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Chapter 1 

WHO NEEDS INTELLIGENCE?

Topic


This thesis will use the current war in Iraq as the focus for gathering data to support the need for a permanent intelligence section at the tactical Company level.  There is a wealth of information pertaining to this subject based on observations and experiences over the last six years of operations in Iraq.  This paper will also use cases that give examples of the critical need for local intelligence in order to conduct successful counterinsurgency operations and additional historical cases of successful intelligence integration at the lowest tactical levels.  There is also historical data and future predictions that indicate that asymmetric warfare, guerrilla warfare and insurgencies will be part of any war that the U.S. Army will be involved with in the near future.  

The current intelligence model of top down information flow does not suite counterinsurgency operations.  The top down driven concept does not work for most asymmetric threats.
  The future threat of asymmetric warfare makes the need for Company intelligence analysis and management an even greater requirement.

Background on the Problem and Issue


With the fall of the Soviet Union in 1989, the U.S. Army began a transformation of its fighting units to a new lighter more mobile force.  The deployable unit for the U.S. Army has changed from a Division sized unit (10,000-18,000 soldiers) to a Brigade Combat Team (3,000-5,000 soldiers).  The Brigade Combat Team (BCT) has been transformed to an independent unit that is self sustaining and able to conduct combat operations with little support from a higher headquarters, or from Division level support units.  BCTs now conduct missions previously assigned to Divisions.


The transformation of BCTs has modestly increased the size of the Brigades intelligence collection capabilities but has done little to increase the capabilities of the analysis at the Battalion and Company levels.  As BCTs are handling areas and missions previously executed by Divisions, the area controlled by Battalions and Companies has also increased.  The intelligence capabilities of the Battalion’s intelligence section or S2 section, has been increased just slightly with the addition of 2-3 intelligence soldiers, and there has been no intelligence capabilities or personnel added to the maneuver Companies headquarters section. 


In Iraq, maneuver Companies are conducting missions that require Company headquarters to establish and maintain a sort of miniature Tactical Operations Center or TOC.  This TOC maintains 24-hour command and control of Company operations, conducts intelligence analysis of information that is received from Platoon patrols and integrates information and intelligence that is received from the Battalion headquarters.  Ad Hoc groups of non-intelligence trained soldiers are currently conducting the intelligence analysis.  Some of these individuals may have received a week or two of intelligence training but none are intelligence analysts by Military Occupational Specialty (MOS).  This lack of analytical capability places a an additional task  on the Company commander to be very involved in analyzing intelligence and not allowing him to focus on command and control of his subordinate units and his Area of Responsibility (AOR).  The increase in collection needs and collection capabilities through contact with the local population increases the need for a capability to collate, synthesize and analyze the local tactical information.

Justification

Counterinsurgencies are local.
  In order to be successful strategically in defeating an insurgency, a nation must be successful in the counterinsurgency battle at the local Platoon and Company level.  We are beginning to change our operational tactics on addressing counter insurgency by focusing more effort on the local operations.  Platoons and Companies are conducting independent patrols and missions to defeat local insurgents.  These units are deployed away from large bases and are stationed out in the community with the local populous.  This deployment results in these small units conducting most of their intelligence collection, analysis and targeting without formal intelligence training, tools or integration with strategic and operational intelligence analysis.  

In exploring the challenges of integrating multilevel intelligence support for Companies, this thesis will address areas that need improvement and recommend possible solutions to improving the tactical unit’s intelligence capabilities by examining current operations in Iraq and the review of some historical case studies. 

Research Question

Can an analytical intelligence capability at the Company level improve the effectiveness of the “local” counterinsurgency fight in the Company area of responsibility?  

Key Questions

1. What are the shortfalls in Brigade and Battalion intelligence support and integration with Platoons and Companies?  The key issues of integrating both bottom up, and top down flow of intelligence into and out of the maneuver units were examined to answer the question.

2. What kind of support is a Platoon or Company now receiving from operational and strategic assets?  Many things have changed operationally over the last 5 years of war in Iraq.  Maneuver units are now operating in small teams or patrols out among the Iraqi population.  By surveying current and recent OIF participants, who have deployed to Iraq in the last five years, this author will identify current intelligence gaps and needs.  The objective of this question is to examine what intelligence assets, if any, have been pushed down to the Company level and what additional assets are needed at the Company Headquarters. 

3. How can the Intelligence Community best support the local fight with Strategic and Operational intelligence tools without information overload?  The challenge to the increasing intelligence gathering capabilities is managing all the information without overwhelming the individuals executing the mission with unnecessary information. 

4. What are the challenges of staffing, training and equipping units in order to increase the Companies’ intelligence capabilities?  This question seeks to identify any additional personal requirements and provide some acceptable and feasible recommendations.  Many times, training is the answer to a military problem.  Identifying training shortages and possible training solutions will lend some insight into partial solutions to the challenges of intelligence analysis and integration at the Company level.

5. What are the communications and collaboration challenges to establishing an intelligence section at the Company level?  Intelligence collaboration is communications intensive.  Near real-time detailed reports and imagery require the ability to send larger data files over a reliable network.  Currently the research indicates that some Companies have these capabilities and some do not.  The author will investigate the impact of data communications capabilities on intelligence operations at the Company level.

Hypothesis


U.S. military ground forces should establish an organic intelligence support cell at the Company level, which is fully integrated into the operational and strategic intelligence systems and augmented by a trained intelligence analyst to improve analysis and targeting at the maneuver Company level.

Methodology


The methodology used for this thesis is combination of comparative evaluation and case study methodologies.  In the initial process the author examined historical case studies of past counterinsurgency operations and anecdotal observations of experienced intelligence and operations personnel.  During the start of this thesis, the review of collected Lessons Learned, After Action Reviews and observation reports were used to first formulate what intelligence capability gaps had been identified and what recommendations have been proposed.  The key to local operations appeared to be the ability of units to collect and process local information into actionable intelligence.  Several of the ideas and theories contemplated by this author had already been recommended, but there did not appear to be enough data to support an Army wide change in doctrine and manning.  There was also a lack of past data from tactical operators examining the effectiveness of placing a trained analytical section at the Company level.  


The lack of data in previous research generated questions on multiple discussion forums, to confirm that soldiers with tactical intelligence and operational experience supported the idea of an intelligence cell at the Company level.  There was also a need to get a larger view of opinions on what the Company level intelligence cell should be composed of in the form of staffing and training.  After receiving input from 20-30 specialists in this field, a survey was created to ask some very specific questions of soldiers who have recent tactical level experience in Iraq.  The survey focused on the perceived need for a Company intelligence cell or predicted effectiveness of adding an intelligence cell to the Company headquarters section.  The survey sought to address the ideal staffing configuration and placement.  The overall methodology for this thesis was the evaluation of the doctrinal intelligence process of tactical Army units of today, with what is being used in Iraq in order to determine an ideal intelligence procedure and doctrine for counterinsurgency and future conflicts.  A more descriptive narrative of the survey questions and methodology can be found in Chapter 3 and Annex A. 

Definitions


The local fight by the definition of this thesis is the area of responsibility that is patrolled or commanded by a typical sized maneuver Company (100-200 soldiers).  Maneuver Companies or combat arms Companies are for this paper Infantry Companies, Armor Companies or Field Artillery Batteries.  The area that these soldiers patrol is usually several small rural villages, a small town or a large neighborhood in a larger city like Baghdad or Mosul.  Although this author refers to Platoons in the research, Platoons do not need analytical intelligence capabilities at their level as they are supported by the Company Headquarters.  Platoons are for this thesis the maneuver element that will have the most contact with the population through patrolling and operations.


The term collection for this thesis will mostly deal with the information gathered by patrols during their daily contact with the local population.  This information or low-level intelligence is critical to the counterinsurgency fight.  This information is reported up to the Company headquarters for analysis and targeting.


There are several terms that are used in this thesis to refer to the Company intelligence element.  This author uses the term, Company Intelligence Cell (CIC) that was originated by the AWG.
  The army G2 Strategic Plans office and the United States Army Intelligence School and Center uses the term Company Level Intelligence Support Team (IST).
  This author will use the term Company Intelligence Cell (CIC) as the main term for the Company intelligence element supporting Company intelligence operations.  All of the previous references are also names for an element at the Company level that conducts intelligence operations.

Limitations


A key limitation of this thesis is the inability to test what type of Company Intelligence Cell design would be the most effective, and just how effective a strong intelligence section could be for Company operations in Iraq.  Even with the progress that is being made in increasing intelligence support and training for infantry and armor Companies, there has not been a doctrinal change to fully implement and standardize changes and therefore it is not possible to test different configurations of Company Intelligence Cells head to head to determine the best model for the current counterinsurgency environment.  A longitudinal study of Companies using a Company Intelligence Cell manned by combat arms soldiers and other Companies who have an intelligence cell augmented by intelligence soldiers would give the army the best measure of what system would be the best solution to the problem.

