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Abstract of

INTELLIGENCE AND THE COMMANDER: DESERT SHIELD/STORM CASE STUDY

Inte.:igence support to Operations Desert Shield and Desert Storm
15 aralyzed 1n this study from the perspective of the operational
commander. The lessons of these operations are a model i1n the
arena of 1ntelligence support and the commander, as warfighting
CINCs will confront some, or all, of the same issues 1n future
conflicts. Four major 1ssues are i1dentified and analyzed 1n the
study: Indications and Warning (I&W) and Response, Battle Damage
Assezsment (BDA), Joint Operations Intelligence Doctrine and Joint
Inteliigence Center (JIC) Organization, and Interoperabilaity.
Problems were encountered 1n these areas because neither the CINC
and his staff, nor the 1ntelligence communrity anticipated or
1ni1tizlly ur~erstood the problem of supporting a unified commander
1in & mid to high 1ntensity conflaict. The national 1ntelligence
commun:ty and CENTCOM have recognized the problem areas and taken
corrective measures thet should ensure better 1ni1ti1al support to

wartigrting CINCs 1n the “uture. However, BDA and I&W wilil

o

continue to confront commanders wlth ambigulty, requlring
"generalship” to overcome. The implementation of Joint
1inte:ligence doctrine, zembined with a2 baseline review, andg
realistic exercising of 1ntelligence support "game plans' are
reccmmended for all unif:ed commands as a solution to the

crgan:zational and 1ntercperability prokblems.
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INTELLIGENCE AND THE COMMANDER: DESERT SHIELD/STORM CASE STUDY

“No ccmbat commander has ever had as full and complete view of his
adversary as did our field commander (during Operaticn Desert
Storm). OQOverall, 1ntelligence support to Operations Desert Storm
and Desert Shield was a8 success." - Department of Defense Interim

Report to Congress

“Let me start by saying the i1ntelligence community as & whole did

a great job." - General H. Norman Schwarzkopf :n testimony to the

House fArmed Services Committee, 13 June 1991

I. Introduction and Thes:s

In the long view, Operation Desert Stcrm wes a confirmzation of
United States 1ntelligence excellence and superiority 1n supporting
2 warfighting commander. Yet, 1ntelligence support to the
operational commander General! H. Norman Schwarzkopf received more
public criticism than any other aspect of tne war effort, inctiucing
well-publicized comments by the commander himsel!f, The rszscn for
this apparent contradiction was, this paper asserts, that the
oroblem cocf scplying the modern, complex nat:onal 1nie.ligence
system to support a unified commander—-i1n-chnief (CINC) i~ a mic to
high 1intensi1ty conflict was not 1n1ti1ailv undercetcoc, or
ant:cicated by the 1ntelligence comrmun:ty <~ the cperaticonal

comrander and his staff. Thus, though the c¢.entual outcome was




successful, 1ntelligence and the commander wal.ked a rocky road from
the 1nception of the crisis 1n July 1990 :z the conclusion of
hosti1lities on 28 February 1991.

Though Operations Desert Storm and Desert Shield cannot be
seen as a paradigm for the conduct of all future military
operations, thelr lessons are a paradigcm 1n the arena of
1ntelligence support and 1ts relationshic to the operational
commander. CINC's and their staffs will confront some, or all, of
the same 1ssues of intelligence support i1n future conflicts. This
paper examines the major i1ntelligence 1ssues rtaised by the Persian
Gulf Conflict from the perspective of the un:.:<1ed commander. Each
issue will be analyzed 1n terms of causzz:ion, actions taken,
possible alternative responses, post-war cc-rective actions, and
implications for future operations. Conclusions and
recommendations will b2 addressed 1n the exa~:natian of each 1ssue
and summarized 1n the final section of the cacer.

A. Definmitions

Before proceeding to an examination of 2~ 2 1ssues, a statement
of the terms of the analysis 15 1n order. & the subject of this
peper 1s "i1ntelligence and the operationa. zz-mmander,"” the focus
wi1ll center on 1ntelligence support to the u-:<1ed commander 1n the

nract:ce of “cperational art'. U.,S. Arr. Field Me-u2l 100-5

defines this term as follows :
Operational art 1s the employment =-f military feorces to
atta:r strategic goals :r a theats- of war or theater of
operzti:cnz through the design, crz:z-:1zaticn, and ccnouct
of campaigns and maJor operations.-

It follcwe that the type cf 1ntellige-z2 suppert discusced
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will be "ocerational 1ntelligence. The ccncept of "operational
intelligerce” 1s, 1n practice, based on function more than echelaon
ot commard, and usually encompasses elements of strategic,
operational and tactical i1ntelligence. Joint Pub’'s 2-0 and 1-02

best aefine these terms and concept:

(1) Strategic Intelligence is that i1ntelligence required
for the formulation of strategy, policy, and military
plans and operations (emphasis added) at national and
theater levels.

(2) Operational 1ntelligence 1s that 1ntelligence
required for planning and conducting service and joint
operations.

(3) Tactical i1ntelligence 1s that intelligence required
for planning and conaucting tactical operations.

