
Workgroup 2 was chaired by COL Dean Mengel from the Center for Army Analysis (CAA) and Mr. Bill 

Krondak from the TRADOC Analysis Center (TRAC) at Fort Leavenworth.  Assisting the chairs were Mr. 

Duane Schilling and Mr. Greg Andreozzi, both from CAA.  This workgroup was focused on examining 

challenges to and possible solutions for Stability Operations.



This is the agenda for the outbrief to the plenary on Friday, 6 February.



The purpose of this workgroup was very straight forward – identify challenges areas that need to be 

solved for those working on Stability Operations (SO) issues and identify analytical methods, models, and 

tools that  might be able to address the problems.

The charges further refined the purpose by adding some other elements.  The first charge is the same as 

the first half of the purpose – to identify the Stability Operations challenges that need to be addressed.  

The second charge goes beyond just identifying the methods, models and tools.  It is also important to 

learn about and understand how they work and can be applied to the SO problems.  Now that the 

problems and various methods, models, and tools are understood, the third charge can be answered  –

do the tools address the problems?  After each is evaluated, it is likely that each problem area has not 

been fully addressed by one or more methods, models, or tools.  The last charge will result in a list of 

characteristics for desired tools that should be able to address the remaining problem areas.



This is a listing of those individuals who were registered to attend Work Group 2, but does not necessarily 

reflect all of those who attended, briefed and participated.  At some points during the day and a half of 

presentations and discussions, there were over thirty participants.  It is easy to see that this list, along with 

those that made presentations on methods, models, and tools represent a wide variety of organizations 

and disciplines – from operators to analysts, social scientists to geospatial analysts, and included different 

services and commands.  Given the nature of SO, this is fitting as a “whole of government approach” 

requires a wide variety of skills found in various industries and institutions.
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The agenda for the first day of the workgroup demonstrates the attempt to bring various perspectives to 

this investigation.  The four presentations which laid out our set of problem areas for SO included 

representatives from United States Special Operations Command (USSOCOM), the Institute for Defense 

Analyses (IDA), the Office of the Secretary of Defense for Stability Operations and Low Intensity Conflict 

(OSD SOLIC), and the US Army Peacekeeping and Stability Operations Institute (PKSOI).  It was hoped 

that this diverse group, with different agendas and missions, would provide a wide range of challenges 

and problems to be solved that were representative of most being experienced in the field.  This seemed 

to be the case, as the four presentations resulted in a recording of fifteen different challenges, 

representing the different scopes and interests of each organization.

The next few charts capture these challenge areas.



This chart provides a short summary of the challenge areas presented by the USSOCOM representatives, 

LtCol Caputo and MAJ Mills.  They highlighted the need for the Combatant Commands (COCOMs) to 

identify the Security Force Assistance (SFA) requirements and demands, and under the new guidance, for 

USSOCOM to prioritize the requirements across COCOMs.  They noted that there did not appear to be a 

coordinated plan for development of SFA capabilities across the services.  Finally, they indicated an issue 

regarding the identification and tracking of personnel with appropriate SFA-related skills, training, and 

experience.

In addition to showing the issue area, the agency that presented the issue, and a short description, the 

charts also show some of the working group’s thoughts regarding the severity or impact of the issue and 

some of the difficulties that may be encountered in trying to use the various methods, models, and 

simulations to address the issue.
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Martin Lidy of Institute for Defense Analysis (IDA) presented several issue areas regarding the need for 

understanding the actual needs of the host nation or region with regard to the Stability sectors.   He noted 

that identifying the international and regional partners and their capabilities was critical to success.
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Mr. Lidy continued by citing the issues of how to achieve unity of effort and identifying the metrics needed 

to measure progress toward achieving the objectives.  The charts above show some of the working 

group’s thoughts regarding the severity or impact of the issue and some of the difficulties that may be 

encountered in trying to use the various methods, models, and simulations to address the issue.
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Mr. Shawn Steene of OSD presented two major issues and several related subordinate questions.  He 

