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AB ST RA CT

PRIORITY INTELLIGENCE REDUIREMENTS: THE OPERATION" L WCLM

by David R. Manki, .USA, 52 pages.

This monograph examines tne problem of developing
priority intelligence requirements at the operational level.
Tactical and strategic ,riority intelligence requirements
have been clearly defined and are taught throughout the
military education system. There appears to be a vacuum aL
the operational level of war. This paper asks, is the Army
training and educating intelligence officers to meet
operational requirements and the answer is no.

The monograph begins by examining the current
Corps/Echelons Above Corps intelligence support structure.
It reviews the manning and experience level af these
organizations and concludes the force structure is not
robust eno'gh to support continuous operations.

Second, the paper examines the doctrinal literaturen tu
include Joint Chiefs of Staff publications and Army manuals
to determine what operational intelligence requirements have

been identified. It concludes the basic doctrine is
available in FM 14-170, ntaAlence Preparation of the
Battlefield. However, the operational intelligence
requirements for each service are different and the concept
of "jointness" has not permeated our doctrinal literature.

Third, the paper analyzes how intelligence officers are
trained and educated to develop and evaluate operational
priority intelligence requirements. Today, we do not train
or educate our officers to perform these functionsE. The
doctrine and its very existence remain a mystery to the
majority of our officers.

Finally, six joint exercise after action reports are
used to judge how well the training and education system
prepares officers to meet actual operational requirements.

This section concludes, due to an inadequate force
structure, stealth doctrine, and a lack of training,
intelligence officers are not prepared to provide
operational intelligence support to the commander.
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INIRfOUCT!1 ION

Ai. rL..and Ba.:.tle dcctrine h as dr-amati..caly].' c ha,'.-d , -h,

way the U.S. Army will f igh t fut:.re wars. Th,.: d c :. h,:,

evolved from a fir -p:.er oriented, atti on st;.. of

..arfare to one dependent upon a combination of factors to

i.nciuode initiative, depth, agility, and synchronizatio:n.

These tenets form the basis for maneuver warfare.

The adoption of maneuver warfare has placed greatcr

emphasis an understanding how seemingly separate battlb.f :. '..c.d

activities are part Of the Same Operation. ,.r ,nampie., RI

100-5, Or.rations, recognizes three separate lWavels of

warfare; tactical, operational, and strategic. Da-piLa LW.

de-lineation, the three levels are part of the same actiy,

The doctrine is also applicable to many different

environments. The principles are pertinent to low intrn -.

conflict in the urban sprawl of Europe or high int:r-.sitv

conflict in the jungles of Panama. The .periOrity of

maneuver warfare is derived from the courage and competence

of scldiers, good training and equipment, the soundnas5 of

combined arms doctrine, and above all, the quality of

leadership.! 7hese factors remain constant.

The ivnchronization of these elements depends upor!

lead-bra who thoroughly understand the doctrine an d krow whern

and where to take action. Maneuver war-fare thus d~pend'



much more on intelligence and intellect than attrition

warfareo2 Intelligence enables the commander to chose ,h-r"

and when to use the courage and competence of his sol er.

to achieve the maximum effect desired.

Intelligence preparation of the battlefield (IFB) is

systematic way of analyzing the enemy, weather, and terrain.

It is an analitical tool which helps the commander and staff

think through what the enemy can do and how it relate, to

their operations. It does not provide concrete answes but

does provide options from which our commander can plan hi,.

operation and its various branches and sequals.

This process takes place at all levels. At the

operational level, the challenge is to determine what the

critical point, the center of gravity, is. This will allow

the commander to plan his operation to affect the center r'l

gravity.

It is incumbent upon the inte] ligence commnit' t..

identify the centers of gravity by collecting and anal.''in

information. The commander's operational priority

intelligence requirements (PIR) are the most important bits

of information which the commander needs to know to answer

this question. The purpose of this paper is to determine if

tho U.S. Army is training and educating intelligence

officers to meet operational intelligence requirements.

2



Fection I. The Intelligence Structure: Organ_.zinq for

Success. This section will show the current config.:rat.in

and rank. structure of the Corps- and echelon above ,'rp:

E-AL intelligerce structtre productior ement.'

Section II. Doctrinal Guidance: B uepr int for

Success This section will review the doctrinal l.teratc

pir ning to operational intelligence to determ ine t-e

specific requirements which must be answered to Gu ppor _

AiirLand Battle doctrine.

Sec-tion III. Intelligence Training: B:uil.ding t,:ie

Foundation. This section will review how the U.S. A-

trains officers to meet operational rcquramenl-s. 1 wil..

use the programs of instruction for the Intelligence Oficer

Advanced Course, Warrant Officer All-Source Technician

Course, Command and General Staff College, and the U.S. ,(rmy

WaTr Col lege to outline the training and education program

for operational intell .igence r irements.

,ection IV. Intelligence Production: Reap g .,+

Rewards. This section will assess the ability of the

in te.lligence staffs to develop operational intel1igence

requirements based on their training and education. I will

use six" joint e'ercise after action reports to form the

A-lsis of my assessment.

Sect.ion V. Conclusions and Recommendations.



THE INTELLIGENCE STRUCTURE

.. G,-NTZING FOR SUCCESS

Op rational intelligence is the stepchild o, t,,

intelligence community. The commanders need operational.

intelligence but no one single agency is responsible for it-

production. The tactical and strategic intell igence

structures are very well defined however, at the oper a n ,'lr~a

level. we condone and even encourage a fractured

intel ligonce effort because of the currernt fjre .

