Iraq and the Levant (ISIL), DAESH -- Given to the 

Gaza Strip faction, an-Nusra al-Maqdisiyya li ad-Dawlat al-

Islāmiyya fī al-Irāq wa as-Shām -- Given to the Gaza Strip 

Faction, Daâch, Daach -- Francophile Africa, داعش; Formed c. 

2006;  

Known to be based in 

Iraq, Syria, Lebanon, 

Palestinian Authority, 

Cyberspace, Cyberspace 

- MENOG (Middle 

East) 

 

  

 

Stage 2: Generation of agility targeting values 
 

 

Target-Centric Network Modeling 

 

Is a process developed by Bob Clark & William Mitchell based on Clarks target-

network centric analysis. Essentially it describes a visualization and decomposition 

structured analytical technique that is divided into a two step process. (See Fig.1.3) 

 

 

http://www.trackingterrorism.org/group/hezbollah
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/lebanon
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/palestinian-authority
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/palestinian-authority
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/syria
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/yemen
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/iran
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/germany
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/group/hizb-al-tahrir-al-islami
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/group/hizb-al-tahrir-al-islami
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/group/hizb-al-tahrir-al-islami
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/uzbekistan
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/kyrgyzstan
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/kazakhstan
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/tajikistan
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/turkmenistan
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/china
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/group/hizb-ut-tahrir
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/group/hizb-ut-tahrir
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/saudi-arabia
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/tajikistan
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/uzbekistan
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/kyrgyzstan
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/pakistan
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/bangladesh
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/united-states
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/united-states
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/united-kingdom
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/united-kingdom
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/china-east-turkestan-xinjiang-uyghur
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/china-east-turkestan-xinjiang-uyghur
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/china-east-turkestan-xinjiang-uyghur
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/denmark
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/group/islamic-state-iraq-and-ash-sham-islamic-state-islamic-state-iraq-isis-or-isil
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/group/islamic-state-iraq-and-ash-sham-islamic-state-islamic-state-iraq-isis-or-isil
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/group/islamic-state-iraq-and-ash-sham-islamic-state-islamic-state-iraq-isis-or-isil
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/group/islamic-state-iraq-and-ash-sham-islamic-state-islamic-state-iraq-isis-or-isil
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/group/islamic-state-iraq-and-ash-sham-islamic-state-islamic-state-iraq-isis-or-isil
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/group/islamic-state-iraq-and-ash-sham-islamic-state-islamic-state-iraq-isis-or-isil
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/group/islamic-state-iraq-and-ash-sham-islamic-state-islamic-state-iraq-isis-or-isil
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/group/islamic-state-iraq-and-ash-sham-islamic-state-islamic-state-iraq-isis-or-isil
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/group/islamic-state-iraq-and-ash-sham-islamic-state-islamic-state-iraq-isis-or-isil
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/group/islamic-state-iraq-and-ash-sham-islamic-state-islamic-state-iraq-isis-or-isil
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/group/islamic-state-iraq-and-ash-sham-islamic-state-islamic-state-iraq-isis-or-isil
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/iraq
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/syria
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/lebanon
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/palestinian-authority
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/cyberspace
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/cyberspace-menog-middle-east
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/cyberspace-menog-middle-east
http://www.trackingterrorism.org/region/cyberspace-menog-middle-east
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Essentially based on initial intelligence, general background, and mission intent 

decompose and visualize the problem. Once the general problem had been understood 

and visualized, possible target networks are identified. Once identified, they are 

extracted and developed as individual target models belonging to the overall 

operations or problem definition.  

 

TNMs are used to facilitate shared situational understanding both internally and 

externally as to what one is observing and orienting on with intention to develop 

targets for both kinetic and non-kinetic affects. 

  

 

Fig. XX – Exmple TNM 

 

 
Agility  (Tentative will be reduced and sharpened to contribution to operational 

model) 

 

When agility is seen as a generic organisational ‘capability’, it represents a potential: 

measuring it requires an understanding of the characteristics, attributes, and 

behaviours that either enable or inhibit agility
6
. The idea of agility as a key Command 

& Control (C2) -related concept / capability that requires research by the military 

community began almost a decade ago in discussions between U.S. and UK 

researchers and analysts
7
.  However, as stated earlier the majority of agility research 

has focuses on the characterizations of our own military organizations & networks, 

and not the role agility plays in adversarial networks or orgnaizations. 