However, changes 1n usage and practice have mod:fied some
of the level of command distinctions once associated with
the terms. For example, strategic 1i1ntelligence was
zdlmost exclusively associated with the DIA, the Joint
C-~i1efs of Staff, the LCepartment of Defense, and thre
haticnal Commang Authzoriti1es. Now the combatant commanc
CINCs play a greater role at the cstrategic level of
command and have a greater need for strategic
1ntelligence. Tactical i1ntelligence was consicered the
province of deployed (or deployable) forces. However,
changes 1n recent years have eroded much of that
cdistinction...and hae resulted 1n an acknowledgement that
"tactical intelligence 1€ where ycu fing
1t."«...0perational intelligerce applies not to a
particular level of command, b.t rather to the functicn
cf supporting coperaticne at any level.®

Therefore, 1n discuss:ing "intell:igence and the commander”, 1ssues
of strateg:c, operat:cnsl, and tact:ical 1ntelliigerce are al!
relevant 1n the context of their effect or the unified commander s
conduct cf z3n operation.

B. The lesues

Cperzt:ons Desert Storm a~3d Desert S-i1eld surfaced four 1ssue

3




areas where the relationship between 1ntelligence afforded to the
commander and the conduct of operations was, or could have been,
critical. These areas, as we shall see, encompassed a broad
spectrum of problems that challenged the 1ntelligence community
across the board and the commander, both i1ndividually and jointly.
From the i1ntelligence side, the problems were generally of supply
and distribution; how to get essential information to the commander
1n a3 timely manner and useful farm. For the commander, the problem
was different, but equally complex; how to effectively translate
that information into operations. For both, a link of
understanding was also essential 1n that 1t was 1ncumbent upon the
1intelligence community to understand the commander s needs, while
the commander, to best use 1ntelligence, had to understand 1ts
capabilities and limitations.

The four 1ssue areas are listed 1n the author’'s view of
decreas:ing order of i1mportance as follows:

(1) Indicatiors and Warning (I&W) and Response

(2) Battle Damage Assessment (BDA?

(23 Joint Zperations Intelligence Doctrine and Joint

Intelligence Center (JIC) Organization

(4) Interoperability

il. Indications_and Warning (I&W) and Response

A. Issue and Caucses - Overlooked 1n most Department of Defense

analyses of the Persian Gulf conflict, but a near caucss celebre 1n

the open press 1s the 1ssue of I&W and Resporse. Eriefly stated,




the argument runs as follows: Given Saddam’'s 1ncreasingly shrill
public attacks against the United States and the Arab Gulf States,
begqinning 1n February 1990 and culminating with Iraq’'s movement of
some 100,000 troops along Kuwait's berder®, 1ncluding elements of
the Republican Guard and key logistical support, why was there no
strong response from the United States? Had the United States
strongly signalled 1ts support for Kuwai1t, to 1nclude the 1mmediate
movement of forces to the area, the subsequent 1invasion and
resultant war might have been avoided altogether. Critics assert
that the 1ntelligence services of the United States, and the West
i1 generael, blundered by adherence to a faulty caoncepti1on: Saddam’'s
behavior had been moderated by the war with Iran, causing him %o
estabiish closer ties with the West and the Arab GBulf States.*
The eight-year war with Iran had also left Iraq and its populat:on
war-weary. And although Saddam’'s 1ntent to eveniually control the
gulf was unaderstood, he would not have the capability for at least
three years, and would not probably risk a war for perhaps a
decade. Ergo, CIA, DIA, and the State Department of Intelligence
all concluded that Saddam was probably bluffing and so advised the
President.?®

Obviously, this 1ssue 1nvolves strategic 1ntelligence and
national policy formulation. What then of the United States’
Cemntral Command (CENTCOM)? Though policy-making has long been
accepted as outside the official domain of the military 1n the
United States, under the Loldwater-Nicholis D0OD Recrgzrizaticon 3zt

of 1984, the unified commanders have become warfighting combatant




commanders within their designated geagraphic area of
responsibility (AOR). Primary responsibilities 1nclude:

- Maintaining the security of the United States and the command.

- keeping the Chairman, Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS), promptly
advised of significant events 1n the AQOR.

- Communicating directly with the Secretary of Defense and CJCS
on matters 1ncluding preparation of strategic plans, strategic and
operational direction of forces,...and any other function of
command required to accomplish the mission.®

Though practice has yet to define with certainty the role of
the CINC 1n regional crises prior to the policy decision committing
forces, Goldwater-Nichols clearly establishes the unified commanager
as an active player with the responsibility to communicate to the
National Command Authority (NCA) on events that effect his AOR. 1In
the present case, 1T seems clear that recommendations and advise
concerning the use of mi1litary forces prior to Iraqg's i1nvasion were
within the purview cof CENTCOM. Thus, i1n terms of this study, the
first 1ssue bolls czwn to two questions: what actions should the
umified commander recommend and prepare for when faced w:itr
ambigucus I&W? How can warning 1ntelligence better support the
operational commander?