Unique Research


In the initial investigation phase of this thesis, several means of gathering current and historical data were utilized.  Collections of observation reports, After Action Reviews and formal Lessoned Learned papers were reviewed.  Additionally, there were several pointed discussions on both the INTELLIST discussion forum for intelligence community members and discussions on Companycommander.mil a discussion forum for current and former Army Company commanders.  The unique aspect of this research is that this author reviewed what has been written by others on the issue, and then attempted to confirm those observations with the soldiers who would be most affected by the change in establishing a Company intelligence cell.  The addition of data from soldiers with recent tactical experience in Iraq, adds more support to recommendations for the establishment of a Company intelligence cell.  The soldiers surveyed as part of this research had OIF experience within the last five years, and had all operated in units at the Brigade level or lower.  Some of these participants had Company commander experience.

There is a plethora of counterinsurgency articles and books that have been recently written.  FM3-24 Counterinsurgency was a base document that discusses and defines operations in the counterinsurgency fight and gives a clear emphasis for the need for intelligence.  This manual is the current doctrine that Platoons and Companies are using in the local fight in Iraq. 

Kyle Teamey and LTC Jonathan Sweet in an article for Military Review set the stage for addressing the need for intelligence in the counterinsurgency fight and highlight some areas requiring further investigation.
  Their article just begins to define the need for intelligence transformation to meet the requirements of Platoons and Companies conducting counterinsurgency.  The article does not address several issues such as connectivity and communications as an integral part of sharing and analyzing intelligence. 

LTC Nagel gives a very thorough review and analysis of the British counterinsurgency fight in Malaya in his book, Eating Soup With A Knife: Counterinsurgency Lessons from Malaya and Vietnam.
  LTC Nagel also identifies some issues that the U.S. Army experienced in Vietnam.  LTC Nagel is very positive about the Brits use of local police force informers and the use of some of locals to gain information on the insurgents.  He lists the shift in intelligence collection and analysis from top down system to bottom up system, as a critical factor in the success of counterinsurgency operational tactics.  In his review of both Malaya and the U.S. Army in Vietnam, he identifies the critical task of focusing intelligence at the local level and not at the theater or Corps level.  Some of the factors of adapting forces to meet the threat, which he discusses in these past campaigns, are relevant to the analysis of intelligence integration for OIF. 

There are several articles and books on the British experience in Northern Ireland.  Dr. Brian Jackson  published an article for Military Review in 2007, that focused on how the British Army had to adjust it’s intelligence procedures and systems to battle the I.R.A.
   Two books that look at the intelligence collection and analysis from both sides of the struggles of Northern Ireland are Mark Urban’s Big Boy’s Rules and Martin Dillion’s The Dirty War.  In reading and assessing these two books, there appears to be a significant link between the establishment of the British Army’s intelligence operations at the Company level and an increase in the effectiveness of operations.  Both books point to local intelligence and the use of low- level sources and contacts as a valuable measure against the I.R.A. 
 
  These two books provide evidence that understanding local politics, relationships and values appear to have contributed greatly to the past success of the British Army in Northern Ireland.

Implications for US Interests

“FM 3-24 COUNTERINSURGENCY: states that insurgencies are local and that counterinsurgency (COIN) is an intelligence-driven endeavor.”
  The true strategic counterinsurgency fight is being conducted at the Platoon and Company level, but the intelligence support and analysis being done at this level is not much different from what was done when these forces had trained to face a conventional “Cold War” threat.
  How can the intelligence community better meet the intelligence requirements of these small units?  These units are in most cases having intelligence pushed to them in the form of reports and mission execution orders from a higher headquarters.  Since this intelligence is pushed from higher headquarters, it may or may not apply to the units AOR.  In most cases, the Platoons and Companies generated the report of enemy activity and little or no additional analysis has been done before the report was rolled into an intelligence summary for the Brigade or Battalion.  Many Companies and Platoons receive reports that contain no new information relevant to their AOR and are simply a roll up of reports they had sent to the higher headquarters.  Tapping the true capabilities of each soldier acting as a sensor is not happening and the information soldiers are gathering is not reaching databases and reports needed by operational and strategic analysts.

In the past, the intelligence shop (S-2) had junior analysts who were experts on Soviet doctrine and tactics.  The current S-2 shops are developing experts in understanding counterinsurgency.  The large issue is that these school trained “enemy experts” are not at the Company and Platoon levels where the intelligence is generated for the targeting process.  This forces operators at the Company and Platoon level to become experts in the field of intelligence in order to conduct operations locally.  LTC David Kilcullen, in his “Twenty-Eight articles”: Fundamentals of Company-level Counterinsurgency, gives twenty-eight tips or articles for conducting counterinsurgency operations.
  The first three articles, “Know the turf, diagnose the problem and organize for intelligence” are very intelligence specific for a maneuver Company Commander.
  It becomes apparent that the operational Company and the commander, in order to be successful, must be responsible for his own intelligence.
 

Clearly, there must be a restructuring of the intelligence tools, training and personnel assignments, to better support the units that are conducting counterinsurgency missions.  Assets to manage collection, analysis and targeting must be pushed down to the lowest levels.  Connectivity, database construction and reporting procedures must also be examined to ensure that raw and processed intelligence flows effectively both up and down the chain of command and laterally among all units and agencies operating in the area or operations. 

This study will make an argument from the tactical level based on current tactical experts in the field, historical studies and review of literature, that there is a need for a Company level intelligence cell.  The solution for building this capability will require both combat arm branches and the intelligence branch to reevaluate training and personnel requirements as well as the integration of intelligence and operations.  This study is a contribution to the literature and advocates the need for a Company level intelligence cell.  This study incorporates current findings and observations from experts in the field.  This contribution to the literature is accomplished through discussions and surveys of officers currently serving in Iraq or with recent experience at the Brigade Combat Team level in Iraq.  This research approach makes this study a bottom up analysis of the problem, which will add new data and findings to the literature on the need for a Company level intelligence cell.  

Thesis Organization


This thesis will be unclassified due to need to communicate across a wide group of people on unclassified email.  Unclassified chats and surveys allowed the author to reach the largest audience for input and allowed the information to be disseminated back out to operators who do not routinely have access to classified systems.  The thesis is set up in a five-chapter format.  Chapter 1 is an overall introduction to the thesis.  Chapter 2 reviews historical case studies and some very recent literature on what others are saying about the topic.  Chapter 3 describes the methodology that was used to shape the data collection and survey questions and how the data was analyzed.  Chapter 4 reviews the data that was collected and the analysis that was performed.  Chapter 5 is an explanation of the findings, conclusion and a statement of recommendations based on the research conducted during this thesis project.

Conclusions

The objective of this thesis is to provide evidence and a logical argument that supports the need for an intelligence section at the Company level for conducting counterinsurgency operations.  The current model for intelligence does not match the reality of processing information from soldiers who have day-to-day contact with the population and have the best ground truth of situations in the local area.  In order to be successful, in fighting the war on terror, the Army must adapt its intelligence capabilities.  The wars of the future will include insurgencies and related asymmetric threats that will require intelligence from the lowest tactical levels as well as the best strategic capabilities.  The interface and analytical capabilities at the Company level will be a major factor for integrating Every Soldier a Sensor (ES2) information and the increasing intelligence available from higher headquarters and national assets.
 
 The Company level will be the key point at which to increase the ability of the Army’s most a capable and critical asset, Soldiers. 

Chapter 2

LITERATURE REVIEW OF HISTORICAL CASES AND RECENT ARTICLES ABOUT THE ISSUE

Introduction

With several years of studying, training and experience as a Special Forces officer conducting unconventional warfare, this author fully believes that intelligence capabilities at the lowest levels of operational planning and mission execution are critical for successfully conducting counterinsurgency and irregular warfare.  With the changing face of warfare as described below, and the transformation of operational Army units as described in chapter one, it is logical that the intelligence capabilities of conventional fighting units must also transform.  


Insurgency is defined by Joint Pub 1-02 as “.. an organized movement aimed at the over throw of a constituted government through the use of subversion and armed conflict.”
 and “…an insurgency is an organized, protracted politico-military struggle designed to weaken the control and legitimacy of an established government, occupying power, or other political authority while increasing insurgent control.”
  FM 3-24 also gives a basic definition of counterinsurgency or the action that is taken to fight an insurgency from Joint Publication 1-02.  “Counterinsurgency is military, paramilitary, political, economic, psychological, and civic actions taken by a government to defeat insurgency.”
  Counterinsurgency as defined by Joint Publication 1-02 and the Army’s Field Manual FM 3-24 will be the definitions used in this thesis.  These definitions are not new and would meet the definitions of both insurgency and counterinsurgency as defined by the literature that was reviewed for this thesis. 