 

AGILITY: Agility is the capability to successfully effect, cope with and/or exploit 

changes in circumstances. 

                                                 
6
 See Alberts 2011; NATO SAS 085. 

7
 See the acknowledgement section of Alberts, D. S.  and Hayes, R.E., Power to the Edge, DoD CCRP 

Publications Series, Washington, D.C. 2003 
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This generic definition is further specified in the language of the 2014 NATO SAS-

085 but for the purpose of contributing to the conceptualization of adversarial agility 

it must be placed within the context of targeting. 

 

“Successfully is defined as operating within acceptable bounds.   This includes 

defining the significance of “out of bounds performance” as a function of both 

magnitude (how far) and duration (how long).”. In terms of military operations this 

translates into the boundaries’ set by situation awareness, situational understanding, 

and the determination of desired effect(s), setting the parameters for the agility 

assessment.  In terms of targeting it will be achieving the desired effects related to the 

targets generated.  

 

 “Change in Circumstances includes both changes to the State of the Environment 

(including other entities) and/or to the State of Self.   These changes are not restricted 

to the physical domain, but also include changes to variables in the Information, 

Cognitive, and Social domains as well.”   In terms of targeting it will be achieving the 

desired effects related to the targets generated through observation of both the 

physical and cognitive environments. 

 “Effect implies being proactive and therefore able to bring about a change in 

circumstances in order to improve performance, effectiveness or efficiency.”  The 

driving force behind targeting process is the belief one can bring about changes 

through those targeting processes. 

“Cope with implies dealing with one or more of the above changes in circumstances 

that, if not appropriately addressed, would adversely affect performance 

(effectiveness and efficiency).” Where it concerns targeting coping can be directly 

related to disruption – which is in itself a ‘coping’ targeting effect for short term but 

does not deal with the underlying long term issues. 

“Exploit implies capitalizing on an opportunity to take advantage of changed 

circumstances, that if not seized would result in an opportunity loss (a failure to 

improve performance – improved effectiveness or efficiency or both).”  This 

inherently invites the processes of targeting to achieve desired effects.  
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Components of Agility 
8
 and Targeting 

The following six components of agility were first introduced into the literature circa 

2003 as aspects of agility. These components form the framework for establishing 

measurements of agility and provide guidance as to the merits of particular 

descriptors/indicators of what to assess within a given situation for an organisation. 

These components are not mutually exclusive of one another and in terms of 

operationalizing battlespace agility will use, as it point of departure, the same 

definitions adopted by SAS-065
9
.  

1) Timeliness/Responsiveness-   For an organization to be agile, it must be able 

to respond to change of circumstances when required.  Being responsive is 

simply a matter of being able to react in a timely manner.   This is a function 

of the ability to accomplish the tasks required to take action and the time it 

takes for the action(s) to have an effect.   This includes the time, relative to the 

change in question, a need for a response is recognized (in anticipation or in 

reaction to an event), when an appropriate response is determined, and when 

the actions necessary can be taken. But responsiveness alone does not 

guarantee that an entity
10

 will manifest agility, that is, be successful.  To be 

successful, one not only to be responsive, but also the actions taken need to 

have the intended result. Four of the components of agility -- flexibility, 

resilience, innovativeness and adaptability each and in combination address 

different kinds of stresses or provide various means to respond to changes in 

circumstances. In terms of targeting a threat network’s responsiveness, 

specific things, processes, people, or sub-networks would have to be 

identified. One of the key elements of conceptualizing adversarial agility  will 

be determining if there are some generic indicators familiar to most threat 

networks. 

  

2)  Flexibility - provides more than one way of accomplishing something. Thus, 

if the current approach is rendered ineffectual or too expensive as a result of a 

change in circumstance, flexibility offers at least one alternative.    