B. Actions TJakter = Ceonfrented with the <e:me ambiguous W

intelligence and faulty analysis, nei1ther national policy-makers or
CENTCOM tcoob def:nmit:ve action to attempt to cdeter Irag’'s i1nvas:on

-~

of Fuwalt. Twg tznker arrcraft were cer

rt

-

L

tc the Ur:teZ o

{

Emirates (URE) alonz with a small 1ncrease 1 the number of ships




usually assigned to the Persian Gulf.? In addition, a letter was
cabled to Saddam from President Bush follocwing Ambassador Glaspie’'s
stormy meeting with a blustering Saaddam. The letter stated that
the US would "stand by 1ts friends and praotect :1ts interests 1n the
region, " but called for no demarche explicitly warning Iragq not to
attack Kuwait.®

Irag’'s threat to Kuwait, whether a bluff or not, was
accompanied by the military capability to execute the operation.
This combination of threat and capability, 1n and of 1tself, made
the si1tuation a crisis for CENTCOM that demanded a response.
However, the ambiguous I&w presented the commander, and national
decision—-makers, with a dilemma: No definitive action would allow
Irag to 1nvade Kuwait, anc by extensicn, pose a threat to the
natiocnal i1nterest of Middle East o1l1. Equally as unpleasant was
the groposition that, were Irag biuffing, 2 strong, preemptive
military response by the United States might be viewed as unwanted,
imperialistic meddling 1n Arab affairs that would erode US
influence 1n an area cof vital 1mportance. Perhapgpe as a result, the
acticne tsken were 1neffect:ve measures norne of the confusion of
this ci1lemma.

C. Alternative Responses - Ambiquous warning complicates the

formulation of response, but 12 not an 1mposs:ible si1tuaticn with
whicrh to deal. 1n their stucies of warning ard response, Alexander
Gecrce anc Ar:el Levite rave a1denti1“:ed a rumber of active

resgconses to deal with 1ncc-clus:ive warming that seem spprcoriate

to tte Irag-Fuwa:t cCcrisis.




The first 1s to step up the i1nformation search. This, of
course, refers to increasing i1ntelligence collection and all source
analys:is of the problem.? For the unified and commander and his
J2, this means aggressive tasking of national i1ntelligence assets,
primarily human (HUMINT) and signals (SIGINT) i1ntelligence sources.
Though the capabilities of national 1ntelligence assets are
classified, 1t 15 a fair generalization to say that they are fully
tasked, and until the Gulf War, were concentrated heavily against
the Soviet Union.!'?® Substantial tasking of these limited
resources 1s not a trivial task, as many competing 1nterests often
vie for priority. If national collection managers and the national
1ntelligence community do not have the same threat perception as
the CINC and his J2, 1t 1 1ncumbent upon them to force the i1ssue.
The 1ncreased emphasis may not procvide the needed i1ntelligence, but
hacs often resulted in a cualitaiively 1moravead praduct.
Identification of Communist Chinese i1ntentions 1n kerea 1n 1930 1s
one such nctable example.!

Secondly, George recommende s rev:iew of "one's commitment to
a weak ally who wculd become the target shculd the crisis

-

emerge."t? Though the brurt of this recommendaticn fall

1

sguarely

in the lap of national policy-makers, the unified commander should

in

eet. to clarify the nature of the US’'s ccmmitment, as 1t 15 tre
keystone to his operationzl planning. Asking for clarification
through the chanmnels cf communication cpen to the CINC can help to
“orect of

focus attenticn to th:is 1ssue 1f 1t iz not already the

\n
n

study. In the case of Kuwalt, the United State s peosition was




clouded with ambiguity,’3complicating the threat response problem
for both sides. A corollary to this gprescription 1s the
rei1ntorcement of deterrence through the si1gnalling of a more
crecible commitment.

A final measure 15 to alert forces tc 1ncrease one’'s own
readiness level and/or deploy forces both as a signal of comm: tment
and a concrete hedge against the possitle threat.!* The
advantages of such a move prior to the onset of host:i:lities 1n the
gulf were potentially great. Combined w:ith the first two measures
discussed above, they form the basis for an exzellent strategy that
might have been pursued 1n the face of ambiguous I&W.

D. Post—-War Corrective Actiong - A number ¢f changes that wil!l

1mpact the problem of warning 1ntelligence have been spurred onward
by the experience of Operaticn Desert Storm. Most of these changes
were et least conceptually framed cy the 1nielligence community
pr:or to the Arabian Gulf Conflict. By far, the most significant
and sweeping change 15 the redirection of what had become 2
Zregreportionate focus on the former Soviet L-i10n to assessing the
carpacillties and i1ntentions of smaller, hoces:le nations who are

bl

pote~ti1al zdversaries.! More, ancd presumab.+ better, SIGINT and
HUMINT collecticon emphasis combined with a stronger analytic effort
directed toward regional problems will nct guarantee perfect
warn:ng 1intelligence, but should signif:zantly 1mprove the
intelligence product avatilable to the unifiez commanders.

A renewed emphacis on HUMINT has receivez particular momentum

from the recent conflaict. Good HUMINT offer=s great potential 1n




determining an adversaries 1i1ntent. The 11nability of technical
means to determine a potential adversary's 1ntent has been
recognized for a number of years as a weakness of the US
intelligence community, along with a8 lack of emphasis on HUMINT,
As we have seen, the gqulf war showed how critical the lack of
knowledge about 1ntent can be. As a result, expansiaon of HUMINT
capabilities will likely occur, to possibly i1nclude assets directly

controlled by the unified commanders.!*

E. Implications for Future Operations - Though warning

1ntelligence provided to the CINTs can be expected to qualitatively
and gquantitatively improve 1n the future, the nature of the beacst
will remain difficult with which to deal. Many scholars suggecst
that "attack warning will never be clear and unambilguous,"!? and
that bar-iers to accurate threat perception are historically the
rule ratrer than the exception. Further, they assert that attempts
to reform the process have also yielded little success.!'®
Ironicaliy, a limited study of mid-level military and civilian
officials a3t the Natiornal War College has shown that most assume
"timely anrd wunamb:igquous warning will be available"!*in the
future.