Special Forces twelve-man Operational Detachments or ODAs have on average three to four soldiers who have received additional intensive training in intelligence analysis and planning.  There is a clear indication and anecdotal evidence that indicates   counterinsurgency requires a significant amount of intelligence and operational integration.  As counterinsurgency is a core mission for Special Forces it is a logical assumption that conventional Infantry and Armor Companies also need additional intelligence capabilities to conduct successful counterinsurgency operations in the Company’s Area Of Responsibility (AOR), or “local” area as part of operations in Iraq.  The hypothesis for this thesis is that Companies have the need for additional intelligence capabilities to be effective in the counterinsurgency fight, leading this author to the following Research Question.  “Can an analytical intelligence capability at the Company level improve the effectiveness of the “local” counterinsurgency fight in the Company and Platoon area of responsibility?” 

 In reviewing the historical literature consulted in Chapter 2, there appeared to be a pattern of success for units who had a dedicated 3-6 person cell within the Company dedicated to intelligence analysis.  The historical references to a dedicated intelligence cell at the Company level lead to the following hypothesis.  U.S. military ground forces should establish an organic intelligence support cell at the Company and Platoon level, which is fully integrated into the operational and strategic intelligence systems.  This author hopes to validate the hypothesis of the requirement to establish an integrated intelligence cell at the Company level, through a historical review of warfare and an examination of recent articles on the lack of intelligence capabilities at the Company level. This author will  provide historical accounts of the British Army’s integration of intelligence at the Company echelon during operations in Northern Ireland as an example of the successful use of Company Intelligence Cells. 
Wars of the Past

“The past is an uncertain guide to the future, but it is the only one we have”

Max Boot, The Savage Wars of Peace: Small Wars and the Rise of American Power


There have been many wars in history that could be considered less than full-scale wars.  Max  Boot in his book The Savage Wars of Peace: Small Wars and the Rise of American Power, chronicles more than 15 wars since the 1800’s that the United States participated in that were less than the common perception of war at the time, a war of fully annihilating another country’s military power.
  Most of the wars of recent history that have been conducted by the United States, to include the current wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, have begun as total wars of annihilation but have changed quickly to wars of fighting irregular forces or a counterinsurgency war.
  Understanding the changes in warfare is important to understanding the need to change the business of intelligence at the lower tactical levels.


In his book, The Sling and The Stone: On War in the 21st Century, T. X. Hammes, describes the evolution of warfare as generational.  Colonel Hammes, describes First Generational Warfare (1GW) as the point in history where wars transitioned from that of feudal knights to actual nation states fighting for territory and sovereignty.
  According to T.X. Hammes, wars began to transition to second generation (2GW) during the American Civil War and really culminated with the stalemate trench warfare of World War I.
  Third Generation Warfare (3GW) begins during World War II as speed and maneuver become key to defeating an enemy.
  In Hammes’s theory, Mao Tse-Tung is credited with solidifying guerilla warfare into a fourth generation of warfare (4GW).
  The author of this thesis fully believes that there has been a growth and change in the style of warfare today and that in the future there will always be present elements of fourth generation warfare as outlined by Colonel Hammes. 

Counterinsurgency


In conducting a review of the historical and recent literature on fighting insurgencies, it became very apparent that intelligence plays a major role in conducting a successful counterinsurgency fight at the local unit level.  Further historical research was necessary to determine if there is a pattern of success that could be a model for maneuver Companies fighting in Iraq.


The concept of counterinsurgency is not a new concept for the United States Army.  Many would claim that our own Revolutionary War for the independence of the United States was an insurgency against the British.  The United States fought a counterinsurgency during the Indian wars of the 1800’s and then in the Philippines in 1899.  During the Philippines insurgency, the U.S. Army reorganized their larger units into 400 smaller garrison units to provide security near cities and villages.
 


LTC Gerald Galloway, in his Army War College paper on the Philippine insurgency, “Counter Insurgency Relearning How to Think,” states clearly that additional adaptations took place to meet the decentralized operations of counterinsurgency; “Tactical commanders used a combination of informants, native scouts and spies to gather intelligence.”
  There is also a clear indication from LTC Galloway’s research that intelligence drove operations, and with most of the intelligence work accomplished at the local level, even though national intelligence organizations were established during the Philippine War.  A key mission in fighting the insurgency was to capture the Philippine insurgent leader Aquinaldo.  The importance of local intelligence was proven when the Filipino leader was captured during a series of routine local raids and follow-on actions in a specific sector.
  The information that the U.S. Army used to begin targeting the first objective was obtained locally and the tactical unit processed the information again locally, which lead to the follow on target location where Aquinaldo was hiding.


The Review of Counterinsurgency doctrine, and writing by experts yielded a wealth of information.  FM 3-24 Counterinsurgency is the latest manual addressing this unique form of warfare.  The manual makes several claims supporting the need for intelligence capabilities at the lowest levels.  FM 3-24 paragraph 3-5 states that, “Insurgencies are local…The insurgency one battalion faces will often be different from that faced by an adjacent battalion.”
  FM 3-24 goes on to state in paragraph 3-3 “Effective intelligence drives effective operations.  Effective operations produce information, which generates more intelligence.”
  This is a critical link between intelligence and operations.  Figure 2.1. is a graphic representation of how the significance of intelligence changes for counterinsurgency verses conventional large force on force operations.
  


The finding forces in Figure 2.1. includes both those gathering the intelligence (sensors) and analysis of the information to determine if the information is relevant, and  if  there is the possibility of a legitimate operation targeting the individual or location.  The information becomes the basis for the subsequent planning and execution of operations.  Additionally, Companies and Platoons are geographically located farther from the battalion headquarters, and are required to conduct operations that are more independent.  The Companies are managing and controlling larger Areas of Responsibility (AOR’s), like towns and multiple villages in Iraq.  With Brigade Combat Teams (BCTs) conducting missions formerly assigned to Divisions, the likelihood of tactical units controlling smaller AORs in the future is unlikely.

   Conventional  Resources                            Counterinsurgency Resources
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Figure 2.1.  A comparison of force allocation needs, for different unit missions. Created by LTC Darsie Rogers and MAJ Gerorge Thiebes, “White board Drawing” Forward Operating Base 103 Tactical Operations Center, Mosel, Iraq, March 2005.


After experiencing first hand the effectiveness of increased intelligence capabilities in conducting the counter insurgency fight, this author began examining the current intelligence capabilities of maneuver Companies and Batteries.  This author determined that there had not been a bottom up examination of the issue of Company level intelligence cells.  The question of can an analytical intelligence capability at the Company level improve the effectiveness of the “local” counterinsurgency fight in the Company area of responsibility, needed to be asked of tactical soldiers with recent combat experience at the battalion and Company levels.  During a second tour in Iraq as a Special Forces Company commander, this author directly observed and experienced a significant increase in actionable intelligence that was directly related to an increase in the number of intelligence soldiers assigned to the unit and an increase in the number of Special Forces soldiers with additional intelligence training.

A close working relationship between intelligence analysts and operators in the past has not been required at the lowest tactical level when the U.S. faced a much more conventional threat.  The intelligence at the time was a top-down driven system.  That is,  higher echelons fed information to lower units, and lower units simply confirmed or denied the information prior to the battle or at times during an engagement in order to forecast the enemy’s intent.  


During counterinsurgency missions, and facing any asymmetric threat, the enemy becomes much more unpredictable.  This forces every soldier to become a sensor and for smaller units, such as squads, Platoons and Companies, to collect and analyze information specific to their area of operations.
  This, therefore, forces intelligence analysts and operators to develop a very close daily working relationship.  In order to work, analysts and operators must be collocated at the same base.
  To place two intelligence analysts (MOS 35F/96B) with every Company to provide 24-hour operations would require approximately 1,500-1,600 additional analysts to meet the Army-wide requirements.
  The Center for Army Lessons Learned (CALL) proposed the concept of an Intelligence Analyst being assigned to each maneuver Company as a Doctrine, Organization, Training, Material, Leadership and Education, Personnel, and Facilities  (DOTMILPF) change, based on research and observations in Mosul, Iraq in 2006.
  

 LTC David Kilcullen in his Military Review article, “Twenty-Eight Articles: Fundamentals of Company-Level Counterinsurgency,” gives some recommendations to Company commanders preparing for duty in Iraq
.  The first three articles in the list of 28 articles, “Know the Turf, Diagnose the Problem and Organize for Intelligence,” sound more like directions for an intelligence staff officer and not advice for an operational Company commander.
  Operational commanders, in order to be successful, must be able to conduct his own intelligence collection and analysis.
  As a key advisor to GEN Petreaus, Dr. Kilcullen produced a slide show that continued to support his theory of intelligence.  In this slide show, he raised some key observations from his time in Iraq.  Much of the intelligence gained in Iraq is from soldiers’ contact with the local populace.
  Additionally, the slide show indicates that intelligence capabilities that usually reside at higher echelons of command, must be pushed down to the lowest possible levels in order to exploit any intelligence “breaks” that can lead to effective decisive actions and operations.
  In order to analyze and integrate the intelligence at the lowest levels a Company commander will need some additional assistance.

