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The FMFM 1-A is a working docunent currently in draft form
that is attenpting to characterize the type of warfare the
enem es of the United States are engaging in, in places |like
Irag. The docunent has branded that type of warfare as Fourth
Generation in the context of the historical evolution of the
m ndset, will, goals and tactics, techniques, and procedures
(TTPs) being adopted. These TTPs are not new and simlarities
can be drawn to research and witings on guerilla warfare,
hybrid wars and asymmetric warfare, but never has the tactics
been so |l ethal and w despread and the inability to counter those
tactics so difficult. The targeting process, as explained in
t he Marine Corps Warfighting Publication (MCWP) 3-16, has given
commanders a sufficient franmework fromwhich to prosecute
targets against these fourth generation opponents. However, the
United States Marine Corps has been slowto adapt to fighting in
Fourth Generation warfare and seem ngly unconcerned to the
second and third order effects in regards to the use of fires as
it relates to the eneny and the cultural environment. To win
current and future battles, the U S. Mrine Corps nmust enpl oy
| ethal and non-lethal fires as well as information operations
(1O in a manner that reflects the insights and | essons of

Fourth Generati on Warfare.



Fourth Generation Warfare

Fourth generation fighters utilize TTPs that mtigate what
are considered the primary centers of gravity (COG5 for the
United States mlitary: firepower and the ability to enpl oy
conbined arns. The fourth generation fighter does this by
maki ng hi nsel f un-targetable. Exanples include planting
i nprovi sed expl osive devices (I ED) on the sides of roads,
avoiding wearing mlitary uniforns, firing nortar rounds from
the back of a dunmp truck in a popul ated nei ghborhood, or driving
a vehicle borne IED into a traffic control point (TCP). Despite
the cost of civilian lives, the fourth generation fighter’s
ability to win noral victories while the United States mlitary
Wi ns the physical victories nmakes himdisturbingly effectivel.
The FMFM-1A notes that this is "the central dilenma of fourth
generation war: what works for you on the physical (and
sonetinmes nental) level often works against you at the nora

| evel . "2

Usi ng a negative lraqi perspective, the United States
IS seen as an occupier that can’t provide security and ot her
necessities and |ives and operates from behind protective Kevl ar

suits, arnored vehicles and forward operating base fortresses.

YWIlliamsS. Lind, FMFM 1-A, Fourth Generation War, p. 6
2WIlliamsS. Lind, p.6



From a cul tural perspective and in the wake of the Abu Ghraib
scandal, the United States mlitary has failed to win many noral

victories and the targeting process has contri but ed.

The Targeting Process

The MCWP 3-16 defines targeting as “the process to detect,
select, and prioritize targets, match the appropriate action,
and assess the resulting effects based on the commander’s

obj ective, guidance, and intent.”?

Commonly referred to as D3A
or decide, detect, deliver, and assess, this nethodol ogy applied
to a fourth generation warfare environnment requires an
assessnment of the possible second and third order effects of

deci sions nmade at every step of the process to avoid
contributing to the eneny’s noral victories.

For exanple, U S. forces may destroy the house of a
suspected arns dealer with mnimal collateral damage to
surroundi ng buildings or civilians. First order thought and
prior training tells us that this is a resoundi ng success, but

when exanined through a “cultural lens”* the standoff tactics,

3 United States Marine Corps, Marine Corps Warfighting Publication 3-16: Fire
Support Coordination in the Ground Combat Element (Washington, D.C.:
Covernment Printing Ofice, 2001), Q15

“*HA Kein, DS Harris, D Steele-Johnson, Preparing for Miltinational

col l aboration: Fromthe | aboratory to the field, Expertise out of context:
Proceedi ngs of the 6'" International Conference on Naturalistic Decision

Maki ng. Mahwah, NJ: Lawence Erl baum & Associ ates, 5-6



use of devastating firepower, and |lack of human interaction with
tribal, political, or religious | eaders breeds contenpt anongst
peopl e who have different val ues, custons, and honor codes. The
ef fects the conmander achi eves are now the opposite of what he
i nt ended.

