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Working Group Purpose/Charges

• Charge to WG5

• How should we be thinking about Irregular Warfare? 

• Can using a systemic approach better frame the problems, 

and lead us to a new set of solutions?

Purpose:  Frame the context of the IW problem properly, 

break down IW operations into its natural components, and 

investigate the subject through discourse and the 

application of systems thinking.
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Participants
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• Mr John Yanaros, Lockheed Martin

• LTC Reb Yancey, USSOCOM
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WG-5 Agenda - Wednesday

• Wednesday, 4 Feb 09
– 1040-1130  WG-5 Overview & Introductions – Bob Sheldon & 

LTC Scott Smith

– 1130-1300  LUNCH

– 1300-1430

• SOCOM IW challenges – LTC Scott Smith

• OZ Wargame Integration Toolkit – Dr Debbie Duong, OSD 
PA&E SAC

– 1430-1445  BREAK 

– 1445-1630

• IW Decomposition Analytic Strategy – LTC Russ Schott, 
Mr Paul Works, TRAC

• Systemic Operational Design (SOD) exercise - LTC Scott 
Smith, LTC Reb Yancey
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WG-5 Agenda – Thursday, Friday

• Thursday, 5 Feb 09
– 0800-1000  SOD exercise, cont.

– 1000-1015  BREAK

– 1015-1200  SOD exercise, cont.

– 1200-1300  LUNCH

– 1300-1430  SOD exercise, cont.

– 1430-1445  BREAK

– 1445-1630  SOD exercise, cont.

• Friday, 6 Feb 09
– 0800-1045  Build/scrub WG-5 outbrief
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Findings

• Many ways to see/represent IW – different languages/logic

• Lack of common terms/understanding about IW

• IW analysis at strategic/operational/tactical may require different cognitive 

models/techniques/representations 

• Modeling is difficult – must learn to think differently 

• Focus on uncovering indirect opportunities

• Need tools to improve research capabilities that enhance thought and shared 

understanding

• Need decision makers to shape/provide guidance: 

– frame problem

– visualization – make the whiteboard a “group thinking pad”

– acquire a depth of understanding

• The SOD process:

– requires continuous learning

– provides insight, not answers

– expect some risks

– Identifies what we know and don’t know about the problem

SOD provides problem context and is 

complementary to other methods
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S-S
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Dynamic Model of Situated Cognition
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Way Forward

• We’ve only scratched the surface

• Continue SOD exercise 

• Establish a Community of Interest (COI)

• Take advantage of USSOCOM J-10 bi-weekly VTC

• Explore collaboration site
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Key WG-5 Take-Aways

• 3 key ideas from SOD that are critical in all IW analysis 

– Need to revisit/reframe the problem statement

• “Problem Definition is an Iterative Process”  Dr Roy Rice, FS,

MORS Tutorial on “Step  #1 of the Scientific Method:

Defining the Problem” 

– Need to revisit assumptions

– Discourse with SMEs, leaders is essential to SOD and 

good analysis

Bottom line: you cannot analyze IW in a 

single-pass linear process

“It often occurs that the major contribution of the operations research 
worker is to decide what is the real problem.” -- Morse and Kimball
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Backups
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Synergistic effects -> CION Requirements
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Problem solving is highly overrated … problem 

creation is far more interesting. Chuck Close
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WG-5 TOR

• A "visual thinking pad" (dry erase board) is used to 

enable thinking and to capture the group's 

rationalization.  This is really a cognitive exercise, 

hopefully resulting in a group synthesis.  The group 

should ask itself, How are we thinking about this 

problem? and then ask, How should we be thinking 

about this problem? A mental model (a 

representation of the group's thinking and learning) 

is then captured to enable thinking- and hopefully is 

a useful representation to enable/capture insight.
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