The Corps was designated as the headquarters vu;

interface between national and tactical cummander.-_ T. :-

corps headquarters may exercise both operaLional and

tactical responsibilities.4 The Military Intell±-nce (MI)

Brigade in support of the corps doctrinally has four pr ,ary

tAsks: situation de'elopment, targct davelopm'nt,

eec-tronic warfare (EW) , an" counterinte. ligenc-e ([)

Ntute that despite being designated as the li..nL between Lht..

tactical and strategic commands, the doctrine does not

identify indications and warning as one of the corps'

primary tasks even though it is one of the primary Lasks of

op-rr. ti,- ta intelligence doctrine. This is the first of maw.

discrepancies between the doctrine and the force StruCturv

Th e PF[R nd other intelligence requirements devev uped b/ the
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The CM&D has 7 soldiers to accomplish tis cr _ -.. I

the c lack ,isiBonl.

rhe ASPS produ ,eS all- .soutrce int .ll --c;emr -- pru" ucUL_-

throgh th'e ,ev.a-luation of t.heir data base, rnormna:l .:a.-mb::-.

tW f~rmat on, and other intelligence data. Eval,.>5-tl.ur n"a

standardized aet:hod to determine the pertinence,

reliability, and a.curacy of information in further

processing, disseminating, and decision making a-ions 7

Analysts determine wi ether the information is -a -

to the :urrent operation, is filed for future referene, !,

] i sseminated lV higher, lower a .and adj cAent commaI&:-

This r-esponsibility falIs on the shoulders of the a4

soldiers assigned to the section.

Both the CM&D and the ASFS anpear to have enoLu.gh

manpower to accompl~sh the mission. This notion was

verified by a former TIT Corps .'.. who surmised, "becaus, of

n intensi-ve ,ol lecrtion effort and a robust sna KtILua

th-r-tru today's corps maintains a comprehen ive pictur

Df the battlefield and is well suited to conduct warfare al.-

the operational level."S However, after closer examination,

the physical manning of these sections and the average level

of nil itary e-perience can be drastically reuced with mn _-

r.Mbyt oynes or the normal requirement for contirtuous

operations. For evample, a typical twel,.e hour shill

tals t-rlo, .mmedia 1 uts th manning level in half.
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s';stems are dependent upon aerial platforms which have ar

increased range but are vulnerable to weather and air.space

ronstraint-. Clearly, these limitations do not give t"-

commander a good onerati 'nal perspective of the ba LLefiEu:ld,

Coupled with the lack of expertise in the Corps inte!lLigca:e

production sections, the commander may not get an accurate

assessment of battlefield conditions.

The tactical ex.ploitation of national intelligence

capabilities (TENCAP) gives the commander intelligence

collected by national level systems. It provides a better

p.cture Of the battlefield however, the national s.ysters a-

focused to collect strategic intelligence. Operationa. l

information is collected on a secondary basis and the

strategic analyst is responsible for determinilng the

usefulness of the information to the subordinate commanders.

This is an arbitrary decision based on the experience of ths

analyst s Lhern information is ider, Li fied, it is p o  s d __.

the Corps by the Theater Army IF" E M&D.

The next link in the intelligence system is the Theater

Army IEW element. Theater Army IEW organizations are

tailored regionally and functionally to meet the special

needs of the command. Regional tailoring matches units to a

gergraphir area to provide appropriate language skills, area

e. pertise. data bases, and equipment.? Functional t:ail.oinng

provides the proper min of assets to support the fiv IKW

8



art jm~~j ntell1iQencen Le4skz These ta-.s!-s ar-; iI.:z

development, target .EN. securiity and d~eh~n

and ~nfain ~dwarning.

Today3.,/, there2 are ; m 11' _ p ' 51: 1EW br-i i1d. -

performing thoies taskcl Jn -5_pp(urt of the oper-a;tional

cr)(p ma n d -_r s The ache ions abc a c.,rps in telli enc& Len te-

(EACTC) is the element In the brigade that pirov~ des

allI-source production and EAC level collect,,n fnanaqemernt

suIppart to the theater- commander.

The EACIC is under- the command o-,f the MI brad

,)mm!a n de2r adUnder- the operational co-n Lrol of the th.

A I,- 32 . Figure;= _ shfoLws how the EAC'IC and~ supporte.-d

co-mmands interface.10

JOINT _-DR

USAF C'DR ARMY CDR -1 IL-VJMr CPFC,

PLANS0 PFS

[M BE THETER/NA~T IONAL1
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Figure 4 shows the EACIC TO&E, 74014J4, dated 1 Apri .

1986l with its authorized officers, warr-ant officars, and

enlisted soldiers11 Only the intelligence producing

sections have been highlighted.

E A c I

_SA IEMFSE ~ EACIfr SPT SEC

HICM CI .SECJ j PROD!.DISSEM Sl]'L

5/2/1. /'5/ 14

Figure 4

Figure 5 provides an overview of a typical EAC!C

e'xperience base.

CM PROD/DISSEM

RANK AVG MIL EXF' RANK AVG MTL. E; XF'

i x MJ 1 yrs 6 x CFT 6 yrs

4 x CFT 6 yrs 5 x WO 11 yrs

3 x WO 11 yrs 3 x E6/8 12 yrs

I x E6/8 16 yrs 11 x E3/5 3 yrs

12 x E3/5 3 yrs

Figure 5

*Clerk typists were not considered part of the intelligence

eqperience base.

10U



As figures 1-5 depict, the TO&E authorizations for

personnel and the subsequent military e'perience base of

both the Corps and EAC MI Brigade is thin at best. The

majority of officers and enlisted soldiers have less than

six years of military experience. Continuous operations can

further deplete the experience base and cull the sheer

number of soldiers producing intelligence. In order for

this force structure to be effective, the soldiers would

have to be thoroughly trained and educated in all facets of

AirLard Battle doctrine. They would specifically have Lo

understand the relationship of the operational level of ,ar

to the strategic objectives and tactical imperatives.