One -zzes that the latter perception w:ill prove to be true.
However, tre CINC facing a future conflict will best serve himse!f
by grepz-i1r3 to confrent the dilemmas posecd bty a high degree cf
ambicoart., Certral to th:s preparation 1s an e«gansicn of the

unclearl,. cefined, but Co~gressionally mandated responsibility to
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communicate with the SECDEF and CJCS on matters of 1mportance
within the commander ' s AOR, to i1nclude the preliminary stages of a
potential crisis. lIdeally, the CINC’'s recommendations will provade
useful 1nput to the policy debate and, once policy 1s articulated,
allow the CINC to clearly and expeditiously translate policy 1i1nto
an effective strateqy.

I11. Battle Damage Assessment

A. Issue and Causes - While I&W was the most critical 1ssue facing

intelligence and the commander prior to the onset of hostilities,
bomb damage assessment (BDA) took center stage upon the start of
Operation Desert Storm. From the outset 1t was the source of
acrimonious debate and hard feelings between elements of the
intelligence community and combatant commanrager General Norman
Schwarzkopf. Though i1mprovements were made 1n the process as the
war progressed, Schwarzkopf levelled heavy public anc private
riticism at the national 1ntelligence community for their
perfcrmance 1n this area, most notably during his testimony before
the Senate and House Armed Services committees an 12-13 June,
1991.2¢
Schwarzkopf’'s 1re was understandable, as not only was BDA
critical to the phasing of Desert Storm operations, it was also an
ares where the system o©of sc&nalysis used by the 1ntelligence
community, particularly at the national level, was severely flawed
1n terms of providing support to a warfighting commander. The crux
of the przsliem was this: Decsert Storm was bacsed on a8 four phased

plan, with the 1) Strategic Air Campaign, 2’ Attainment of Air
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Supremacy 1n the Kuwait Theater of Operations (KTO), and 3)
Battlefield Preparation being executed almost concurrently. The
fourth phase, the decisive Ground Offensive, was contingent upon
reduction of "Iraqi numerical superiority approximately 50% 1n
tanks and artillery in the KT0."2! Battle Damage Assessment was,
of course, required to make this determination. The national
intelligence community, relying primarily on single source i1magery
intelligence (IMINT) and a rigid methodology, provided Schwarzkopf
with BDA which he felt was too overly cautious and conservative to
be useful.?? He further asserted that, because of this
approach, 1f he had waited to launch the Ground Offensive untail
intelligence agencies concluded that Iragq had been sufficiently
weakened, ‘we'd sti1ll be sitting over there waiting."?3
DOD s 1nterim report to Congress, 1n less passionate terms,
summarizes the 1ssue as follows:
The battle damage assessment (BDA) necessary to judge the
ef‘fectiveness of the ai1r campaign was difficult to obtain
because of recannaissance systems limitations and adverse
weather. Estimating attrition of Irag) defensive forces
was often more art than science. It was often imposcsible
to confirm destruction of dug—-1n targets until Coal:1ti10n
forces arrived to see for themselves. Damage to vehicles
caused by modern weapons anc damage to troops cannot be
veri1fied by 1magery. BGernerzl Schwarzkopf has commented
that there was a problem of discrepancies between the BDA
provided by the national 1ntelligence community and 1n
theater. There were cignificant di1fferences....
BDA processes clearly need cocntinued improvement,
1ncluding the development of better procedural

doctrine.2*

B. Actions Taten - Schwarzbtepf and h:i:s =taff countered th:s

problem with brilliant 1mprovisation based upon sound military
judgement. A Combat Assessment Center (CAC) containing a BDA cell

12




was created 11n CENTCOM's Joint Inteliigence Center (JI1C)H.
Additionalliy, a Joint Imagery Production Complex (JIPC) was created
in-theater, giving the commander the capability to do first-phase
exploitatiecn of imagery, and to distribute hard copy products to
forces 1n the theater. The BDA cell functioned as a fusion center
where naticnal i1ntelligence, theater reconnaissance, pilot reports,
and other battlefield reports were analyzed to determine BDA and
provide targeting recommendations.??® The cell expanded the
concept of BDA, 1n that it assessed not only damage to specifac
targets, but also provided detailed assessment of the overall
degradation of enemy combat effectiveness. 1In the final analysis,
Schwarzkopf's recommendation to begin the Ground Offensive was
based primarily on estimates developed in theater,2¢
Schwarzkopf’'s handling of this 1ssue, which was so craitical to
the succese of the entire operation, was a CLlausewitzian
1llustration of genius in generalship when faced witn uncertainty.
Clausewitz pelieved that "i1n the absence of sound 1ntell:gence most
military leaders tend to overestimate the enemy’'s capabilities and
err on the side of caution.”??’ This was, he felt, a prescription
for disaster as "given the same amount of 1rtelligence, timidity
will do a thousand times more damage than audacity.'?® The role
cf military genius 1r overcoming this obstacle 15 described as
follows:
Many 1ntelligence reports 1n war are contradictory; even
~ore are falgse, and most are unrncertain, What one can
~s3sonably ast of am officer 1¢ that he should poscsecs a
standard of judgement, which he can gain only from
“rowledge of men and affairs and from common sense. He

should be guided by the laws of probability....The
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commander must trust his Jjudgement and stand like a rock
on which the waves break 1n vain,??