An article titled “Organizing Intelligence for Counterinsurgency,” in Military Review, fall 2006 edition, written by Mr. Kyle Teamey and LTC Jonathan Sweet, give some great insight into the importance of intelligence in every military operation, but emphasize the need for local intelligence in countering an insurgency.
  Mr. Kyle Teamey and LTC Jonathan Sweet state that intelligence is essential and that “counterinsurgency is an intelligence war.”
  These authors make some key points in their examination of major intelligence factors.  Intelligence gathering must focus on three groups of people: the enemy, the neutral population and the friendly population.
  There is the need for a constant working relationship between operators and intelligence analysts.  The intelligence is fed from the bottom up because of the lower level unit’s daily contact with the people.
  Intelligence must be coordinated both laterally among units and agencies and vertically among the commands.
  Teamey and Sweet make a case for placing analysts down at the Company level to increase their ability to collect and analyze information at all levels of command, Brigade and below.  In many cases, these additional analyst positions are filled with soldiers who do not have formal intelligence training.
  The use of non-intelligence trained personnel, to meet this requirement for additional analysts, appears to be the observation and recommendation held by others who have recently written on the subject.

The initial identification and recommendation of the need for a Company Intelligence Cell (CIC), addressed in a white paper by the Asymmetric Warfare Group (AWG), became a recommendation by both the Army Intelligence School and Center (USAIS&C) and CALL.  The recommendation by AWG is the creation of a CIC consisting of two to six personnel from within the Company.
  The United States Marine Corps (USMC) is beginning to adopt the concept of a two to six person Company intelligence cell manned by non-intelligence personnel in each maneuver Company.
  An article produced by CompanyCommand.mil, for ARMY Magazine in June of 2006, has several current and recent Company Commanders stating the necessity for a Company Intelligence Cell during operations in Iraq.
  Several commanders describe a Company command post conducting intelligence operations and analysis formerly and traditionally conducted by the battalion intelligence officer (S-2).
  In the CALL CTC bulletin for 2nd quarter 2007, John Jodway recommends more analysts at the Battalion level.  He states that the need for collection, processing and analysis at the lowest tactical level drives the need for increased numbers of analysts.  He further quotes a Battalion Commander who recommends “…revisiting the distribution of our intelligence assets.  We no longer need huge ACE (All-source Collection Elements) at the corps and division.” 
  Jodway goes on to report that Companies and Battalions are filling the shortage of intelligence analysts with personnel from Headquarters Companies and line units in order to have enough personnel to meet the mission during pre-deployment training as well as during deployment.
  “Every Soldier is a Sensor (ES2)” is the new slogan and buzzword among many in the Army.
 

 The Association of the United States Army (AUSA) addressed this issue for soldiers and leaders in an article published in August 2004.  The AUSA raised this concept as one of the five top issues facing the Army in 2004.
  The article and the concept of the ES2 is the integration of the information required by leaders to make decisions with the information collected and observed by soldiers on patrol.
  This is not a new concept but the integration of the information is really the challenge.  The recommendations are to integrate the soldiers into the overall intelligence framework through technology and changes in procedures (situational awareness) and through a change in mindset of what is “intelligence.”
  The article also supports the need for information and intelligence sharing that is coordinated vertically as well as horizontally among units and commands.
  The article mentions “community-policing” techniques as a possible model.  Deborah Osborne, in her book Out of Bounds: Innovation and Change in Law Enforcement Intelligence Analyst, gives examples of tactics and techniques that could have direct application to military patrols in Iraq.
  The techniques of very close relations with the public through “community-policing” have proven effective in reducing crime in neighborhoods.
  There is though a challenge to integrate each soldier-sensor into the intelligence process, as many of these soldiers do not have any  training related to intelligence, and in some cases, do not posses the clearances needed to complete the intelligence feedback loop. 

Intelligence Disciplines and Collection

The next thing that must be examined is the integration and use of the various types of intelligence collection methods, or “INTs” at the Company level.  In counterinsurgency, Human Intelligence (HUMINT) is king.  It is critical to those who are in daily contact with the local populace.  The Center for Army Lessons Learned addresses this issue in their Initial Impressions Report (IIR) for Mosul (July 2006) by recommending Tactical HUMINT Teams (THT’s) accompany Platoon and Company patrols to gain the needed information, intelligence and atmospherics that may only be obtained through contact with the local populace.
  The problem here is that there are not enough trained THT’s to supplement every patrol and in many cases there are not even enough teams to push down to the Company level.  In the same CALL IIR, linguists were identified as a huge limitation for HUMINT.  The CALL report further recommends that the HUMINT operations at Company level feed information up to the battalion, instead of battalion HUMINT operations feeding information down to the Company, as has been the model in the past.
  The current HUMINT challenges for Companies, not enough trained HUMINT personnel, lack of language trained  personnel and the restrictions on who can conduct HUMINT operations is far beyond the scope of this thesis.  Major Dylan Randazzo is examining that issue in his thesis.  If his recommendations are adopted and more soldiers are allowed to conduct low-level military source operations, then the addition of an analytical capability at the Company level will greatly increase the need to evaluate and analyze the local HUMINT reports.
 

However, even if there is no change to the current HUMINT rules and regulations, there remains a need for managing critical human information.  The information that can be obtained by casual contact with people and leaders in the Companies Area of Responsibility (AOR) brings a new importance to the requirement for thorough pre-briefs and debriefs of each patrol.
 

There are several types of Signal Intelligence (SIGINT) assets at the Brigade, and sometimes Battalion levels, but rarely are the assets available to the Company for integration into the Company collection plan to assist in confirming or denying threats to the Company area.  A true intelligence soldier with an understanding of SIGINT, would assist in the integration of these assets when they become available and could advise the Company commander on when the use of SIGINT assets may bridge the intelligence gaps in the Company area.  The data systems, in many cases, may not allow a CIC to get  SIGINT reports on a regular basis.  The integration of SIGINT will be an area that will need further examination in order to support any increase in a Company’s Intelligence Cell capabilities.


Imagery Intelligence, or IMINT, is another intelligence capability that should be available to Companies for planning and targeting.  While some Companies may have small Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAV), many do not.  Most Companies are unable to request, receive, process or send imagery.
  This is due initially to a lack of Secure Internet Protocol Router Networks (SIPR) capabilities at the Company level.  Primarily this is due to the lack of institutional knowledge within the Company in how to request, or, if SIPR is available, to search imagery databases for imagery to include real time video of patrols, UAVs, etc.
OPERATION BANNER the Troubles of Northern Ireland

 Historically, the British have some of the greatest experience in fighting insurgencies.  Some British historians do not consider the Irish Republican Army’s (IRA) actions against British forces, and others, as an insurgency, but consider the actions terrorist activities due to the cellular make-up of the groups.
  The use of compartmented cellular activities does not make a group a terrorist group or an insurgency.  Many insurgencies use terrorist techniques to achieve the group’s goals.  The IRA’s cellular activity in a mostly urban setting is relatively parallel to the activities of the insurgency in most areas of Iraq.  The study of OPERATION BANNER thus becomes very relevant in a quest to find lessons learned that could be applicable to U.S. units conducting operations in Iraq.  The “troubles” in Northern Ireland refer to the activities of the IRA starting in 1969, although the issues in Northern Ireland trace back to the 1920’s.
  Martin Dillion, in his book The Dirty War: Covert Strategies and Tactics used in Political Conflict, states; “….the violence was not confined to the IRA but became a tribal conflict,” lending more support to the notion that this conflict is worth studying to understand the conflict in Iraq.
 

The integration of intelligence at all levels, tactical through strategic, was a key factor in the success of U.K. military units in Northern Ireland.  The British were able to integrate military, police, and national intelligence agencies in order to fight the IRA.
  Brian Jackson, speaks to some of the issues of not sharing and coordinating intelligence in his Military Review article, “Counterinsurgency Intelligence in a Long War, The British Experience in Northern Ireland.”  Mr. Jackson lists the misuse of Special Air Services (SAS) soldiers, uninformed conventional units responding to incidents and situations and Explosive Ordnance Disposal (EOD) units responding to bomb situations as mistakes that could have resulted in fatalities.
  Brian Jackson labels one of the tools needed for affective counterinsurgency operations as “Collecting low-grade intelligence.”
  Mr. Jackson refers to the concepts of “ES2” and “community-policing” as affective tools for counterinsurgency activities.
  An additional observation in the article is how the British military drastically increased the number of soldiers dedicated to intelligence collection and analysis since “without robust analytical capabilities to make sense of the information, a COIN (counterinsurgency) effort can drown in data rather than gain greater knowledge of the situation on the ground.”
  The intelligence loop, of giving soldiers information and information requirements prior to a patrol, led to more accurate information collected during the patrols.
  The integration of intelligence and operations at all levels, to include tactical units, appears to be key in conducting a successful counterinsurgency fight.