The following section will review pertinent ducLrin.l

manLals and training literature and outline what the

intelligence soldiers and commanders are learning about

operational intelligence and operational FIR to support the

commander's requirements. This review should provide

measure of the probable success of the current force

structure. As noted above, the limited experience base cf

the current force structure must be well trained and

educated to understand and implement AirLand Battle

doctrine.

I



DOCTRINAL GUIDANCE

BLUEPRINT FOR SUCCESS

.p.rati.ons1 intelligence dcctrine has no- been

championed by any intelligence agency or branch intell.jence

service. A full eight years after the adoption of AirLand

Battle doctrine, the Joint Chiefs of Staff have a draft

operational intelligence manual and the U.S. Army for all

intents and purposes has one chapter of a tactical

intelligence manual dedicated to the subject.

The joint Chiefs of Staff Publication (JCS Pub) 2-G!

Doctrine for Intelliaence to Joint O perations, is the

keystone statement of doctrinal principles for intelligence

in joint operations.12 The principles outlined in the manual

are a synthesis of joint and service publications and the

manual clearly states, "the doctrine is authoritative, not

directive."1 However shallow, joint intelligence doctrinE

finally has something to build upon.

The manual is revolutionary in many respects. It is

the first intelligence manual to set principles which are

applicable across the operational continuum in any theater

or joint operations area.14 It outlines intelligence

purpovses and applications which will enable intelligence

operatives to focus their efforts. Particularly,

in tell igence is to be used to identify operational

12



objectives whicsh will help the commander and staff develop

operational level PIR through the use of the operational IPES

model. Another often overlooked aspect is the L'se of

intel1igence to assist the commander in determing w'hen

objectives have been reached so forces can be reoriented and

operations ended.15 Recognition of these principles will for

the first time, force the intelligence community to axpand

their tactical view of the battlefield and focus Lheir

strategic perspective-on the operational level. It will

force the analyst to anticipate follow-on operations.

JCS Fb 2-0 is also confusing in many respects. 1 . ,

cite throe examples. It attempts to categorize inte.ligence

by the level of war for which the intelligence is produced

and used.16 Unfortunately for the analyst, intelligence d,.s

not have a convenient tactical or operational label.

Analysts must determine the value of information at each

level and across many levels.

Analysts perform many functions to meet operational

intelligence requirements. JCS Pub 2-0 outlines six primary

intelligence functions which must be performed to meet the

operational requirements of joint commanders.17 They are;

indications and warning, current intelligence, intelligence

product±on, target intelligence support, collection

management, and operational intelligence integration. These

"functions" are similar to the five Intelligence ard

F1.



Electronic Warfare (IEW) "tasks". These tasks are;

situation development, target development, electronic

Parfare, counterintelligence, anTd operations security. Th1e

variations in terminology arid individual functions/tasks

does not allow for the systematic flow of intelligerce from

echelon to echelon. It hinders the continuity of

intelligence doctrine and understanding.

Finally, the manual highlights a five step intelligence

cycle.i8 This i.s a departure from the well known four step

intelligence cycle that has been used throughout Lhe 20th

Century and is found in every intelligence manual producad

by the Intelligence Center and School, Fort Huachuca,

Arizona.

These three examples are an indication of the divii~.-i

in the intelligence community. Jointly, we cannot decide on

the basic doctrinal terminology we will use to describe how

we will do business. It makes it difficult to train anid

educate our soldiers to perform in a joint environment.

For the intelligence operator, the dichotomy in

terminology and subsequent training means the services

reserve the right to conduct intelligence operations in a

parochial manner instead of operating jointly to meet new

doctrinal requirements. The manual clearly states,

"':mponents ace responsible for providing appropriate

products for integration."19 This allows each service to

14



analyze the information in a vacuum and arrive at a nervice

oriented conclusion. These conclusions will have to bc

mediated, which will further hinder the timelineos and

accuracy of the reported information, Under this broad

guidance, the individual services are not responsive to the

needs of the commander.

JCS Pub 2-0 has some major difficulties to overcome.

It does not provide the necessary directive guidance needed

to implement a comprehensive joint intelligence effort

however, it is a start point for future development.

The Army's doctrinal guidance is dorived from FM 100-5,

the Army's premiere warfighting manual. It lays the

foundation of how the Army will operate in a joint and

combined environment and provides standardized Army

terminology to minimize misunderstandings. It defines

operational art as, "the employment of military forces to

attain strategic goals in a theater of war or theater of

operations through the design, organization, and conduct of

campaigns and major operations."20 Operational intelligence

supports the commander and staff by providing information to

develop campaign plans. The manual does not go into any

level of detail regarding operational intelligence.

FM l4-.1, Intelligne _and Electronic_Warfare

Operations, is the capstone intelligence manual, yet it. doe-,..

not detail intelligence responsibilities in support of th,.

15



operational level of war. It defines opera-lcnal level of

war intelligence as, "the intelligence required for plann.ng'

and conducting campaigns within .a theater of war.21 it

conEludes. inelli,-ence concentrates on the col lection,,

identificaticn, location, and analysis of strategic and

operational centers of gravity.22

The IEW tasks performed at the operational level are

more complex and involved in reflecting the political,

military, economic, and psychological elements of powcr st

this level.2 The idea persists that each level of comnmantd

and intelligence is an aggregation of all elements at tt,-_

next lower level and that there are no qualatative

differences, only quantative differences.24 The idea that

operational intelligence is more than a rehash of the eremy,

weather, and terrain is a big step forward in the

intelligence thought process.

This thought process is captured in the five l:IW task.,

The tasks are; situation development, target developmenV,

EW, security and deception, and indications and warning.

These tasks form the basis for intelligence support to the

commander. I will discuss each task and how they relate to

the commander's FIR.