In other words, the commander must deal with a lack of good
1ntelligence by relying "on his 1ntuition (coup d'oei1l) and his
capacity for maintenance of aim."3°

Schwarzkopf's testimony before the House Armed Forces
Committee finalizes this point:

"(craticism of my judgement came from)...people (1n the
mational i1ntelligence community) who, 1f they didn’'t see
it (BDA) on an aeri1al photograph, they gave you no cred1t
for 1t at all.

What was happening as my analysts were applying a lot of
things (si1c). We were looking at the photos and applying
sound mi1litary judgement, looking at pi1lot reports.

I don't buy everything an Air Force pilot tells me 100
percent when he goes on a3 mission, but 31f 50 of them come
back and say they all hit their target, the chances that
2% of them hit the target 1s pretty good and you have to
use that as the basis of your analysis.

1 was attriting the force and keeping track of those
estimates to get to trigger points and the guys 1n
Washington were saying '‘Schwarzkcpf doesn’'t know what the
hell he 1g talking about. "3!

C. Alternative Responses - The action taken 1n this case, the

creation of a BDA cell within the Combat Assessment Center of the
theater JIC, was the best possible response to the i1ntelligence
protlem. Trnough not a totally satisfactory fix to the BDA
oroblem, 1t gave the commander 1ntelligence 1nformation that guided
his 1ntuition 1n making the most critical decision of the war -
when to begin the ground offensive.

D. Post-War Corrective Actions - General Schwarzkopf has

recommended that a standardized methodology be develcoped within the
intelligerce communi:ty to clar:fy battle damage assessments and

better support the theater commander.*? The need to do so has
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been acknowledged by the i1ntelligence community and, as of the time
of this writing, a sweeping review of procedure and methodes 15
underway.

The CENTCOM J2 has 1nstitutionalized the Combat Assessment
Center, 1ncluding the BDA cell, 1nto 1ts JIC structure.33 In-
theater 1ntelligence will thus be organized and structured to
provide BDA support from the outset of any future conflict. This
1s a prescription that should be followed by all unified combatant

commands. Interestingly, Joint Pub 2-0 Doctrine for Intelliqence

Support to Jo:nt Operations, makes no specific mention of BDA 1n

discussing i1ntelligence for joint and combined operations.3*
Technological fixes 1n a8 number of areas have clso teen
suggested to improve battle damage assessments. Imprcved
1nteroperability, better search/surveillance systems on existing
platforms, and development of new surveillance systems are :zll
beinyg reviewed.3® As these fixes represented capabilities that
were not available to CENTCOM at the time of QOperation Desert
Storm, they were not specifically 1ncludea in this focus on BDA.

E. Implications for Future QOperations - Organizaticnal and

technological corrective actions discussed above will give the
combatant commander a BDA product much 1mproved from that 1nitially
encountered by Schwarzkopf. However, the 1nherent difficulties of
resource constraints and evaluation of such th:ngs as damage caused
by precision guided munitions (where minimal exterior damage 1s
1nflicted whaile the 1nterior nof 3 target 1s cestroyec) are litely

to be encountered 1n the near future. Given this, the lesson of
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Schwarzkopf’'s application of 1ntelligence to operations should be
remembered. The combatant commander must not be paralyzed by
insufficient or conflicting :nformation. Rather, he must do what
he can tc 1mprove the assessment process, and then be guided by his
1intultion and a strong maintenance of the aim. This 15 perhaps a
lofty prescription, but 1s nonetheless valid, as 1t embodies the

essence of generalship.

IV. Joint Operations Intelligence Doctrine and Joint Intelligence

Center (JIC) Organization

A, Issue and Causes -

Finally, 1t 158 very much my belief that 1ntelliigence 1:s
of vital 1mportance for every nation that has toc be ready
for a possible war. And from this point of view you must
have already during peacetime- and peacetime can be 20,
X0, 40 years long without any war 1n between- the
organizational means for the transition of your
intelligence from peace to war. If these means are at
hand, the transition will go as smoothly as possible.
You will not have at the very beginning of war to face a
problem of readapting the whole system which was geared
to a peacetime problem...and I am afraid to say that 1in
the future this war, which might be very short, or let’'s
say the first phase of which would be very short, can be
very, very critical.3¢

Crganizationally and doctrinally, neither the national
intelligence community or CENTCOM's 1ntelligence cirectorate was
structured to support a conflict on the <scale of Desert
Storm/Desert Shield. Though ad hoc fixes eventually established a
relatively efficient support structure, the process of "readapting
the system"” was lengthy and complicated, constituting a distinct
vulnerability during the early phases of the gulf confiict. Thais
1ssue 15 nicely framed by & former Director of the Defense
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Intelligence Agency (DIA), Lieutenant General teonard H. Perrocts:
Putting timely, useful 1ntelligerce 1n the hands of a
myriad of consumers where and when they need 1t 1s the
raison d 'etre of milaitary i1ntelligence. The failure to
provide that link a3t the critical moment may mean the
difference between success and fai1lure 1n a future
operation.3’?

