Dear Professor Williams,

I would like to express my heartfelt gratitude to you and the assistant editor for your dedicated efforts throughout the processing of our manuscript. I am particularly appreciative of the care you both took in inviting two highly professional and responsible reviewers to evaluate our work. Your meticulous selection has brought fresh perspectives and new directions to our research. Moreover, I am truly grateful for the meticulous oversight you and the assistant editor have provided at every stage of the manuscript - handling process. Your attention has ensured the efficiency and smooth progress of the entire process, which has significantly contributed to the improvement of our manuscript.

We fully agree that the reviewers’ new comments are both reasonable and insightful. Accordingly, we are more than willing to adopt them in our manuscript.

Regarding the first comment, we have decided to revise our terminology as suggested. Specifically, we will replace “operational effectiveness” with “tactical effectiveness” to avoid confusion and to ensure alignment with the precise meaning of these terms.

Regarding the second comment, we appreciate the reviewer’s crucial observation that only the outcomes directly tied to combat activities can be used to measure CE, rather than the final outcomes determined by post-war agreements. Consequently, for Example VIII, which addresses the 19th-century expansion of the British Empire—an outcome largely shaped by post-war settlements rather than direct combat—we agree with the reviewer’s recommendation to remove it.

For Example III-3, we have chosen the alternative suggested by the reviewer: to clarify the relationship between territorial expansion and frontline advancement. Because the current Russia-Ukraine conflict has not yet reached a post-war stage of diplomatic agreement on territorial arrangements, the territorial changes on both sides are presently the result of active battlefield confrontations. Although diplomatic negotiations and mediations have occurred, these have not definitively dictated territorial changes thus far. Therefore, we have decided to retain Example III-3 and have added an explanation to clarify this point. Please see the attached file for the additional explanation.
Once again, we sincerely thank you, the assistant editor, and the reviewers for your valuable time and efforts in helping us improve our manuscript.

Best regards,

Anonymous Author  

Attachment: The comments of the reviewers and our corresponding modifications one by one
Responses to Reviewer #2: 

I think this revised manuscript is much improved and addresses the questions/comments I raised in my first review. I have two last concerns.

Comment 1:First, I would recommend using "tactical effectiveness" rather than "operational effectiveness". I think the term "theoretical effectiveness" makes sense to capture the potential effectiveness of a military as opposed to it's actual effectiveness in a specific battle. However, if "operational effectiveness" corresponds to Murray and Millett's tactical level, why not just say "tactical effectiveness? Operational and tactical have pretty specific meanings and it is confusing to propose an alternative meaning here.
Response: Thank you for your feedback. We agree with your recommendation regarding the terminology. To avoid confusion and to remain consistent with Murray and Millett’s framework, we will replace all instances of “operational effectiveness” with “tactical effectiveness” throughout the text. We also concur that the term “theoretical effectiveness” is appropriate for capturing the potential effectiveness of a military force. We appreciate your valuable input and look forward to any further suggestions you might have.
Specific Modification: Replace "operational effectiveness" with "tactical effectiveness" throughout the manuscript.
Comment 2:Second, I am somewhat confused by the jump from frontline gain to total territorial growth in examples VIII and III-3. I find the author's use of the frontline to make a lot of sense. It is a result of combat and I buy the idea that it is more easily/accurately observed than casualties. But the idea that the territorial growth of the British Empire overall can be used to extrapolate the relative combat effectiveness of British forces overstates the case. Did all of this growth come as a result of battlefield engagement? If not, then the acquisition of territory came about via political/diplomatic endeavors. In fact, theoretical effectiveness may have been more important than operational effectiveness in so far as decisions were made based on whether or not the parties involved BELIEVED they could defeat the British forces (or Russhia/Ukrainian forces in the case of III-3). I think this is indicative of a larger problem with outcome-based measures of combat effectiveness as outcomes involve a lot of political decisions that may or may not be related to military capability. I would either drop these cases or clarify the link between territorial control/expansion and frontline advancement.
Response: We appreciate the reviewer’s concerns regarding the complexity and validity of war outcomes. After careful consideration, we have distinguished between two types of outcomes: those that are valid for our approach (in-war outcomes) and those that are not (post-war settlement outcomes). Accordingly, we have adopted two different strategies for the two cases the reviewer mentioned—British imperial expansion and the Russo-Ukrainian War—following the reviewer’s recommendation to either remove the case or provide clarification. Specifically, we determined that the British Empire’s overseas expansion falls under post-war settlement outcomes and is therefore not applicable to our method; hence, we decided to remove it. In contrast, since the Russo-Ukrainian War is ongoing, its results constitute in-war outcomes that are suitable for our approach, and we therefore retained this case with the necessary explanations. 

Specific Modification：

1.Removal of Case VIII in its entirety.
2.After discussing the distinction between frontline shifts and territorial changes, we inserted a paragraph (from line 14 on page 9 to line 18 on page 10) that clarifies the relationship between frontline movement and territorial expansion as follows:

In most cases, territorial changes during a war between two nation - states correspond to shifts in the front lines, as exemplified by the ongoing Russo - Ukrainian conflict. Since 2014, the two sides have reached no diplomatic agreement on redrawing their borders, so any changes in territorial control have been solely the result of military confrontation. In contrast, once a war ends, the final territorial changes often diverge from the earlier front - line shifts because various non - military factors influence postwar border agreements. For example, historical records indicate that the British Empire expanded by about 25.9 Tsqm[Note: In this context, the letter “T” is an SI prefix (International System of Units) denoting 1012. The subsequent notations G(109), M(106) , and k(103)are also SI prefixes.] during the nineteenth century (Levine, 2013, p. 92). This figure does not match the actual territorial advances achieved on the battlefield and thus cannot be used to evaluate the overseas combat effectiveness of British forces.

The Opium Wars provide a typical illustration. During the military phases of both conflicts, British troops pushed the front lines to Nanjing (Chinese for “Southern Capital”) and Beijing (Chinese for “Northern Capital”), which corresponded to increases of approximately 28 Gsqm and 35 Gsqm, respectively. These figures can serve as a metric for assessing the overseas combat effectiveness of the British army. However, because Britain’s strategic objective was not to become China’s new ruler but rather to expand free - trade markets, the final outcome of these two wars involved relinquishing the occupation of these major Chinese political centers. Consequently, the only territorial changes were limited to two coastal trading outposts—Hong Kong Island and the southern tip of the Kowloon Peninsula—leading to incremental area gains of roughly 79 Maqm and 11 Msqm, respectively. Clearly, this outcome, which is one of the components of Levine's (2013) statistical data on the overseas territorial expansion of the British Empire in the 19th century, is not suitable for measuring the overseas combat effectiveness of the British military. 