Situation development is IFB at the operational level

FM 34--13O, Intellijence Preparation of the Battlefiel_1, ha.-

a comprehensive list of requirements to include the

16



identification of PIR, which culminates in the determination

of the enemy's center of gravity. IL consists of theater

area (TA) evaluation (the political/military objecti'e,

evaluation of the characteristic:s of the TA, threat

evaluation , and threat integration. It focuses on theater

transportation and economic systems, the political and

sncialogical makeup of the population, the commander's

personality and training, and the incorporation of the

enemy's political and military objectives. Situation

development forms the basis of operational intelligence

support and all other tasks are derived from the analysic

done during this task.The complete four stop operational 1!1:.1

process is shown at Appendix 1.25

Operational target development is more difficult

because the commander must have timely, accurate locations

of high payoff targets so the operational fires can attaik

selected high value targets. This places an added burden o

the intelligence system to better focus the PIR.

The commander must also plan his fires to support hi.

branches and sequels early. He may not have direct control

of the operational fires which may limit his execution

options. For example., joint and combined aviation assets

are the most likely candidates to execute operational fircs.

Coordination becomes more important because aviation nssetc

require more logistics, intelligence, and planning support

17



to execute their missions. Also, the targets Ldenti fied

must support the commander' s campaign plan. It is a West(

of resources to attack a n enemy vu'.lnerabi 1ity that will not

contribute to the di.rect defeat of the enemy.26

EW is the means to exploit and disrupt the enemy

command and control (C2) system. PIR must be identified

rapidly so collection assets can be tasked and jamming

targets can be identified. Operationally, ava.-tiop i7 tha

key to both collection and jamming operations. The

commander's intercept capability is loc.ated in the Aa-,

Exploitation Battalion in the Corps MI Brigaie. .!e Alp

Force maintLains the commander's jammi.ng ass -. Th'~e

systems require intensive coordination before their

employment.

Indications and warning involves the continuous

development and refinement of regional or theaten- Lased

indicator lists.2- These lists give the staffs inform ti.n

on changes in the political, military, ond economin beh.'inr

in the area of operation. The staff must translatc the-,

changes into intelligence the commander can use to develop

his contingency and campaign plans.

Security is simply the steps taken to deny the enemy

information about planned, ongoing, and completed

operations. The objective of seciuraity procedures is to

prtect the essential elements of friendly inform.ti,.
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These elements are the enemy's FIR. Overall, secrit,

remains the responsibility of evry member of the command.

ifn s.ummary, true operationa l in t-1 I.gEnce dcc trire

erists ..only in JCS P'b 2-0 and in FM 14-13C. Hotwoer, the

maruals do not provide a coordinated approach to operaiunal

intel igence.

WS Pub 2-0 provides a macro view of intelligence

cperations by encompassing the broad doctrinal ,on-epL W

all se.rvices. Its problems stem from a lack.. a directiv.'e

aeproach. thereby further institutional izingo -h,..,'rv,--2

er ice pol icy of intelligence s..port to the comm.nd r.

Appendi. D of PM 4-130 i-s the only practic-l

operatioral intelligence doctrine available. It provides

so.i, frmework for discovering friendly arnd enemy .enter..

of gravity through a logical process called operatioral IF'E.

Te process of discovery will generate FIR which -il1 le.ad

t the centers of gravity.

Hwe-.... FM 74-130 is a o.-ngle service manul.. The

do,-trine needs to he tested in joint practLical ex.ercises 5-)

determir, its value. Until ail manuals reflect a joint

approach to intelligence, operational intelligence wil.l

-ontinue to be ignored in the intelligence soldi-r',

eduation and traiLning. This diversity of opera ,tion ].

d.ctfrine ma es training to meet the commander's operatiuno.1

F'[R Mr.ih more diffic.lt.
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INTELLIGENCE TRAIING1N

BUILDING THE FOUNDATION

BL, ildir7 the foundation for a good intell._gencce s--em

is 3 long and tedious process. Doctrine must be t~n~l~ted

through the training and education system into a product the

soldi2rs can understand. This translation process .ssL.mes

that those that turn doctrine into training and educat!n, <i

e:.periences thoroughly understand Ai rLand BFat .e docs-rine,

Simply knowing the intelligence process does not guaran tee a

quallt.' intelligence prodUct. The Army needs officer,-; .-4_;

--an think and decide about the tactical, oper-atLon'.. :,nd

strategic problems facinq them and the Army as a holeo At

the operational level, the number of tanks and arpIn.s

not as important as how these elements will be employed, h-ow

they will tcht, and how their employment will help

ar: -omnhsI -.. h the commander's operational goals. This !.s t h

t -,k ;.f the training and education system.

The U.S. Army recognizes there is a difference Let-e n

training and education. Training i. instruction which will

increase the individua'. and collective capacity to do

specific military functions.28 Education is the systematic

instruction of soldiers to enhance their knowledge ot th?

art .3nd science of war. It implies the comprehens-,,-in .f

br-c ad pr Lr-, iples. 7?
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AtrLand Battle doctrine embraces three levels of war.

The Intell>i.gence Center- and School maintains proponency for

developing and teaching all. intellig ence doctrine to meet

Ai. rLard Battle requirements.30"O Today, the MI training )nd

education system is geared to meet only tactical and

strategic requirements.

There are many problems with the current intelliqence

training and education program and I will highlight several

which need attention. Volume I of the Review of EdUc'aLiun

and Training for Officers study states those who devel mp and

teach doctrine in the Army's schools must be sub_, vf at ';..-

experts (SMEs).31 However, throughout the Training and

Doctr-ine Command, there are no published criteria

enumer-ating the skills and knowledges required to become a

SME and a member of the military faculty.

The skills and knowledges required to become a SME Lfl

operational intelligence meet this criteria ,o).d. The

Army's on-rational intelligence doctrine is based n CPT

Larry V. buel's briefing paper entitled, "Intelligence at.

the Operational Level. of War: Operational-Level

Intelligence Preparation of the Battlefield." The paper is

an excellent foundation for further study bAt very little

has been done o teach, test, and revise his ideas.