Responsiveness, flexibility, innovation, and adaptability are all “active” and 

involve orchestrating a response. Degrading an adversaries flexibility will  

 

3) Versatility
11

 requires no response. It refers to the possession of a set of 

characteristics that makes it possible for that entity to successfully cope with a 

set of changes without taking action.   That is, under certain circumstances, a 

change in entity behavior may not be necessary to exhibit agility.  Thus, agility 

has components that are both passive and active.  Passive agility involves 

                                                 
8
 See Alberts 2011, Ch.14, for a more detailed discussion.  

9
 SAS-065 produced Version 2.0 of the NATO C2 Conceptual Reference Model.  This version of the 

model provides definitions for these Enablers of Agility.   
10

 SAS-085 uses the word ‘entity’ to include individuals, teams, organizations, and collectives as well 

as approaches, processes and systems.  The entity is the focus of the analysis.    
11

 Originally called Robustness, SAS-085 relabeled this component to avoid confusion with usage in 

other disciplines. 



                                                        UNCLASSIFIED                                                                                                                                 

characteristics that allow the entity to continue to operate effectively as is, 

despite changes in circumstances or conditions.  An example of this passive 

quality is versatility.   

 

4) Innovativeness involves creating something new, i.e. a new ways of 

accomplishing something in the event that current practice does not provide 

adequate capability or performance.  While flexibility refers to have more than 

one choice, innovativeness adds new ways and means to the toolkit.   

 

5) Adaptability refers to making changes to self in response to changes in the 

environment.   In this case, it is not what one does that needs to change, but 

what one is and how one operates.  Thus, adaptability could involve changes 

in organization and/or processes.  

     

6) Resilience can be either passive or active or both.  Resilience pertains to 

changes that damage or degrade an entity.  Being resilient involves an ability 

to maintain performance within acceptable bounds despite suffering damage.  

Being resilient may require that some action being taken (e.g. bring some 

offline capability on-line) or it may require no action be taken (e.g. existing 

redundancies provide the protection needed).    For example, an appropriately 

designed network can still provide acceptable services in the event a number 

of links goes down.   

 

There are numerous ways these components could interact, creating synergies that 

enhance an entity’s agility
12

.    However the first step is to establish TNMs for each in 

order to guide intelligence collection planning. Relationships between them can been 

done during the orienteering and target prioritization phases. 

 

Once the test adversarial threat network is identified, using TNM  methodology will 

be applied to each of the agility enablers as they relate to the target threat network. 

 

Ex Target Threat Network 1.0  DAESH 

 

 

Flexibility TNM 1.0 

Innovativeness TNM 2.0 

Adaptability TNM 3.0 

Responsiveness TNM 4.0 

Versatility TNM 5.0 

Resilience TNM 6.0 

Allocation of Decision Rights to the 

Collective 

TNM  7.0 

Distribution of Information Amongst TNM 8.0 

                                                 
12

 See Alberts 2011,  pp.219-221. 
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Entities 

Patterns of Interaction  Among Entities TNM 9.0 

 

Functions of agility will possibly be used as Measurements of Effects (MoEs) 

categories to categorize and co-relate results of targeting the components against the 

agility in general for the purposes of easy communication as to the status of an 

adversarial networks agility.  

 

 

 

 

(Must scale in terms of agility  - start point for all target threat networks  - 

middle for bi-direction interests/ top far corner for zero-sum degradation) 

 

 

Fig. XX 

 

 
 

 

 

 

Stage 3: Synthesis  of agility targeting values with joint targeting 

process (Incomplete) 
 

The syntheses of the conceptual framework with the operational environment in terms 

of testing and evaluation is challenging. One of the most challenging is the 

management of classification issues in moving between the conceptual and the 

applied phases. A format and content of results can likely be found to allow a release 

of information, the question will be if the caliber of releasable information is still 

useful for an evaluation of the conceptual framework. Connected to this of course is 

that validation of data inputs will be more complicated, but certainly manageable.  

 

 



                                                        UNCLASSIFIED                                                                                                                                 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig. XX Challenges with Sytheziation and Eventual Experimentation 
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CONCLUSION 

 

( Comceptual Model To be fleshed out and drawn properly:-) 

Fig. XX Proposed Conceptual Model 
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