In the concluding sections of OPERATION BANNER, An Analysis of Military Operations in Northern Ireland, there is paragraph that makes a clear statement of the importance of integrating intelligence into local operations. “The importance of developing first-rate intelligence structures, processes and capabilities, so that military operations may be intelligence-led, and non-military initiatives properly planned and directed.  Effectiveness will be judged by what can be gathered, and by how well the product is shared and used.”
  


The same document discusses the use of patrol debriefings as a key tool to gathering information and that, “by 1972 …. most operations in Northern Ireland had some intelligence gathering functions or were tasked according to some form of information received.” 
  There is a need to examine what sources of intelligence were most effective in counterinsurgency operations, how was intelligence analyzed and at what level did the analysis take place in order to relate this historical case study to the current need for Company level intelligence sections.


Company Intelligence Cells played a key part of the intelligence process for the British in Northern Ireland.  The main collators of patrolling information were the soldiers working in the Company Intelligence Cell.
  Desmond Hamill in his book, Pig In the Middle: The Army in Northern Ireland, 1969-1984, details how the British changed their focus from operations to intelligence gathering and analysis in order to defeat the IRA.
  The soldiers patrolling on the street were a great source of information as to the activities of the IRA.  Through advanced training, the soldiers were sensitized to how the IRA cells operated and how to detect activities while conducting patrols in neighborhoods.
  With the collection and correlation of these “bitty” pieces of information, a more detailed understanding of the enemy and how the IRA operated could be designed, allowing the military to actually develop a training plan to counter the IRA.
  


The patrolling that did occur did not use sources in the traditional understanding.  The soldiers simply talked with normal people out on the street to get a true atmospheric reading of how day-to-day life was going.  Changes in the attitudes of the general public could be an indication of a upcoming event.
  This is similar to what soldiers are currently experiencing while patrolling in Iraq and what U.S. soldiers have used as indicators and warnings during prior deployments in Bosnia and Kosovo. 


The use of informants as a main source of information and intelligence was used heavily in Northern Ireland.
  Information gathered at the lowest tactical level of squad and Platoon patrols was fed into one giant database that was used by all of the intelligence units.
  With all the great advances in technological capabilities during the “troubles” of Northern Ireland, the key factor for gaining intelligence was the contact with the general population and the use of informants in gaining human information at the local level.

The Current Fight and Wars of the Future


The principles of War have changed little over the centuries.  Warfare, however, has changed.  In the past, armies of opposing nations would meet on the field of battle and conduct a battle of attrition until one side or the other “won” through surrender or destruction of the enemy.  The meeting of great armies on well defined battlefields, separated from towns and villages, that do not involve multiple pitched battles, is very much a thing of the past.
  Battles between fairly well matched armies is most likely not a probable scenario for the U.S Army in the near future.  It is unlikely that any nation would challenge the United States to a force-on-force war.  With the most technologically advanced military in the world, the United States has no true peer opponent.  It would appear likely that any opponent, who would presume to challenge the U.S. in a war, would also use asymmetric warfare techniques to increase their odds of winning battles and the war.  One of the main techniques that would logically be employed by an opponent would be guerrilla or insurgency techniques.   


The current war in Iraq has shown a need for a Company Intelligence Cell that is able to process intelligence for operations in the local Company area.  The observations of historians and other military experts have lead to writings on the subject.  Little has been done in the U.S. Army to change the make-up of intelligence capabilities at the Company level.  There has also been a lack of input from those conducting the local fight to survey what changes are needed to improve actionable intelligence at the Company level.  In the next chapter, the author will present the views of some of the officers conducting the tactical fight and make an argument, based on the information, that either supports or refutes the need for a Company level Intelligence Cell and some recommendations as to what that Company Intelligence Cell should look like.  

What sets this study apart from the references above in Chapter 2 is that this author collected data from individuals with recent tactical experience in Iraq and recorded there opinions and recommendations for establishing Company intelligence cells.  This is critical examination of the problem and issue as those soldiers operating at the tactical level would gain the most benefit from the addition of a Company Intelligence Cell. 

Chapter 3
METHODOLOGY AND MAPPING THE RESEARCH PROCESS 

Can an analytical intelligence capability at the Company level improve the effectiveness of the “local” counterinsurgency fight in the Company Area of Responsibility? 

The goal of this thesis is to determine the analytical intelligence needs of the maneuver Company fighting in Iraq.  In conducting the literature review, the preponderance of the articles discussed the need for increased intelligence capabilities at the tactical levels.  The issue for almost every Company in Iraq is that they do not have a dedicated intelligence section and even less have dedicated intelligence personnel at the Company level.  This thesis will provide an in depth evaluation that examines the current doctrinal methods of providing intelligence to tactical Companies and the intelligence requirements at the Company level.  The hypothesis that guided this research is U.S. military ground forces should establish an organic intelligence support cell at the Company and Platoon level, which is fully integrated into the operational and strategic intelligence systems.   

The first step in conducting the research was to survey the literature on the subject.  In the initial investigation of the topic, multiple articles were discovered that had been written by infantry and armor commanders, intelligence officers and counterinsurgency experts.  A historical review of past insurgencies and actions taken by counterinsurgency military forces were also examined in Chapter 2.  Based on my preliminary review of the literature and data on the subject of Company Intelligence Cells, the author decided to contact three groups within the Army who were also examining the same subject.  Through my research approach of conducting email correspondence, participating in online discussions forums, and reviewing observations and lessons learned for maneuver Companies operating in Iraq, this author will attempt to prove that a long-term permanent solution of adding intelligence cells at the Company level is needed to meet  the current unit’s intelligence needs, for addressing the current counterinsurgency fight and future threats.
Since the concept of intelligence cells at the Company level is new, and has limited testing, it was determined that a comparative method would be the best method to examine this issue thoroughly.  Through correspondence, discussion and a survey of intelligence personnel and operations personnel with a wide range of experience, the data should give a clear indicator of what are the best solutions to address the intelligence needs of the typical Companies conducting counterinsurgency operations in Iraq. 

Data Collection


The author conducted a historical review of past counterinsurgency actions by the United Kingdom and the United States, dating back to the Philippines in the early 1900’s,  to learn of both intelligence challenges faced by small units in conducting actions against insurgents, and what modifications to normal intelligence practices were adopted to meet the insurgency challenges.  The author also examined recent and current discussion of the intelligence issues facing maneuver Companies in Iraq.  Finally, this author conducted a survey of soldiers who had fought in Iraq within the last five years at the Brigade level and below.  These soldiers, with recent tactical experience in Iraq, had all conducted small unit counterinsurgency operations. 
Expert Groups also Conducting Research


The review of historical data and recent articles related to Company intelligence needs and challenges when conducting counter insurgency was the first step in collecting data for this thesis.  Further research could not be conducted without establishing a sound base of information and a review of what others have written about the issue. 

The expert groups that the author consulted were the Asymmetric Warfare Group, the Center for Army Lessons Learned, and the Army G2 staff, who had all collected information on the subject during unit pre-deployment, deployment, and redeployment.  These organizations have in the past examined issues of manning, training and tactics.  On the subject of Company Intelligence Cells, the three groups had compiled some observations but only the AWG had published guidance that could be implemented quickly by maneuver Companies.  The information compiled by reading the reports from the previous three agencies was a large part of the initial literature review and evaluation of past, current and recommended Army intelligence practices for counterinsurgency.  There was also some email exchanges and in person discussions on the subject to further narrow the focus of this thesis study.  


  “The Asymmetric Warfare Group provides Operational Advisory Assistance to Army and Joint Force Commanders to enhance the combat effectiveness of the Operating Force and Enable the Defeat of Asymmetric Threats.”
  The Asymmetric Warfare Group (AWG) has observed and advised BCT’s during pre-deployment training and during operations in Iraq.  The recommendations of the AWG, following observations at the National Training Center, were that units could increase operational effectiveness by integrating a Company Intelligence Cell.  The recommendations of the AWG lead to a recommended training program that was adopted and further developed by U.S. Army Intelligence School.  The mobile training team (MTT) has been developed to teach Companies how to develop a Company Intelligence Cell but is limited by the number of contract instructor teams. This author has found very limited use of this training team by units preparing to deploy to Iraq.