The failure in such exanples results fromfaulty or
insufficient intelligence preparation of the battlefield (IPB)
| PB is the foundation for planning and execution in every war
fighting functional area. It is a nethodol ogy that should
continually and systematically anal yze the eneny and the
environnment in a conprehensive manner. The MCWP 3-16 defi nes
| PB as “an anal yti cal nethodol ogy..that builds an extensive data
base for each potential area in which a unit may be required to
operate.it is then analyzed in detail to determ ne the inpact of
t he eneny, environment, and terrain on operations.”® However, as
is presently being learned in Iraq, |PB nust be thorough and
include all aspects of culture as well as U S. forces’ inpact on

that culture as it relates to the m ssion.

> United States Marine Corps, Marine Corps Warfighting Publication 3-16: Fire
Support Coordination in the Ground Combat Element (Washington, D.C.:
CGovernment Printing Ofice, 2001), Q10



D3A Process

Decide

In order for the D3A process to be relevant and effective
agai nst our current threat in lIraq, each step nmust be
reevaluated in terns of its inplenentation and how effectiveness
is neasured throughout. Wth the exception of idea exchange,
| anguage training, and professional readings related to trying
to understand the Arab culture, the Marine Corps’ past and even
current training habitually focuses the targeting process on
Soviet attrition-type dilemas. This nentality is devel oped at
Conmbi ned Arns Exercises (CAX), the National Training Center
(NTC), and the Expeditionary Warfare School (EWS5) where success,
based on the commander’s hi gh payoff target list (HPT), is
nmeasured only through the neutralization or destruction of eneny
equi pnent in a prioritized fashion. For exanple, if the trainee
is able to attrite the T-72s of the eneny’'s notorized rifle
bri gades down to 40% and the eneny division artillery group is
unabl e to mass above the battery |evel, then success will be
achi eved based on the center of gravity (COG5/ critical
vul nerability (CV) analysis conducted prior to the exercise and
transferred on to the attack gui dance matri x. However, nowhere
in the MCWP 3-16 does it nention destruction of specific

equi pnent, unit percentage of effectiveness, or technol ogical



superiority as requirenments for success. Their tangi ble nature
and sinplicity offer an easy way to teach fire supporter and
intelligence students about the many aspects of the targeting
process and the out put products associated with them However,
opportunities to inplenment training in targeting scenarios
shoul d enphasi ze cultural aspects that are required in fourth
generation warfare and exerci se decisions on who or what to
target and the second and third order consequences associ at ed.
What the MCWP 3-16 says about the decide portion of D3Ais
it “translates commander’s intent into priorities and attack
gui dance..it provides the overall focus and sets priorities for
intelligence collection, production and di ssem nation, and
attack pl anni ng..t he commander bases his initial guidance on the
| PB.”® The purpose of IPB by definitionis to reduce uncertainty
inregard to all aspects of the battl espace to include the
eneny, weather, terrain, people and culture. For the commander
inlrag to achieve his end state, he nust target appropriately,
taking into consideration what the second and third order
effects are for different targeting courses of action in his
battl espace. Wth the exception of troop |evels being far bel ow
what is required for Phase |V operations in Iraq, the failure of

U S forces to achieve the desired end state is a direct result

®United States Marine Corps, Marine Corps Warfighting Publication 3-16: Fire
Support Coordination in the Ground Combat Element (Washington, D.C.:
CGovernment Printing Ofice, 2001), P. 4-4



of US mlitary |leadership’s failure to conduct a thorough and
conplete IPB of their battl espace | eading to poor decisions in
the targeting process. Yet, with targeting training entrenched
in Cold War scenarios, the result is not surprising

Detect

Wth the exception of high intensity, conventional type
battles as seen in OF | in 2003, and Najaf and Fallujah in
2004, Iraq continues to be a battleground for anti-coalition
fighters to operate and fight fromusing guerrilla tactics.
Their ability to operate is directly linked to U. S. forces’
inability to detect them despite a superior technol ogi cal
advantage. The insurgency in Irag has mtigated this technol ogy
advant age through their keen understanding of the critical
vul nerabilities associated with them |In contrast to OF |
successful target detection tools have shifted fromsatellite
imagery and | SR platforns to human intelligence. These
successes have been | essons that enphasize the Iimtations of
technol ogy and the human nature of war.