reiterated concerns identified by previous speakers regarding identifying the needs and SFA demands as 

well as the identification of appropriate metrics.   As the working group deliberated, the need for an 

overarching strategy or “vision” regarding the application of “whole of government” resources became 

apparent.
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Mr. Mike Esper of the U.S. Army Peacekeeping and Stability Operations Institute (PKSOI) presented 

several open-ended issues regarding the application of military capabilities in the stability operations 

environment.  The issue of information and information operations generated discussion that reiterated 

the need for unity of effort and an overarching approach or “vision”.
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Mr. Esper’s question regarding joint and service task lists had been partially addressed by the HQDA 

sponsored Stability Operations Capability-Based Assessment conducted by TRADOC Analysis Center 

(TRAC) and Center for Army Analysis (CAA) in 2006 and 2007.  The working group noted that the issues 

raised by Mr. Esper required the Services to examine their capabilities across the range of doctrine, 

organization, training, materiel, leadership, personnel, and facilities (DOTMLPF).
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As with previous speakers, Mr. Esper noted the need for Measures of Effectiveness (MOE) and Measures 

of Performance (MOP) that are relevant and appropriate for the Stability Operations area.

12



Finally, Mr. Esper’s issue regarding the military’s approach to nesting within the overall government and 

allied approaches to reconstruction and stabilization initiated work group discussion regarding the ability to 

apply structured approaches to this issue.
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The agenda for the 5th of February was full of presentations of methods, models, and tools that were to be 

considered as candidates for solving the problems identified the day before.  At the end of the day, seven 

presentations resulted in nine methods, models, and tools were identified documented.  Each 

presentation explained the basic operation, capability of each method, and how it could be useful for 

analysis of SO issues.  This would be critical as the workgroup went on to determine its applicability to the 

challenges.  

During these seven presentations, nine methods, models, and tools were actually described to the workgroup and 
documented so they could be referred to throughout the proceedings by filling in matrices capturing the important 
aspects of each. 



The next few charts are the workgroup’s attempt to capture the important aspects of the methods, 

models, and simulations that could potentially be applied to the issues.  Kerry Lenninger of TRAC 

provided an overview of the Methods, Models, and Simulations for Stability Operations Analysis that 

assessed the applicability of 26 tools in this area.  As a result of this study, two of the high ranking models 

meeting various screening criteria were obtained and used for trials.  TRAC obtained and applied the 

Integrated Gaming System (IGS) and the Peace Support Operations Model (PSOM).  She presented the 

insights and requirements for use of these tools.   Based on her presentation, these two models were 

included in the list of methods, models, and tools to be evaluated by the workgroup.

Dr. Deborah Duong presented information on her agent-based approach titled Nexus Network Learner, a 

cognitive social agent model that utilizes individual level agents that model resources flowing through 

social role networks.  This approach assesses behavioral changes of populations in response to various 

stimuli, and is designed to be composable with various other models and approaches.
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Trudy Ferguson of CAA presented on the developmental tool ATLAS that is designed to determine what 

Army forces are needed to fulfill certain SO missions and tasks.  The tool is designed to be user friendly, 

include geospatial aspects of the area of operations, and responsive.  The force list generated would act 

as a “start point” for deliberations and refinement and is based on the user’s choices of SO sector 

missions and other factors from the scenario.

LTC Dave Sanders of CAA provided an overview of the wargame that CAA has been using to support 

commander’s decisions in Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF) and Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF).  The 

workgroup was not considering these efforts as possible candidates for viable methods, models, or tools, 

but rather the structured approach and human-in-the-loop approach present in wargaming.  Of note was 

the wargame’s ability to include political, diplomatic and economic factors that impact security.
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LTC Russ Schott and Mr. Paul Works of TRAC White Sands Missile Range discussed the developmental 

tool designed to use and evaluate a “task-event-outcome” approach to SO and IW.  The tool is a human-

in-the-loop wargame that is focused on the tactical small unit and soldier issues.  The desire is to use this 

model to help determine which actions conducted at the lowest tactical levels have the biggest (or 

smallest) impact on the population.  This might serve as a means to determine which Courses of Action 

attain the desired effect.