The Center for Army Lessons Learned (CALL) collected data from After Action Reports (AARs) and lessons learned by observations conducted by CALL historians in Mosul, Iraq.  The collections of AARs were published in several CALL newsletters.  The information in the newsletters was good but did not include a wide enough sample of units and soldiers with strong tactical backgrounds and recent experience in Iraq.  The information from CALL is a start but has not lead to an army wide recommendation or adoption of the concept of a Company Intelligence Cell.


 The following questions were developed after reading some of the preliminary recommendations proposed by the AWG and CALL.  The questions guided this author’s collection of unique data:
1. What are the shortfalls in Brigade and Battalion intelligence support and integration with Platoons and Companies? 

2. What kind of support is a Platoon or Company now receiving from operational and strategic assets? 

3. How can we best support the local fight with Strategic and Operational intelligence tools and operations with out information overload? 

4. What are the challenges of manning and training in increasing the Companies’ intelligence capabilities? 

5.  What are the communications and collaboration challenges to establishing an intelligence section at the Platoon and Company level? 


Before being able to conduct a survey of soldiers in the operational and tactical intelligence field there was a need to narrow the focus of the evaluation.  The survey questions focused on how units are currently conducting intelligence at the Company level and then asked how a Company Intelligence Cell (CIC) could increase the operational capabilities of the Company and Battalion (See Appendix A for survey questions).
Discussion Forums


The data was obtained through the author’s participation in discussion chats on CompanyCommander.mil and INTELLIST.  CompanyCommander.mil is a discussion forum for current and past Company Commanders, which was established by several West Point graduates following the successful publication of the book, Taking the Guidon: Exceptional Leadership at the Company Level. 
 The current website started in 2002 and is still moderated by these original officers.  Many Company Commanders currently commanding in Iraq use the discussion forum.  The forum has a wide variety of topics and is not focused on just operations related to the current fights in Iraq and Afghanistan.  The discussion with current and recent Company Commanders on the thesis topic of Company Intelligence Cells was very limited on this forum.  The majority of the discussion was with officers that are more senior, that the author was already corresponding with through direct email.


The research design used in the discussion forums was to conduct an almost daily   exchange for three to four weeks, to obtain a wide variety of opinions from current and former intelligence non-commissioned officers, Warrant Officers, Officers and civilians.  INTELLIST is a discussion forum for intelligence professionals hosted on AKO (Army Knowledge Online).  The membership on the forum is about 3400 registered participants and has been active for eight years.  Most of the participants are current or former military intelligence persons.  The participants range from civilians to active duty officers and from brand new intelligence analysts to people with decades of experience.  This author reinitiated a discussion on Company level intelligence cells as a follow on to a discussion, which was started by a member of the INTELLIST who was researching the question as part of his evaluation on the subject at the Asymmetric Warfare Group.  There was an abundance of opinions from the expert members of the discussion group.  The variety of participant responses further confirmed the need to survey a group of persons with recent tactical experience that would be most affected by the addition of a Company Intelligence Cell.

Survey Data


The study was focused to specifically address the perceived need and effectiveness of using Company Intelligence Cells.  A survey was created in both a word format and as a web launched survey, using an on-line service from Zoomerang (zoomerang.com). The number of possible survey participants is listed in Figure 4.1. in chapter 4.  Seventy-three (73) participants replied to the survey with over 140 individuals visiting the survey site.  Based on the initial discussions in the forums it was my assumption that tactical intelligence officers and combat arms operators would identify the need for intelligence soldiers to be assigned to the Company to lead and run the Company Intelligence Cell.  The answers to the survey and the opinions of the individuals on INTELLIST were interpreted to establish a majority opinions for key trends and requirements in determining the correct make-up of a Company Intelligence Cell.  An evaluation of the survey results was conducted using a quantitative evaluation, which focused on what response has the majority of support for questions within the survey, reflecting the correct make-up and use of a Company Intelligence Cell.  The INTELLIST information was a quantitative evaluation to identify key opinions and to identify counterpoints to the idea of a Company Intelligence Cell.


This author believes the results of the survey would be similar if applied to a larger group of participants with the same OIF experience, over a larger sample of the Army.  The three groups that participated in the largest numbers in the survey were officers from a Brigade Combat Team from the 4th Infantry Division currently serving in Iraq, Captain Career Course students at the United States Intelligence School and students at the National Defense Intelligence College.  All participants had current or recent tactical experience, within the last 5 years, in Iraq as Company commanders or staff officers.  The survey sample was from both officers with intelligence and operational experience.  The specific experience requirements for survey participants should be viewed as both valid and reliable.  


As stated in Chapter 1, the best way to confirm if a Company Intelligence Cell could really affect counterinsurgency operations would be to do a longitudinal study of different types of intelligence sections operating at the Company level in Iraq.  This type of study would be difficult to evaluate as personalities and skill level can have such an impact on the success of an intelligence section.  The other issue is that Companies conducting the fight do not have the time to wait for a study to determine the perfect solution to the intelligence section debate.  This thesis attempted to get at the answer by conducting historical research and by consulting experts with experience and knowledge on the subject. 

This author will attempt to make a case for developing a permanent intelligence cell with-in the Company Headquarters that will have a habitual relationship with the commander and be augmented with additional personnel and assistance as the mission requires.  The model for the Company Intelligence Cell will be based on the replies from the survey participants, discussion forum responses and a review of historical documents.  The survey responses will add to the current body of knowledge in the literature and research that examines the need for an intelligence section at the Company level.  

The findings of this thesis may not be the only answer to the problem being examined.  There may be multiple solutions to this issue.  The solutions may be implemented over time or be based on what resources are available.  The end result will be recommendations that can be used to support the initiatives that have been examined by others and have not yet been institutionalized as doctrine and tactics for counterinsurgency operations at the Company level.

Chapter 4

THE DATA AND WHAT DOES IT MEAN

Can an analytical intelligence capability at the Company level improve the effectiveness of the “local” counterinsurgency fight in the Company and Platoon area of responsibility? 

Scope


The data for this thesis is from multiple sources.  The research design included a broad view to a more defined response following the survey.  The first part of the research began with a literature review of historical counterinsurgency operations and writings on the current counterinsurgency fight in Iraq.  The next stop in investigating the problem was discussions with some of the other organizations examining the problem.  Discussion with the Asymmetric Warfare Group (AWG), Center for Army Lessons Learned (CALL), Army G2 staff, and the Intelligence School and Center at Ft Huachuca, indicated that there was some support among higher echelon intelligence officers for the creation of a Company Intelligence Cell.  Little data appeared to be based on first hand knowledge or experience of Company level soldiers.  The other issue was that the recommendations from the Intelligence School and the G2 Strategic Plans project office both appeared to be based on preliminary information from AWG.  

The next step in my research design was to obtain data input from a wider range of personnel that have intelligence experience and in some cases are working closer to the tactical level.  As mentioned in Chapter 3, two discussion forums were used to gain insight from a different group of soldiers and experienced civilian experts.  CompanyCommander.mil
 was the first stop in attempting to generate some opinions from Company leadership, for or against the concept of Company Intelligence Cells (CIC).  This website discussion forum proved to be very limited in providing any information or input.  Any of the discussion threads pertaining to the subject were old and the author of this paper was unable to get new responses from discussion forum members.  The INTELLIST
 forum did generate some good discussion among the members.  First is a qualitative analysis of responses to discussion forums on INTELLIST.  The members of the INTELLIST forum who responded to the question of creating Company Intelligence Cells varied from former Army intelligence analysts and current intelligence soldiers.  The first part of the collection was a review of some of the main points raised on the discussion chat sessions.  The second part of the data collection was survey responses from an on-line survey of Army officers with recent tactical experience in Iraq, at the Brigade level or lower.  In presenting the data the author will categorize some of the major points from the discussion forums and then present the answers to the survey questions.  

The collection of this data was required to determine if personnel with tactical combat experience also supported the idea of a Company Intelligence Cell.  This is the data that is unique to this study and will add to the argument for establishing a Company intelligence cell as a permanent addition to the maneuver Company.  It is important to get the opinion of those soldiers who are closest to the fight and will be the most affected by the addition of a Company Intelligence Cell.

Discussion Forums


There were varying opinions on INTELLIST as to what was the best makeup of a Company Intelligence Cell.  Three or four intelligence officers within the discussion forum had observed both Intelligence Analysts at the Company level and the use of infantry soldiers who had been trained by the Battalion intelligence section (S2) to conduct analysis and intelligence planning.  


During one thread with approximately 12 respondents, the following issue was raised.  Career intelligence soldiers and civilians with years of experience tended to be against placing an analyst at the Company level.  The reasons these civilians were against placing an analyst at the Company level was that most analysts strive to work at higher echelons not at lower tactical levels and a junior analysts would not be trusted and relied on as the intelligence expert by the Company Commanders.  One discussion thread with approximately 15 comments stated that the Military Occupational Specialty (MOS) trained analyst would be less effective then combat arms soldiers trained in intelligence because of not being an integral part of the Company.  