In March 1987, the Intelligence Center and School

Commander asserted the School had conceived an operational
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IPB methodology which would yield the enemy center of

gravity. 2 Three years have passed and the school has not

incorporated operational intelligence doctrine into their

curriculfm.33 Consequently, operational intelligence

doctrine remains a mystery to the junior officers and

warrant officers who are responsible for operational

analysis at the Corps and EAC level. The dilemma for the

school, is how to train SMEs when there are no SMEs to

conduct the training.

Currently, when officers study a nation's elemenLs of

power, they study only the military aspects of power. The

emphasis is placed on "bean counting." The import.ant fax. t

are the numbers of divisions and armored vehicles, not ho!:

the systems are used to achieve operational goals.34 Enemy

mobilization, employment philosophy, and history are

excluded in their analysis. This is also true for the

non-commissioned and warrant officer analysts who receive

less formal training and education, yet they make up thre=

fourths of the analysts in every intelligence section.

The next major step in an officer's formal professional

education is the Command and General Staff College (CGSC).

One of the stated missions of the college is to develop

leaders who will train and fight units at the tacLical and

operatio3nal levels.35 As a student in 1989-09l I was struc

by W.e la.k of emphasis or .. perational level planining, and



particularly the void in operational intelligence planning.

CGSC has two courses "dedicated" to the operational

level of war. P157, "Operational Warfighting" and A732,

"Operational Level of War." Contrary to the CGSC mission

statement, the concept of the operational level of war is

not fully integrated into the cirriculum. I will briefly

discuss each focused course.

P1 7 requires students to plan and execute a

conventional military operation in a theater of operations.

The focus is on "applying the operational concepts of

deployment, employment, and sustainment at the joint tasl

force level."76 The students are thrust into a scenario

without receiving any instruction which would prepare them

for the leap from the tactical to the operational level.

For example, the intelligence estimate maintains a

distinctive tactical orientation. It does not reference the

enemy commander and his operating style, the enemy doctrine,,

time/space factors, or the political and moral wil1 of the

people. More importantly, it does not suggest tentative

strategic enemy centers of gravity to focus the commander's

PIR. The fact is, CGSC students are never introduced to a

process which would identify enemy centaurs of gravity.

Interestingly, the operational IPB model is not taught or

tested during this course.

A302 is an elective course designed to produce officeate5
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with an understanding of the "concepts, principles, and

actions" which make up the operational level of waro37 The

students are required to develop a plan for a major

operation using the concepts they learn. During the co*.-so

operational intelligence is introduced in the eighth cias

session. One of the reading assignments for the course is

CPT Buel's briefing papcr. This three hour class is the

only instruction the students receive which is focused o;l

operational intelligence. I attended the operational

intelligence class and found it did not generate much

discussion. Neither the students nor the instructor had the

background to break away from their tactical focus. D,r'ing

this three hour session, the students did not grasp the

concept of how the tactical, operational, and strategic

levels of war impacted on each other and how this

interaction impacts on the intelligence production effort.,

The class is a good start point, but the block must come

earlier in the course and the instructor must have a better

grasp of the material to generate meaningful discussion.,

These two courses are the only ones dedicated to

teaching CGSC students operational intelligence. The

instruction does not educate them to use operational

intelligence tools like IPDB; nor, does it educate them to

understand the complex.ities of the systhesis of tactical,

operational, and strategic intelligence into a product thc
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operational commander can use to develop his plans.

The final formal educational experience for most

officers occurs at the U.S. Army War College (AWC). The AWC

has the mission to develop senior leadership and to promote

strategic study and analysis..8 The focus is on the

acquisition of knowledge versus learning specific material.

The AWC has dedicated one three hour block of instruction,

"Theater Intelligence, Implementing National Military

Strategy" (Lesson 3-35-L/S), to operational intelligence.

The block has a one hour lecture and a 90 minute question

and answer period. The only substantive reading assignmant

is CFT Buel's briefing paper.39 The AWC students do noL hav:

the opportunity to test the doctrine through actually

developing operational PIR and working with the results :f

their collection effort. They do not analyze operational

intelligence products.

The stated mission of developing diciplined, all-source

intelligence officers is not being met by the intelligen-e

community.40 The officer corps as a whole is being deprived

of an operational intelligence background. Commanders

without an operational intelligence persoective cannot hope

to achieve victory. The key to success is to teach soldiers

how to recognize the principles of war in action acrs7 all

levels of war.41 This is the challenge for the 90s.
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INTELLIGENCE PRODUCTION

REAPING THE REWARDS

The production of quality intelligence is made possible

by a robust force structure, sound doctrine, and good

training. These elements form the basis of the intelligence

system. It allows the intelligence system to direct the

collection effort, gather information, process the

information into intelligence, and disseminate the

intelligence to satisfy the commander's PIR.

FM 04-1C outlines a framework for determining the

commander's PIR. The operational IPB process is a four step

process within the task of situation development. The

process as noted earlier entails, TA evaluation (political

and military objectives), evaluati.n of the characteristics

of the TA of operations, threat evaluation, and threat

integration. I will use the operational IPB process to sho, P

what information is required by the operational commander

and what intelligence is actually produced. I will use si

recent training exercises to highlight key points and

indicate areas where a lack of training and education

created difftculties.

TA evaluation is the translation of foreign policy into

strategic objectives for subordinate commanders.43 It is a

very difficult process and can appear to be disjointed.
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Often American foreign policy can seem to be at odds with

sound defense policy. For example, President Carter's

unwaivering stand on human rights issues often influenced

his relaLions with foreign nations. This was particularly

true in Latin America and with the Warsaw Pact nations. A

more lenient foreign policy may have enabled the U.S. to

coexist more peacefully and may have ensured more stability

in our strategic objectives.