The shortfalls of the national 1ntelligence community will be
1llustrated 1n our discussion of "actions taken" which follows.
Suffice 1t to say for now that their colliective transition to
warfighting support began on 1 August 1990.3% CENTCOM's post-war
assessment of their pre-conflict crganizaticn speaks candidly “or
1tself:

Was the WSCENTCOM Lairectorate for Intelligence (CCJ2)

organized for war? The answer 1S No.....%t was not resourced,

equipped, manned, trained, c- siructu-ez to depleoy anc fight

a conflict on the level anc scope z=f Operation Desert

Storm.3°

Doctrimnally, the major 1ssue centers or the fact that "joint
cperatione doctrine has outpacec the devel.zpment o0f supporting
intelligence doctrine."*?° Currently the conly such doctrine 15 1n

-

the form of a test pub, Jc:-* Pus 2-0, whic- 1s undergec:ng field

evaluation.

B. Actions Taken - Nationa: 1rtelligence com~unity mobilization to

suppcort Operations Desert Shieid/Z:orm begar -n 1 August 1991 with
the activat:on of two crisis monitoring cel.s at DIA, one called
the Intelligence Task Force and the oz-er the Operaticnal
Intelligence Cris:s Center. Shortly thereafzer, CIA activatec 24-
Four tast forces 1n 1te Operat:orne and Intelligence cireztcrates,
while the MNational Security Agency (NSA) "irzreased operations to
suppeort military commanders.,"*! 2n 2 Septe~zer 1990, a3 0D Joint
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Intelligence Center (DOD-JIC) was established to provide an
“integrated Defense Intelligence position” to theater users.
Concurrently, National Military Intelligence Support Teams (NMIST}
from DIA arc Joint Intelligence Liaison Elements (JILES) from CIA
were deployed to CENTCOM and component commands.*:?

CENTCOM's i1ntelligence directorate’'s transiticon to the mode of
wartime support was torturous. As no headguarters for i1nteliigence
exi1sted 1n the AOR and CENTCOM had no 1ntelligence production
center (such as CINCPAC's JIC) anywhere, the Military Intelligence
Board (composed of the DIA, NSA, and senior Service 1nteliigence
officers) was required to 1i1ntervene. Wartime 1nte.:..genrce
architecture was designed by the MIB aloung witn the orchestration
of a significant personnel augmentat:1on to CENTCOM
intelligence.*® Ever soc, as late as November 159C, the ZENTCIOM
CJIZ organizaticn was juet HYegirning to evolve. At this time the
CCJ2 kad Just 4C persornnel assigned. This numoer was O exgand to
&70 1r January 1991.4¢

CENTCOM = gself-acknowlecged deficiencies 1~ their (nte..igence
support structure forcec in~theater intel.:gence to operate
ini1tially upc- a "federzted concept,” whizch m:i1z=t charitably be
described as convoluteag, but which nevertheless got the jcb done.

Again, CENTCOM CCJ2 describes the concept with candor:

-r

e federated concept was a production approach which
ught to share responsibilities amcng the assets of
J2, the compcnents, and sub-un:ified command (STZCENT).

was driven by severa: ‘facteors: Ssscurce
retraints....Nz headguarsters 1n t-e AR frocxy w-i1zn to
build a rcbust :ntelligence ocrgarcizeticon;y ernc, the
service components had an imprecssive inteliilgence
ranpower potential., In reality...*me federated concept

N w— O wnw -4
M er YN
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wae never exercised tefore Cesert Shield/Storm.
Intelligence procedures to support warfighting were not
defined and actual task:ng to components occurred only

after arrival 1n theater.*?®
Cnce CENTCOM CCJ2 was resourced and augmented, an 1mpressive,
1-novative and capable JIC was established 1n theater. Innovative
f:rets 1ncluded the establishment of a Joint Imagery Production
Complex (JIPC), a Joint Reconnaissance Center (JRC) headed by the
CCJ2, and a2 Combat Assessment Center (CAC). The 1n-theater JIC
structure and overall 1ntelligence architecture are depicted 1n

figures 1 and 2.4*

e

C. Alternative Responses — As one can reaci::y see from figures |

3

and 2, the ctructural organization of 1ntelliigence support to a
werfighting commander 15 complex. Possible permutations on the
structure depicted, many of which would nc doubt be effective,
wcu.lg regu:re mathematical tables to compute. The best and only
c.i=rmztive response tc the 1scsue 2%t hanc wes to have established
a czctrinal anmgd organizational framework for i1ntelligence support
tc the warf:i:ghting commander bHe-ore trs= conflict. Desert
Sn:eid/Storm are the proof that literally mz—-:=s of work could have

been saved by such an approech. More 1mportazntly, the success or

tzilure - en operation 1n 1ts early stages may hinge upon th:is
lssue.
D. Post-Wer Corrective Actions - As with the 1ssues previously

discussed, the shortfall has been recognizec squarely and 1ntent

ecstzblished to reform, DOD has taten a leaz:ng positicon on th:s

1ss.2 of 1ntelligence doctrine and architectore, stating that:
Because DOD 1s now crgenized to f:z-t as Joint commands,
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there 1s a3 need to further refine the joint 1ntellige~ce
center (JIC) doctrine to provide support to the theazer
Commander-1n-Chaief. This doctrine and support:ng
architecture must be 1nstitutionalized and exercicsed
reqularly.*’