Mr. Greg Andreozzi of CAA presented the workshop approach that has been successfully used by CAA for 

many years in addressing complex issues.  This method provides an established structure where subject 

matter experts (SMEs) can discuss the relevant issues surrounding the problem.  Charges to the group 

provide direction and goals for outcomes that are recorded for later synthesis.  The important element of 

this method is the collection of the appropriate SMEs to examine the problems and provide the insights.  

Mr. Andreozzi specifically discussed the application in the recent HQDA SO CBA.
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Tim Perkins of TRAC and Ms. Elizabeth Lyon of U.S. Army Corps of Engineers discussed the 

Contingency Operations Tiger Team (COTT) approach that includes several initiatives regarding data 

gathering and assessment approaches.  This effort is establishing a central point of contact which will act 

as a facilitator for collaboration on SO matters.  Given USACE’s involvement in SO activities, it is logical 
that office would serve as conduit for USACE and Engineer Research and Development Center (ERDC) R&D, 
analysis and studies for reconstruction, stability, contingency, aid, and relief efforts.  The initiatives include such 

efforts as the Measuring Progress in Conflict Environments (MPICE) and a variety of geo-spatial 

visualization tools.

Mr. Leroy “Jack” Jackson of TRAC-Monterey presented information on the development effort focused on 

Representing Urban Cultural Geography in Stability Operations.  This is an agent based modeling 
approach that is tactically focused and will provide evaluations of the impacts of SO infrastructure projects on 
cultural and social perceptions.
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The last session for the workgroup focused on assessing the ability of presented methods, models, and 

tools to addressing the identified challenges by filling in a matrix depicting challenges vs. methods.  The 

remainder of the session shifted to “filling in” for any areas not covered.  Certainly there were other 

challenges and problem areas that were not identified by the four presentations.  The workgroup wanted 

to capture any that were known to the participants.  Although the group would not be able to pair 

appropriate methods, models, and tools to these new areas, this was done to help make the list more 

complete for any follow-on works.  The same was true of possible methods.  With only seven 

presentations, it would be impossible to list all the possible methods, models, and tools available to 

investigate the issues in SO.  Again, the workgroup participants were asked to think of and provide other 

tools so they could be listed and provide a more complete listing.  And finally, the workgroup was tasked 

to list any attributes, characteristics, or products/results required by a method, model, or tool that was 

required to address the challenge areas not deemed as “solved” by the original nine tools evaluated 

against the original fifteen challenges.  With this complete, the workgroup had fulfilled its charges and 

could hand off a completed product for use by USSOCOM and the SO community at large.

The next several charts capture Friday’s discussions.



The working group next turned to assessing which of the methods, models, and simulations (MMS) 

presented had the capability to either wholly or partially address the issues identified by earlier speakers.  

The chart above and those that follow show the issues and the group’s assessment of MMS applicability.  

The group noted that some of the MMS were available now while others were still under development and 

perhaps not “ready for prime time”.  A consistent view was that no one tool could fully address an issue 

but that each tool selected could provide results that would partially inform decisions.
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As the group deliberated, it became apparent that tools that applied human in the loop (HITL) techniques 

were much better suited for addressing the multi-faceted issues relating to populations and political-social 

problems.
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The CAA wargame and the CAA workshop approach appeared to be the best-suited tools for this HITL 

approach.  The IGS and PSOM also apply subject matter expert (SME) “white-cells” or high-level pol/mil 

games to identify the operational approaches that will be adjudicated in the models.
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On the last day , the workgroup identified two additional challenge areas that seemed to underlie many of 

the other issues.  Data identification, collection, and validation was a critical area.   Based on the 

presentations and discussions, it was also apparent that common nomenclature or common definitions 

and understanding of terms was essential to achieve unity of effort in the stability operations area.  The 

terminology issue arises from the different terms  (or different understanding of a single term) for an 

activity used by the military vice the other government agencies or social scientists.
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The group then identified some additional methods that had not been presented during the sessions.  