As soldiers, we must realize that political policy is

not synonymous with sound tactical defense policy. They are

only two of the five elements of national power which

interact to create foreign policy. These elements of power

are; geography, national will, economics, politics, and the

military. 44

None of the after action reports I examined, noted the

staff work required to translate the higher headquarters

mission statement into manageable objectives for the

operational commanders. This staff work requires the

analysis of the five elements of power on a grand scale,

before they are evaluated as the characteristics of the TA

of operations. This critical area is not part of any

evaluation criteria used to evaluate exercises.

Operational TA evaluation is routinely done for each

exercise. The exercise directive plainly addresses the

elements of geography, transportation nets, the current
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political situation, and communications capabilities.

However, the underlying economic, sociological, and

scientific and technological potential of the threat nations

is not mentioned. Characteristically, each exercise

directive is virtually a carbon copy of its predecessor.

This indicates we have done very little to exercise our

analytical capability in relationship to how these

characteristics impact upon one another. This also implies

we have not incorporated operational intelligence doctrine

into our evaluation criteria. The scenarios I reviewed

appear to be "canned".

Operationally, weather is a characteristic which we

have in common with all services. The Army needs to work

closely with the Air Force and Navy to develop a better

understanding of our shared requirements. During Able

Archer 87, the Air Force and Navy liaison elemtents noted

they did not fully understand the type of detailed

information the Army needed to conduct operations.45 For

example, the majority of weather information for aviation,

artillery, and intelligence units is provided by Navy and

Air Force assets. The weather information for artillery

units is normally much more detailed then the information

required for intelligence units. The Navy and Air Force

must understand what we need and respond rapidly.

Air Force and Naval assets are typically the
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commander's only responsive sources of information on road,

rail, sea, and inland waterays.46 These operational lines

of communication are critical to planning offensive

operations and anticipating enemy movements.

Despite the joint nature of the headquarters involved

in the exercises, dissemination of this critical planning

information is slow. Typically, intelligence data bases are

not compatible among all the services.47 Normally, joint

headquarters can pass information rapidly among themselves,

but units under their operational control may not be able to

exchange data bases. This is further compounded during

combined operations where incompatible software, a language

barrier, and extensive security problems create massive

bottlenecks in the dissemination of intellingence

information .48

Today, we sport a tremendous intelligence data base

however, there are several areas which remain relatively

untouched by intelligence analysts. Typically, a generic

political scenario is used to initiate hostilities for most

exercises. The recent political background is habitually

omitted and only cursory mention is given to the opposing

nation's political support for the military. Recent events

in Europe have shown how important the support of the people

can be. The East German Army, formidable in numbers, but

lacking in popular support, is but one example.
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Economically, geography and strategic minerals play an

important part in world events. Saudi Arabia without oil

and South Africa without her mineral wealth, are not as

vital to our national interest. However, coupled with their

strategic geographic locations, these nations take on

increased importance in our foreign policy.

Sociologically, the nations of India and Indonesia are

important because of their tremendous population base. They

have huge military age populations which if properly

harnessed, could create problems in their respective

regions.

Finally, the threat nation's scientific and

technological potential for warmaking must be examined.

Israel and South Africa are regional powers because of their

nuclear arsenals. Despite their other shortcomings,

membership in the "nuclear club" identifies them as nations

which must be handled delicately.

Elementary AirLand Battle intelligence doctrine is

available to help analysts evaluate evaluate the TA of

operations. The doctrine clearly outlines the individual

and collective tasks which need to be accomplished. The

validation of these tasks has not occurred because our

training exercises have not incorporated these tasks into

the evaluation criteria.

The third task of operational IF'B is threat evaluation.
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It involves the review of tactical, operational, and

strategic considerations of the enemy coupled w.ith the TA

evaluation. All exercise directives provide an indepth

enemy order of battle list to include air, ground, and naval

forces.49 The majority of this information is ,ollectpd arr

analyzed by strategic assets and is forwarded to s'bordinate

commands as threat intelligence. Operational analysts must

scan these summaries to gather threat intelligence for their

Use.

Soldiers migrating to Corps and EAC assignmentc are

hampered during exercises by their inabiliL to tra-sfor-m

this threat- information into an operational intel1igen._ _

product. Typically, the analysts revert to the familiar

tactical scenarios and focus on enemy strength figures,

tactical reinforcementsi and the close batt]e force-space

ratios.

These analytical errors are caused b' a l.ck o-.f

perscnnel in the analyt-ical sections coupled by

inexperience. During Gallant Knight 82, augmentation" of Lhe

EACIC by more and senior analysts was critical to missiorn

accomplishment.51 The units participating in the exercis

did not have enough skilled analysts to get the job done

because the MI ,]&E does not support required MI -activities

and do: trine.52

The collection of information to satisfy the FIR
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depends on the skill of the operational intelligence

analyst. Collection management is based on the comma.ider's

PIR, the most important information he needs to Kno, The

collection manager gets the requirements from the anaIyst

who tries to fill in gaps in the intelligence data base

The collection assets are tasked with questions to answer

focused FIR. At the operational level, the PIR are

questions which focus on information gaps in the evaluation

of the TA of operations and the threat. The essence of the

problem is, an inadequate number of unskilled analysts ore

developing the questions geared to answer operational PIP.

This is the basic problem facing the intelligence communit;.

Further complicating matters is the problem of

"jointness". At the operational level, the majority of

operational collection assets are aviation assets. Durin

Able Archer 87, the joint intelligence staff had problews

understanding how Army and Air Force assets could be usel to

complement each other.53 Assets were tasked to col lec:t or,

tactical targets or on targets which do not emit a signatu~re

the platform could acquire. This problem was resolved foi.-

the ex.ercise by the exchange of liaison elements.54 The

exchange of personnel is critical to assist in integrating

service elements and to speed the flow of threat in formah-l

to the commander.