D1IA, NSA, and ClA are all currently reviewling the:r
capabilities and procedures to more effectively support a thea:er
CINC. The full extent of i1nstitutional reforms remains to be seen,
but already work 1s underway 1n the areas of doctrine “or

intelligence support, 1mproved liaison and support teams, and

specialized support centers to support theater CINCs.*®

CENTCOM 1ntelligence, chastened by their pre—-war lack of
capability but emboldened and confident based upon the:ir
performance during Desert Storm, has i1nitiated broad i1nstitutioral
reform. Vowing that the:

JZ must never be place 1n a posit:i0n where he has :c
delegate responsibility, and defactc authority, <2zr
critical 1ntelligence analytical needs. The J2 must e
resourced to make al' final 1ntelligence decisions 1n the
name of the CINC.**?

Toward this end, CENTCOM has retained a JIC ocrganizea simi.ar
to that used 1n Desert Storm. Billets 1n the CCJ2 are to =zce
increased from the pre-war 16B to 288. Most 1mportantly, they have
instituted am emphasis on flexible mission plamning to develop
deployable JIC packages to support the CINC from MacDill, the RIR,

and/or both, depending on the scenario(s).3°

E. Implicaticns for Future Operations - The process for gett:ng

intelligernce support "on line" must not be recesated from Operaticns

Desert Shield/Storm. If 1t 18, 3 disaster w:ill result sooner or
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later. Joint intelligence doctrine must be implemented
expeditiously and CINCs, along with their J2s, must apply the
lessons that CENTCOM learned 1n the crucible of war.

In this area, the future 15 now. Though Joint Pub 2-0,

Doctrine for Intelligence Support to Joint Operations strangely

contains no reference to the concept of the theater JIC, 1t does
provide clear guidance to combatant command JZs for developing an
1ntelligence organization designed to support the CINC which
reflects a recognition of CENTCOMs lessons learned. The J2 1s
directed to "lay out a game plan" that 1dentifies "potentially
useful 1ntelligence related systems and perscnnel, regardless of
prior location or subordination." Command relationships, tasking
authorities, and reporting responsibilities are to be "spelled
out." And, procedures are to be detailed for "obtaining
1ntelligence from national organizztions.," Perhaps most
1mportantly, this doctrine directs the J2 to devise for each of the
CINCs operations and Zoncept plans, '"an exercise-gaming, simulation
and modelling plan to evaluate readiness and executabil:ity under
cornditions approximating wartime stress.”®!?

Any employment concept, unless pract:iced, w:i:ll lack efficiency
and reliabi1lity. It 15 the author’'s experience that i1ntelligence
support 1= seldom erxercised realistically 1n wer games cr CPX's.
s joint 1ntelligence doctrine develops and :s i1mplementec this
mast be done to ensure 1ntelligence 1s "con lime” on day one.

V. Inte-cperability

D

=)

\n

ue and Causes - In the zontext of this study,
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"interoperability" refers to the abi1lity of 1ntelligence systems to
provide and accept services from other 1ntelligence systems to
enable them to operate effectively together.®? 0f course, 1t
logically follows that the higher the degree of 1nteroperability,
the more effective the level of support. This concept has long
been accepted, both i1mplicitly and explicitly, as stated 1n JCS Pub
0-2: "Intelligence systems must be 1nteroperable to ensure success
1in Joint operations. Intelligence doctrinme, such as that for
procedures and systems, must provide for 1nteroperability."?®3
Unfortunately, the stated 1deal has never become reality, and
today, the services rely on & "multituce of unique, non-
1nteroperable 1ntelligence systems."3* As with the lack of
coherent dc_trine just explored, this deficiency was laid bare by
Operations Desert Shield/Storm. Though an exacting, system by
system study would by encyclopedic and well beyond the scope of
this papsr, the general nature of the probiem ac 1t relates to
operations 1s not.

The 1ssue of 1nteroperapility was, next = EDA, the highest on
General Schwarzkopf's hit list 1n his testimocny before the House
and Sena‘e Armed Forces Committees.>®?® Thougn the major problems
encountered 1n 1nteroperabil:ty were with the sharing of imagery
tntelligence (IMINT) and basic threat/target cZats (order of battle
information to i1nclude ai1r (&40B), missile (MOEz), electronic (EOB),
etc. eremy assets), trad:itionally 1n the realm of tactical
sace, ithe effects were felt strorgl, at the opereational

level, a= Battle Damage Aczessment, Strike Flanmning, and overall
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force defense posture was dependent on this i1nformation.