In the nonths following the major fighting in Najaf in
August and Sept ember 2004, the 11™ MEU Maritine Special Purpose
Forces (MSPF) and U.S. Arny Special Forces conducted several
joint direct action mssions on HVTs in Najaf and its environs.
The nost successful m ssions conducted were a result of the

Special Forces’ ability to devel op human sources and produce



actionable intelligence. Their understanding of the fourth
generation fighter’'s vulnerability to human exploitation
resulted in the capture of nultiple HVTs and a nmassi ve weapons
cache. Oher intelligence collection neans for detecting
targets such as signal intelligence and ISR were |imted but
required less skill, less risk, and were inval uabl e when used in
concert with human intelligence.

Deliver

Wthin the context of the noral, nental, and physical
level s of war in Ilraq, tribal |leaders or Iraqgi police and
security forces of the sane ethnic and religi ous background are
the “delivery” nethods of choice, while U S. forces and use of
kinetic fires are secondary choices. Wen deciding the delivery
means on the detected target, the answer is a not always kinetic
fire.

The analysis in light of the continuous |PB process nmay
conclude that a particular target serviced with an |1 O canpai gn
or acivil affairs project ainmed at fixing the electricity wll
achi eve the commander’s desired effects. In the Arabic culture,
seem ngly harnl ess actions by western standards have the
opposite effect in their conplex systemthat val ues honor,
tribe, social hierarchy and personal interaction. Wen choosing
a delivery nmethod in the targeting process in an environnent

like Iraqg, visible displays of overwhel m ng firepower, whether



it is aviation (within sight or sound range), indirect fire, or
wheel ed and tracked vehicles with main gun systens, should be
avoided. The latter may win on the physical |evel of war but
will ultimately |ose on the noral |evel of war.

VWhat is being learned in Iraqg now resenbl es | essons | earned
by the conbined action program (CAP) in Vietnam Brute Krul ak
nmenti oned, “This success-achieved with assault rifles, not tanks
or warplanes or artillery-was not unique. Despite (or, nore
i kely, because of) its lack of firepower, CAP produced
results.”” This quote sites the efforts and successes of
integration into the South Vietnanese culture in order to bring
peace and stability. Firepower and technol ogy was de-enphasi zed
whi | e human rel ati onshi ps highlighted the CAP efforts. 1In the
present fourth generation conflict in Irag, the same tenpered
use of fire support assets may win allies anongst the people and
ultimately deny the eneny sanctuary.

Assess

The Mari ne Corps assessnent of the targeting process is
nmeasured based on the desired effects of the conmander and what
effects were actually achieved. 1In the Soviet style nodel
effects are based on a battle damage assessnent report (BDA)

that focused on whether the target was hit and the damage

" May Boot: The Savage Wars of Peace (New York, NY: Basic Books, 1% Ed. 2002
p. 307



associ ated. The Fourth Ceneration battlefield is non-linear and
nore conpl ex, which conplicates the assessnent especially in 10O
where measurements of effectiveness are not quantitative (i.e.

| nsurgent KIA). For exanple, during recent operations in Iraq
in 2004, one commander neasured the effectiveness of his 1O
canpai gn by the nunber of leaflets distributed because of a

fal se assunption the leaflets were effective.?® In the Iraq
Theat er, assessnent in targeting nmust focus on the commander’s
desired effects and its linkages to how the Iraqgi non-conbat ant

per cei ves the action.

Conclusion

The D3A targeting process is a functional and practi cal
nmet hod for targeting eneny and civilian people and equi prment
wi th focus and purpose using the full spectrum of assets to
i ncl ude kinetic and non-kinetic fires and information
operations. However, the current operating environnent in Iraq
and the Fourth Generation enenmy we are fighting requires an
institutional change to the way we train and fight and the

targeting process procedures used to achieve the desired

8 Major Phill M Bragg, USMC, Assistant Division Fire Support Coordinator,
First Marine Division Aug 2004- March 2005, personal interview conducted by
aut hor, 6 February 2006

10



effects. The eneny will not adapt to conventional tactics

therefore the targeting process nust adapt to be successful.

11
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