The final step in the operational [PB process is threat
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integration. Threat integration has four substeps; en-my

political objec-tives , military objectives, capabilities, a p

vunerab ilities. To win battles, campanns, *andwar, the

nation's political and militar' goals mst be compatiblu.

These are two elements of national power that cannot _.or

against each other. For example, the U.S. achieved

virtually all its military objectives in Vietnam but was

soundly defeated at home and abroad politically. The

political objectives of a free and democratic Vietnam wers

negated by our policy of artificially supportinq -a corrupt

mili.ary government with U.S. military forces. Thesc

objectives were fundamentally incompatible.

None of the joint exercises I reviewed, evalurated the

effectiveness .f the integration of political and mtiit:a-y

objectives. The sterile eny~ronment of the exercise

scenarios indicates we work in a scrictly military

*_nvironment. However, during the invasion of Panama, the

U.S. found it necessary to become irvolved in nation

building at every level of war.55 We must prepare oO,

soldiers to work in this complicated environment or we may

arrive at conclusions which do not reflect the reality of

the world situation. This could lead to an overassessment

of our capabi Ii ties and an underassessment of the enemy'--

capabilitins. Either sit,_ation could lead to severe

cu rseq:uences for our operational commanderso.



Enemy capabil ities and vul. 1nerabi Iities are te f ina,

sub-steps ir; the uperational IF'e process. .CS Ptb .1

-of _Miltary Pnd Associater Term, dfie

,_:-pabilit'i as, "the ability t:o e'. c,_te A spec. fLc , o ' :,

action. "56 It defines vulnerabili ty as, "the 'uc;:upi:LbiI.,t/

of a nation or mil.tary force to any action thruUgh wich

its war potential or combat effectiveness may be redL:ced

will to fight diminished."57 These definiLions do riot

concentrate solely on the military element of power., bUt

±ncorporatLe how all elements of power impast on te .

ca-pabi i ities. This scope of analysis is not takli ng place In

the Corps and EAC intelligence structure.581

As stated previouslV, intelligence training is focused

on the military element of power and is oriented toward

"bean counting". This is also true of the e':ercise

eval,.,ation process. Computer driven exercises are by rt.--

numbers oriented.59 Opposino forces are assesd to have ari

advantage based on superior numbers at the tacttca l .e el,

nc:,t on their operational deployment and employmeut. The

majority of exercises degenerate into attrition warfare once

the forces collide. The REFORGER 85 exercise speczficiliv

noted the focus of intelligence collection and analys_:_-

shifts to the close battle once engagements ar. re:,rtd.

This observation is also true at the operationl and

: >ategic 1,f',.'els. The result is, the anl. is cf t~h, .
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battle does not lead to the development of operational PI'

and the identification of the enemy's centers of gravit y.

Finally,* to further hone the operational PIR, it is the

intelligence community's responsibility to analyze friendly

vulnerabilities. During the REFORGER 85 exercise, this

analysis was done as an afterthought and did not contribute

to the exercise play.60 The reason for this oversight was,

the analysts conducting the vulnerability surveys did not

know the vulnerabilities of their own system.61

Realistically, if the intelligence system were to

provide factual enemy versus friendly comparisons, the

analysts would immediately double their work load and, "open

themselves up to a new and more dangerous area of

bureaucratic vulnerability."62 This awkward position could

spell disaster. Politically, the analyst could be pressured

to produce comparisons with a biased viewpoint. This typ:e

of infighting and selfdeception could only create

hostilities which could furt her obscure the process of

developing operational PIR and the identification of the

enemy's center of gravity.

The production of quality intelligence depends on a

robust force structure, sound doctrine, and good training.

Today, the focus of our training evaluations and lessons

learned program are at the tactical level. To fully

inculcate AirLand Battle doctrine into thp total miii -ar.
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force, we must broaden the scope of our evalttoflE t.-

encompass the synergistic effect of the tactical,

operational, and strategic levels of war on the operatio na!

commander. This is the only way to eliminate the curren".t

operational intelligence vacuum.
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CONCLUSIONS and RP-CMMENDATIONS

Operational irtelligence is a new aspect of

intelligence. It is new in that no specific organization is

responsible for operational intelligence; there is no

established and tested doctrine; it currently remains

untaught in the military education system; and it receives

only lip service during exercises, which should hone the

focus of the intelligence effort to meet operational

intelligence requirements.

The MI force is undermanned to meet the increased

intelligence requirements of the modern battlefield. There

are simply not enough soldiers to perform continuous

intelligence operations. This fact, coupled with a low rank

structure, means quality operational intelligence analysis

cannot be performed with the current forces available.

Reality also shows that MI units rarely exceed a

category II authorization, which keeps the normal manning

level at approximately 70% strength. This strength level is

again cut in half because of the need for continuous

intelligence operations. This level of manning does not

indicate a robust, experienced analytical force.

As stated, to make the current force structure operate

effectively, all soldiers would have to be thoroughly
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trained and educated in the intracacies of AirLand Battle

doctrine. The military education system teaches functions,

not substance. It assumes the soldiers will learn the

intricacies of their job through the unit's on the job

training program. This is not the case. It is the school

system's responsibility to teach the soldiers what they need

to know to prepare them for their assignments.

Today's operational intelligence doctrine is not joint

doctrine. The current doctrine is not directive which

leads to parochialism and wastes critical intelligence

resources. This misuse of assets will be particularly

important in the future in a budget constrained environment.

Finally, the production of intelligence can only be

increased in quantity and quality by joint exercises which

test current operational intelligence dcctrine. The current

fledgling doctrine remains untested, because most exercises

are computer driven, attrition type exercises which do not

take into consideration the moral element of war. Also

missing from these exercises is the incorporation of the

five elements of power. Without the interaction of all

these elements, our operational intelligence doctrine will

focus on the military aspects of war which are only a small

part of the total conflict.