There was a thread on the discussion forum that supported the idea of the Company requiring an analytical intelligence capability, but even though 20 some respondents supported analysts at the Company level, 6-7 people on the discussion forum did not support the placement of an intelligence analyst full time at the Company level.  There was the comparison to the USMC model for a Company Intelligence Cell that uses six combat arms soldiers within the Company to staff the CIC.
  Approximately four respondents on the site recommended using the Special Forces model of training non-intelligence soldiers to conduct intelligence planning and analysis, after receiving specific intelligence training.  Special Forces senior Non-Commissioned Officers (NCOs) and Warrant Officers attend a 4-6 week course that concentrates on intelligence analysis and planning.  A Special Forces Detachment of 12 men usually has at least three detachment members who have attended the training and one NCO is the intelligence NCO for the detachment.  This has proven to be an effective method for integrating intelligence and operations for Special Forces counterinsurgency missions.  


The integration of intelligence from strategic and operational assets at the tactical level was also an issue raised on the INTELLIST forum.  There were 5of20 participants on the forum who believed that many of the Army intelligence analysts working at levels above Corps needed to move down to lower echelons of command to better support the tactical fight.  Those analysts coming from the strategic and operational levels would have the knowledge and ability to access national level intelligence and match it with the tactical intelligence to produce a better picture of insurgency activities.


Manning or staffing was raised as a concern for placing analysts at the Company level.  There were individuals who believed that there are not enough analysts to fill the Brigade or Battalion level requirements, and that it would take a long time and a change in training to get the extra 1,500-1,600 intelligence soldiers trained to meet the requirement of manning Company level intelligence sections.  


Training appeared to be one of the major gaps and one of the recommended solutions.  There was a sense that analysts just out of the Intelligence School did not understand insurgencies and therefore added little to the intelligence analysis, unless mentored by a more senior analyst.  Approximately 8 of the INTELLIST members on one discussion string believed that combat arms soldiers with their counterinsurgency experience could be taught how to analyze information faster than intelligence analyst could gain counterinsurgency experience.  This recommendation paralleled the ideas put forward by the USMC and Major J.D.Heye in his article “Company Intelligence Cell Notes,” that circulated on the forum.
  There appeared to be an overarching feeling of lack of institutional knowledge and training, for soldiers conducting intelligence analysis at the lowest tactical levels, raised by 3 or 4 participants in one of the discussion strings.  The lack of communications capabilities to search local databases maintained by the Battalion and Brigade and utilizing intelligence database on other secure intelligence web pages was listed as a factor that limited the analysts ability to do his job.  These databases hold key link diagrams of insurgent networks in the area and give intelligence soldiers access to imagery and intelligence reports that are useful in confirming intelligence during the targeting process.  The security of a remote network, with connectivity to some of these classified databases and systems, is also an issue for those units operating in remote locations.


There were also several points made of questioning intelligence MOS soldiers patrolling with squads and teams when the intelligence soldiers have less “infantry type” combat skills training than those soldiers in an infantry squad.  The restriction of woman in combat was mentioned as a limiting factor as there are a large number of woman trained as intelligence analysts.  The current number of 35F Intelligence Analysts in the army is approximately 4857 Males and 1104 Females.
  The 1100 females are not able to fill analyst positions at Battalions and would not be allowed to fill positions at the Company level. 


From the discussion forum the main points or issues raised were:

1. Make-up of the Company intelligence cell (size)

2. Integration of intelligence analysts into the combat arms Company
3. Staffing, skills and meeting the personnel requirement

4. Intelligence training for both analysts and combat arms soldiers

5. Communications capabilities at the Company level. 

Although not exclusive, these questions formed the main basis for developing the survey questions for soldiers with recent combat experience in Iraq.  Multiple questions were designed for the survey in an attempt to establish clear trends in opinions and recommendations from those soldiers closest to the fight. 

Survey Data


The targeted group for the survey was soldiers with recent tactical combat experience in Iraq.  The respondents had a mix of experiences, as staff officers, Company Commanders and Platoon leaders.  The survey attempted to determine if there was a perceived need for a Company Intelligence Cell and if the establishment of a Company Intelligence Cell would have the same type of support from those personnel who would be directly affected by the change.  The main groups of officers who participated in the survey were officers, currently serving in Iraq with a Infantry Brigade Combat Team (BCT), Students at the Intelligence Officer Company Commanders Course at Ft Huachuca with recent experience in Iraq and National Defense Intelligence College Students at the Defense Intelligence Agency with recent experience in Iraq.  Figure 4.1. lists the possible number of participants and the actual number of survey participants.
	Groups
	Approx Number available
	Approximate number of replies

	Brigade Combat Team
	200
	34

	Military Intelligence Captain Career Course
	70
	25

	National Defense Intelligence College
	20
	10


Figure 4.1. Chart of survey participants.


The first four questions of the survey determined the respondent’s background and experience (See Annex B for actual responses).  The majority of the respondents were Captains (66%) and 50% of the respondents are now in jobs that are not part of a combat unit.  Many of the respondents are students at the Military Intelligence Captain’s Career Course or the National Defense Intelligence College.  The majority of the respondents (79%) had recent combat experience at the Battalion level or below, with the remainder of respondent’s experience was at the Brigade level or as part of a military advisory team.  The next 32 questions asked specific questions on intelligence related issues as they apply to the tactical insurgency fight. 
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Figure 4.2. Question 5 survey results.
 Authors survey, “Company Intelligence Cell I.”


The answer to question 5 (Figure 4.2.) shows that most respondents (51%) view Company Intelligence Cells as important but not imperative to the success of counterinsurgency operations in the local Company area of operations.  The answers do show that 81% of the respondents see the addition of a Company Intelligence Cell as imperative or very important.  It appears that those soldiers with counterinsurgency experience at the tactical level also support the idea of a Company Intelligence Cell. 
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Figure 4.3.  Question 6 survey results.  Authors survey, “Company Intelligence Cell I.”

Again, most people (75%) believed the Company intelligence cell to be very important or imperative to the counterinsurgency operations of the Battalion.  The question was asked to see if the respondents would answer differently when examining the affects of the Company Intelligence Cell on Battalion verses Company operations.  From the answers given it appears the survey participants viewed the need for a Company Intelligence Cell as similar for Battalion success and Company success.  
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Figure 4.4. Question 7 survey results.  Authors survey, “Company Intelligence Cell I.”


The Company Intelligence Cell would increase the Force Protection for the Company.  Understanding the local area threat is key to force protection.  An intelligence cell focused on evaluating the local Company area would increase the force protection for the Company.  The analysis of trends and warning signs of an attack in the local area is critical to taking force protection measures.
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 Figure 4.5. Question 8 survey results.  Authors survey, “Company Intelligence Cell I.”


The increase in targeting effectiveness through the addition of a Company Intelligence Cell was deemed as a major factor for developing the Company intelligence cell (CIC) concept.  An understanding of the local area and local intelligence is critical to the targeting cycle for Companies and Platoons.  The answers in Figure 4.5. support the premise that targeting would be more effective if there was a dedicated intelligence cell at the Company level. 
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Figure 4.6. Question 9 survey results. Authors survey, “Company Intelligence Cell I.”

A significant increase in the Company’s situational awareness with the addition of a CIC was selected as an answer to this question.  This is important as situational awareness is one of the key factors for conducting counterinsurgency operations.  This question is directly linked to question 7 and 8 (Figure 4.3. and 4.4.), as situational awareness directly ties into improvements in targeting and enhancements to  force protection.  Establishing a dedicated intelligence section that understands the local area of responsibility, and has time to analyze developing information in order to establish trends and patterns is essential to conducting counterinsurgency operations.
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Figure 4.7. Question 10 survey results.  Authors survey, “Company Intelligence Cell I.”


The results point to an increase in intelligence collection effectiveness with the addition of a Company Intelligence Cell.  Having a plan for the collection of information is critical to obtaining the correct intelligence.  An integrated collection plan will also make the best use of scarce collection resources.  Some Companies may not know what assets are available and what type of collection is needed to pinpoint a target.
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Figure 4.8.  Question 11 survey results.  Authors survey, “Company Intelligence Cell I.”

 Adding any intelligence capabilities to the Company Headquarters would increase the analytical capacity of the unit.  The true impact of adding an analytical cell to the Company Headquarters is not fully understood due to the limited application and the differences in the staffing and training of the soldiers conducting the intelligence analysis.  The answer adds support to the need to establish an analytical capability for local intelligence analysis at the Company level.  
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Figure 4.9. Question 12 survey results.  Authors survey, “Company Intelligence Cell I.”


 Many of the respondents were students who have recent experience in Iraq.  The good part of the question is that some of the respondents currently serving do have a functioning intelligence section at the Company level but it appears that there is a very small percentage of units using any sort of dedicated intelligence cell at the Company level.  
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Figure 4.10. Question 13 survey results.  Authors survey, “Company Intelligence Cell I.”


