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The fifth session of the workshop was presented by Professors Gwyn Prins and Tony 
Barnett, and was entitled “Operational Analysis and Strategic Analysis techniques: 
what can they bring?” The session included a presentation in absentia of a sequel 
paper to that presented at the February Pugwash workshop by Dr Lorraine Dodd, 
Senior Operational Analysis modeller and mathematician in QinetiQ, a company in 
the British Defence Science Community. 
The underlying basic requirement for analytical methods is to track and explain 
reliably the relationship between social and political coherence and the experience of 
pandemic disease. Hence four integral questions need to be addressed in all cases: 
What has happened? What might happen? What could happen? What should happen? 
The main question, then, for analytical methods is as follows: What are the 
appropriate modes of analysis to grip this diverse data and make it tractable for 
effective policy response? 
Firstly, the context must be characterised for the purposes of bounding the primary 
system dynamics and defining the dimensions of the situation space so that effects of 
interventions can be formally modelled in terms of situation attributes (i.e. number of 
HIV-positive individuals, HIV incidence rate, HIV prevalence rate, etc.). 
The situation attributes must be amenable to quantification (so that they can be used 
as inputs to secondary dynamic simulations to calculate knock-on effects or impacts), 
and must also be qualified. Qualification is highly subjective and consists of cost 
evaluation, which must then produce acceptability assessments (i.e. being OK or not-
OK depending on who you are). This process can now be overlaid across the situation 
space to produce a “cost landscape” (with for example certain regions of the 
landscape space demarcated as “no-go” regions). The analysis can be based on 
benefits or utility rather than cost: then the desired end-states would be hilltops rather 
than valleys. 
The knock-on impacts will include such effects as a reduction in the strength of the 
workforce: these are among the invisible “external costs” that Barnett had earlier 
suggested must be brought into any realistic cost/benefit calculation. Knock-on 
effects will be more difficult both to quantify (as they are based on complex models 
of projection) and to qualify. Knock-on effects can be estimated using influence 
dynamics via “softer” analysis methods that may also include, for example, effects on 
social morale, community spirit and national pride. 



The landscape across which intervention paths can be explored is now charted 
formally. The landscape is not static and will be subject to changes. In some cases it 
might be easier to change perceptions of costs and belief systems than it would be to 
change the situation attributes themselves. Such interventions often create conditions 
rather than establish end-states whose effects are naturally enduring because they lie 
in a “real” low-cost region. There is a fundamental assumption that in designing 
intervention actions, the attempt is at all times to move toward regions of lower cost 
than the current position. 
There may also be firm boundaries such as budget limitations or policy constraints. 
These can be imagined as forming “brick walls” or out-of-bounds regions on the 
landscape. Other structural constraints could form easy-going, low-cost “roads” 
across the landscape. All of these features of the landscape can themselves be the 
focus for intervention actions. Actions must be formally translated through the 
medium of a programme of controlled and coordinated activities into targeted 
changes in situation attributes, and the control space must be fully understood. 
Intervention actions can then be represented and laid-out formally as routes across the 
landscape. In this way, actions are literally charted as changes in situation attributes. 
Put differently, these mapped options are ingredients in forming a plan of campaign 
to achieve particular effects. 
The generating of options for intervention should initially be an unconstrained 
creative exercise, but should be done after the situation appraisal, in the full and 
rational knowledge of the landscape over which any novel paths are being charted. It 
is vital that the knock-on effects are formally explored because these are the meta-
attributes that could form sudden catastrophic cliff-edges in the landscape. 
It is because of its capacity for surprising effects – and the AIDS/security nexus 
explored earlier is a challenging example – that as ill-understood, as socially 
explosive a phenomenon as this long-wave pandemic demands both dynamic trend 
analysis and the “snap shot” arresting and problem-posing that scenario methods 
provide. Such scenario methods were the subject of the final session. 
 