Application of the analytic agenda and analytical baselines results may be of use in determining demands 

for SFA and SO capabilities.

The multi-attribute decision making (MADM) process may have applicability to problems and issues 

involving multiple factors and perspectives.

Finally, the PERT and CPM techniques may help staff and decision makers understand the temporal and 

sequential relationships between the many tasks needed to accomplish a certain program or objective set.
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The working group debated and identified several desired attributes of a MMS for application in the SO 

area.  This chart and the following chart shows those attributes.
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One of the key attributes is the ability to integrate the many aspects of the SO environment into the tool.  

Item 5 above is an attribute that may assist in doing that through connection, composition, or federation of 

specialized MMS. 
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Finally, the working group and the co-chairs identified the critical insights from the working group sessions 

and discussions.  The chart above highlights those insights.
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Stability Operations and Irregular Warfare provide immense challenges, not only for DOD, but for our nation, other nations, and 

affected populations everywhere.  As such, the solutions for these challenges will be all-encompassing and many faceted.  However, 

most of the methods, models, and tools which were discovered and discussed during this workshop only address a small part of the

problem.  None of them are capable of solving all aspects of SO, and perhaps it is impossible for a single tool to accomplish this.  No 

single approach will work, and consequently, no single analysis tool will be able to support the efforts.  Compounding some of the 

difficulties being experienced by those trying to tackle these issues is the lack of overarching strategies and goals which would lead 

to some organization created to lead, oversee, and integrate the activities of various institutions required.  The workgroup, as the 

entire workshop, recognizes that these types of inclusive efforts need to continue, and where possible, expanded to include as many 

participants from this community-of-interest.

During discussions in the workgroup it was obvious we have a problem within the community of problem solvers in conveying to each 

other the capabilities, logic, and products of the various methods, models, and tools that are available and being developed. Given 

the diverse backgrounds and experiences of those being drawn to solving these issues this is no surprise.  The multi-discipline 

approach brings with it a variety of ideas, practices, and words for communicating them.  The same is true for data – its sources, 

labels, structures, and uses are different in many of the disciplines.  This is important because as we realize we need a multi-faceted 

approach with a multi-discipline flavor, a common basis for understanding is necessary to understand, use, and integrate the various 

methods, models, and tools along with the data they use and produce.  It appears that the creation of a “terms of reference” for the 

community would be very helpful.  Such a reference would put all parties working these issues on common ground that will facilitate 

better communications.



The problems presented by SO are many.  The thought of focusing in on SO during the Irregular Warfare workshop would 

somehow make the problems easier to address did not come to fruition.  The complex nature of SO tasks, as well as those of 

Irregular Warfare, will remain a challenge that can only be addressed by large integrated effort of a large community of problem

solvers with various backgrounds and skills.

Even though this workgroup had various perspectives on the challenge areas within SO, it was interesting to observe some 

common threads which ran through most of them.  The ability to determine the current and future demands for SO activities, 

and the resultant requirements for forces and other resources, seemed to be a common concern among many of those 

planning for SO.  Once those activities are identified, the next challenge is to prioritize them so they wisely allocate their limited 

resources to them.  In almost all cases, a determination of which metrics to use, along with the development of measures of 

performance (MOPs) and measures of effectiveness (MOEs) was raised as stumbling blocks.  Finally, the idea of “whole of 

government” approach is not something easy to model or analyze, but it must be the framework for any analysis attempting to 

solve SO problems.

By looking at our resulting matrix showing which challenge areas could be assisted by the various methods, models, and tools,

one can see a fair amount of “white space” indicating not all areas are being adequately addressed.  It is interesting to note 

some of the patterns.  For instance, some tools apply to many areas, while others are very limited – at least in their applicability 

to these issues.  As noted earlier, no one method presented is able to address the wide variety areas required.  The concept of 

the need for a composition of models to fully address all aspects of SO and Irregular Warfare was discussed and captured as a

desired characteristic of future methods, models, and tools as development continues in these areas.