In addressing the problem of IMINT 1intercperabilaity,
Schwarzkopf complained of the di1fficult:es of getting
reconnalssance photos of potential targets that were less tran a
day old. Having such 1nformation was critical, he asserted, to
strike planning against what can be a rapidly changing
battlefield.®* And by extension, this problem 1s equally
significant to BDA and restrike planning. The problems of
interoperability i1n-theater were compounded by the fact that Air
Force and Navy imagery support terminals were 1ncompatible, causing
a8 further bottleneck i1n the process. All tole, there were nine
di1fferent secondary i1magery dissemination systems (SIDS) deplocyed,
most of which were not interoperable.®” Schwarzkepf's
recommencation was clear: "the i1ntelligence community should be
asked to come up with a system that will, 1n fact, be capablie of
celivering a real-time product to a theater commander."®?®

Basic threat/target dataz as described above requires the
transmission of large blocks of 1nteiligence cata.
Intercperability enables joint forces to have a common 1ntelligence
data base, providing efficiency and 1deally eliminzting the
confusion posed to operations that would result with multiple data
bases. #Again, Navy and Air Farce incompatibility 1llustrates the
oroblem:

CENTAF was appointed to be the ELINT ‘Surface tec aar
miss1le and radar) czar for CENTCOM. The :1ntent was to
hzve a theater ELINT anzlysis center orzcucing a8 e:ngle
data base. The Ai1r Force ELINT processcr would gensrate
ECER messages that were transmitted tc zfloat units via

TADIXS. Unfortunately, the message fcrmat
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generated...was not completely readable by Navy
systems....In many cases the data was never
recovered.®?

B. Actions Taken and Alternatives - A tremendous ad hoc effort

made the best of a bad situation. National, service, and theater
1ntelligence coordinated to better resource the commander,
innovatively create 1nteroperable networks, and where barriers
could not be overcome, establish work-around procedures. Most
significant to Operation Desert Storm was the coordination of the
Military Intelligence Board in achieving consensus on C3] issues
and policy direction at all echelons.*®® As with the i1ssue of JIC
structure, possible alternative C3]1 architectures and workarounds
to overcome non-interoperable systems were virtually limitless.
The key point 1s the establishment of a game plan before the war
starts.

C. Post-War Corrective Actions - Actions thus far focused on the

problem of 1nteroperability seem to reflect a pragmatic approach,
recognizing the need for reform, but cognizant of the difficulties
1in achieving pure, across—-the-board i1nteroperability 1n the near
future. Thus, the approach combines 1mprovement o©f systems
intercperability with @ cstudied approach to using existing systems
1n the most effective way. In response to Congressional tasking,
DCD tas estahliicshed an Intelligence Communications Architecture
{INCA) project office 1n Washington, DC to acddress "intelligence
communications needs across the military planming spectrum, from
ceace to limited and large-scale conflict scenarios.”*! INCA has

already developed a <ceries of communications bhancbooks for
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1ntelligence planners, and assisted the unified and specified
commands 1n developing 1ntelligence architectures for their
respective theaters.*®? In addition, DIA 1s considering the
establishment of an executive agent to 1ncorporate the lessons
learned from Desert Shield 1n the C31 arena i1ntoc a program that
will 1deally coordinate DOD efforts aimed at i1mprovement in this
area,*?

D. Implications for Future Operations - CINCs were confronted with

intelligence i1nteroperability problems i1n Urgent Fury (Grenada), El
Dorado Canyon (Libya), Just Cause (Panama)*¢*, and Operations
Desert Storm/Shield. Despite the efforts to 1mprove capabilities
1n this area, the 1deal should not be expected 1n the near future.
To prevent an unexpected and adverse 1mpact on operations,
intelligence communications architecture must be preplanned,
exercised, and 1ncorporated 1nto all gperaticnal plans. In thas

area, the prescription of Joint Pub 2-0 1s right on the mark and

must be 1ncorporated by the warfighting CINCs:

a. The combatant command J-2s should:

(1) Use the 1ntelligence anmnex of the CINCs operations
and conrncept plans to 1dentify potentially useful
intelligence-related systems...regardless of prior
locaticon or subordination....

2) Devise exercises and simulations approximating
wartime conditions to evaluate the readiness and
feasibility...of resources 1denti1fied 1n the 1ntelligence
annex of the CINC's QPLAN.

(3) ...Determine the...interoperability needs between
and among the new 1ntelligence-related system(s) and
existing systems....*®?®

VI. Summary of Recommendations arnd Ccnclucsiors

In the realm of "intelligence and the commander,"” the lessons and
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prescriptions of Desert Shield/Storm for the CINC are clear. The
warfighting CINC 1s backed by an 1ntelligence community second to
none, capable of providing a more complete picture of the adversary
than ever before experienced 1n the history of warfare.
Nevertheless, as we have seen 1n the discussions of I&W and
Response, and BDA, there are i1nherent difficulties that remain. As
Michael Handel succinctly nhotes:
The 1deal combination of perfect 1ntelligence and
superi10r military strength would make the life of every
military commander far easier, reducing the need for
1ntuition and creativity. But 1n real li1fe, a3s Churchall
once remarked 1n a different context, "Generals only
enjoy such comforts 10 Heaven. Anc those who demand them
do mct always get there.®®

Present and future CINCs must be prepared to use their
intuition, their skills of generalship, and act when confronted
with ambiguous l&W and uncertain BDA, as General Schwarzkopf did 1n
the latter case, though not the former.

In a less ethereal vein, there 1s much that the CINCs can do
to enhance their readiness posture and warfighting capability 1in
regard to i1ntelligence support. Joint i1ntelligence doctrine must
be 1mplemented. In accordance with this action, 1ntelligence
support to operationsal planring must be reviewed from the ground

up, and exercised, 1in order to ensure that an efficient and

effective game plan 1is 1n place to support cperations on day one.
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