The problems of operational intelligence may seem

insurmountable however, there are solutions to these
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problems. I will offer several recommendations under these

categories: organization, doctrine, training, and

intelligence production.

First, a single organization must be identified to

provide operational intelligence guidance. Once the level

of responsibility has been named, an organization can be

tailored to support the operational commander. Lieutenants

and junior enlisted soldiers are not trained or experienced

enough to perform operational analysis and should not be

listed on the force structure. The majority of experience

must be found with the senior captains, majors, and warrant

officers. If and when the training and education level

improves, then these soldiers should be offered the

opportunity to serve in these positions. The force

structure must include liaison teams from all the service

organizations. Operational intelligence is joint

intelligence and the force structure must recognize this

f act .

Operational intelligence doctrine must be joint

doctrine. Today, no single service has the luxury to

operate independently. During the Panama invasion, the

predominantly Army action was heavily supported by all the

sister services. The joint doctrine must be authoritative

and all identified operational intelligence staffs must be

joint staffs, using joint doctrine. All doctrinal manuals
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must be joint manuals.

The education and training of our operational

intelligence officers must be a joint venture. All officers

at the rank of captain must attend joint schools and be

prepared to think using joint doctrine. The current

military education system would have to be expanded to meet

these increased requirements. The minimum requirement

should be a mandatory correspondence course geared to

familiarize soldiers with join.t doctrine.

The current military education system does not

challenge officers to learn the underlying reasons for

changes in doctrine. Military history must be the

cornerstone in the rebirth of operational art and provide

the background for systematic change in the U.S. Armv by

Army officers.

Operational intelligence production must be practiced

in peace and in war with the same urgency. By using the

recommendations above, the operational commander will have

the foundation he can build upon.

The final element in the operational intelligence

equation is the human factor. Each commander has his own

operational style and his own intelligence needs.

Intelligence soldiers must learn to synthesize all levels of

intelligence to provide a more comprehensive view of events

which may impact on the commander's plan. Exercises are an
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excellent way to think through situations which may occur.

No plan will survive the campaign intact, but we must do

everything humanly possible to ensure the "campaigners"

survive the plan. For the intelligence officer, joint

exercises are the best way to test the emerging doctrine and

get this type of information.

Operational intelligence doctrine is a weak link in our

AirLand Battle doctrine. The problems are due to ignorance

of the doctrine not stupidity. Luckily, ignorance can be

cured. The solution is to use and revise the current

doctrine to meet the commander's intelligence needs. If we

do not resolve to test our doctrine it is the commander who

will be suspended in the operational intelligence vacuum.
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Appendix I

OPERATIONAL LEVEL IPB

1. Theater Area (TA) Evaluation: Given the imperatives of

American foreign and defense policy, the commander assigns

strategic objectives to subordinate theaters of operation.

2. Evaluate the Characteristics of the TA of Operations:

A. Geographical aspects to include climate, weather,

topography, hydrography, of operational and strategic

importance to the theater of operations. May define natural

avenues of approach, lines of communication, and [ey terrain.

B. Transportation. Road, rail, air, sea, and inland

waterways.

C. Telecommunications. Critical communications facilities.

D. Economics. The impact of geography, climate, strategic

materials, metals, and the nation's potential for economic

expansion.

E. Politics. The nation's political system and the depth

of political support for military operations to include a

historical review.

F. Sociology. The demographic and sociological make up of

the population.

G. Scientific and Technological. The ability to increase

the nation's warmaking potential.
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3. Threat Evaluation:

A. The Enemy Commander. Campaign style and idiosyncraciezs,

B. Doctrine

C. Composition and Equipment. Air, ground, sea, special

operations (SOF/ABN/AA)

D. Reinforcements. Mobilization potential and the quality

of personnel.

E. Strengths. Maritime nation vs a strong ground force.

F. Time/Space Factors

G. Force/Space Ratios

H. Efficiency. Mobilization capability and administrati"e

organization.

I. Morale. National will and leadership ability.

J. Political Reliability of Allied Military Forces.

K. Nuclear/Chemical Weapons. Employment policy and release

authority.

4. Threat Integration:

A. Enemy Political Objectives

B. Enemy Military Objectives

C. Enemy Capabilities

D. Enemy Vulnerabilities (Centers of Gravity)

(1) Strategic: Fielded forces, alliances, sustainment

forces (logistics), territory, and special weapons.

(2) Operational: Major committed forces (main effort),

operational reserves, C31, lines of communication

(sustainment), and special weapons.
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Appendix II

Glossary

ASAC All-Source Analysis Center

ASPS All-Source Production Section

AWC Army War College

CGSC Command and General Staff College

CI Counterintelligence

CI/ANL Counterintelligence Analysis

CI SEC Counterintelligence Section

CM Collection Management

CM&D Collection Manacement and Disseidination

CTOCSE Corps Tactical Operations Center Support

Element

C2 Command and Control

EAC Echelons Above Corps

EACIC Echelons Above Corps Intelligence Center

EACIC SPT SEC Echelons Above Corps Intelligence Center

Support Section

EW Electronic Warfare

EW SEC Electronic Warfare Section

I/A SEC Imagery Analysis Section

IEW Intelligence and Electronic War-fare

IPB Intelligence Preparation of the Battlefield

ISE Intelligence Support Element
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JCS Joint Chiefs of Staff

MI Military Intelligence

FIR Priority Intelligence Requirements

PROD/DSM SEC Production and Dissemination Section

SME Subject Matter Expert

TA Theater Area

TACC Theater Area Communications Command

TENCAP Tactical Exploitation of National

Capabilities

TO&E Table of Organization and Equipment

USAF WETM United States Air Force Weather Team
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