This question and question 12 (Figure 4.9.) are related for those respondents that have a Company Intelligence Cell.  This question does give some possible insight into how intelligence sections have been staffed during the current deployment and indicates that 2 soldiers appear to be the standard for this BCT’s intelligence cells.

[image: image12.png]14. What would be the Ideal nhumber of personnel for
manning a company intelligence section?

A2 |G

3 [
cs [
PR e |





Figure  4.11. Question 14 survey results.  Authors survey, “Company Intelligence Cell I.”


The numbers listed above are overwhelmingly focused on 3-4 soldiers to conduct operations in the Company Intelligence Cell or CIC.  Most of the prior experts have recommended 6 people as the optimal number of soldiers needed for 24-hour operations.  There are two reasons that the number of soldiers in a Company Intelligence Cell is lower for those who responded to the survey.  First is the reluctance to dedicate manpower to the intelligence section when many Companies feel they are under manned already and two, most Company level soldiers would use other personnel within the Company to surge on an intelligence issue that is difficult or time consuming.   [image: image13.png]15. What would be the minimum number of personnel
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Figure 4.12. Question 15 survey results.  Authors survey, “Company Intelligence Cell I.”


The response to this question gives some indication as to what tactical fighters believe to be the minimum number of soldiers needed to operate an intelligence section.  Minimum manning was not mentioned in the literature reviewed for this thesis.  A two person section could be staffed with no augmentation outside the Company by using the Fire Support Officer and the Chemical NCO, or by other soldiers in the Company with minimum impact on the Company.   
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Figure 4.13. Question 16 survey results.  Authors survey, “Company Intelligence Cell I.”


Tactical officers do appear to support the idea of having intelligence analysts at the Company level.  A combination of intelligence soldiers and combat arms soldiers from the Company is the manning make-up that is most supported by the respondents.  
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 Figure 4.14.  Question 17 survey result.  Authors survey, “Company Intelligence Cell I.”


Most respondents to question 17 (Figure 4.14.) would expect an increase in the targeting capability of the Company, with the addition of an intelligence analyst to the CIC.  With 84% of the respondents agreeing that an analyst would improve targeting, there appears to be support to the idea of adding an intelligence analyst to the creation of a Company Intelligence Cell.  The addition of an analyst is viewed by the respondents as critical to increasing the effectiveness of targeting.
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Figure 4.15. Question 18 survey results.  Authors survey, “Company Intelligence Cell I.”


This question indicates that there are some units attempting to place an intelligence analyst at the Company level.  In conducting a cross tab analysis of this question, there were only 9 respondents that are currently deployed that reported that there unit  had a dedicated intelligence analyst.  
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Figure 4.16. Question 19 survey results.  Authors survey, “Company Intelligence Cell I.”


From the results listed in Figure 4.16., there does not seem to be many units receiving the mobile training team (MTT) instruction.  Soldiers from the maneuver Companies that are working in the Company Intelligence Cell did receive additional intelligence training 30% of the time prior to deployment.
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Figure 4.17. Question 20 survey results.  Authors survey, “Company Intelligence Cell I.”


It is interesting that the ideal number of analysts selected by the tactical officers is the same number that has been recommended by AWG, Ft Huachuca and the Army G2 Strategic Plans office.  The results of this question indicate that two analysts are better than one for conducting intelligence analysis on a 24/7 basis. 
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Figure  4.18. Question 21 survey results.  Authors survey, “Company Intelligence Cell I.”


It appears that the minimum and the ideal number of analysts needed at the Company level are very similar.  The answer would indicate that tactical soldiers view the addition of an Intelligence Analyst as important even if there is only one analyst at the Company level.
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Figure 4.19. Question 21 survey result.  Authors survey, “Company Intelligence Cell I.”


Physical location of the analysts assigned to support a maneuver Company is important.  Data indicates that the location of the intelligence analyst should be with the Company Headquarters.  There is a need for the operators and intelligence persons to be collocated to be successful at reviewing intelligence for the targeting process.
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Figure  4.20. Question 23 survey results.  Authors survey, “Company Intelligence Cell I.”


The indicator from the answers to this question would be that school trained Military Occupational Specialty (MOS) certified Intelligence Analysts are needed as part of establishing a Company Intelligence Cell.  The majority of the officers supported the need for analysts at the Company level.  83% strongly agreed or somewhat agreed.  
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Figure 4.21. Question 24 survey results.  Authors survey, “Company Intelligence Cell I.”


The majority of those surveyed support the idea of an intelligence NCO being the ranking NCO in the CIC.  The author would base this selection on the fact that intelligence has traditionally been conducted and lead by those who are school trained and MOS certified.
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Figure 4.22. Question 25 survey results. Authors survey, “Company Intelligence Cell I.”


Indications from this survey question point to the Company Fire Support Officer (FSO) as the most desired leader of the CIC.  The FSO is not overly tasked with coordinating fire support in an urban counterinsurgency fight.  This appeared to be a practice already being used in Iraq after speaking with other students at the National Defense Intelligence College with recent combat experience in Iraq.
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Figure 4.23. Question 25 survey results.  Authors survey, “Company Intelligence Cell I.”


This question and the next three were an attempt to determine if tactical leaders view other intelligence capabilities as necessary to increase the effectiveness of local counterinsurgency operations.  The discussion forums raised some issues of other intelligence capability shortages at the tactical level. Questions 25,26 and 27 (Figures 4.23.,4.24.,4.25.) show that there is a need for other intelligence capabilities and tools at the Company level. 
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Figure 4.24. Question 27 survey results.  Authors survey, “Company Intelligence Cell I.”


Connectivity is a definite priority for improving counterinsurgency operations at the Company level.  This is one of the areas currently being supported by an Army G2 initiative.  An Infantry Company that is part of 2nd Brigade 25 Infantry Division, is utilizing a Harris radio system in order to have a remote SIPR link to their Battalion headquarters during the units deployment to Iraq.  The system is expensive and is not currently part of the Army inventory of radio systems.
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 Figure 4.25. Question 28 survey results.  Authors survey, “Company Intelligence Cell I.”


Figure 4.25. indicates that SSE training and kits appear to be as very important to the success of units conducting counterinsurgency operations.  SSE is important to gaining information about insurgency actions.  This question along with question 27 and 29 may also indicate that units and the Army have still not shifted to supporting a bottom up fed intelligence system.  
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Figure  4.26. Question 29 survey results.  Authors survey, “Company Intelligence Cell I.”


There is good support for an increase of Human Intelligence (HUMINT) capability at the Company level.  The addition of HUMINT capabilities is second only to the need for SIPR connectivity according to the survey.  An assumption could be made that Companies are conducting low-level-source operations (HUMINT) without trained and certified personnel, therefore making the requirement for additional HUMINT capabilities less obvious.  
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Figure 4.27. Question 30 survey results.  Authors survey, “Company Intelligence Cell I.”


The addition of intelligence analysis capabilities is viewed as important and or imperative to local counterinsurgency operations.  The need for analytical capabilities (Figure 4.27.) are viewed at similar levels to other intelligence tools (Figure 4.25., 4.26.) that were surveyed as part of the questions in this study.  This question (Figure 4.27.) shows that intelligence analytical capabilities are viewed as an import capability at the Company level. [image: image29.png]31. Does intelligence training need to be increased or
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Figure 4.28. Question 31 survey results.  Authors survey, “Company Intelligence Cell I.”


There is definite support for additional intelligence training for combat arms soldiers.  There is a mix opinion as to who exactly needs the training.  The greatest support is for all E-3 through O-3 combat arms soldiers to receive additional intelligence training.
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Figure 4.29. Question 32 survey results.  Authors survey, “Company Intelligence Cell I.”


The answers to question 32 (Figure 4.29.) are similar to the comments on the INTELLIST discussion covered earlier in this Chapter.  Comments from many intelligence professionals on INTELLIST supported the idea of training combat arms soldiers to conduct intelligence operations at the Company level.  The consensus seems to be that the combat arms soldiers with their operational knowledge could manage the day-to-day operations of a CIC.  
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Figure 4.30. Question 33 survey results.  Authors survey, “Company Intelligence Cell I.” 


There is a lack of a consensus to question 33.  Most units who train the personnel that will staff the Company Intelligence Cell are using this model for training combat arms soldiers in intelligence.  Some soldiers receive intelligence training from the Battalion/Brigade S2 and very few receive training from the MTT from the USAIS&C.  The author would interpret the respondents’ perception of the pre-deployment training as not being consistent among deploying units.  
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Figure  4.31. Question 34 survey results.  Authors survey, “Company Intelligence Cell I.”


Question 34 supports the idea that tactical leaders view a combination of intelligence training for combat arms soldiers as a real solution to the CIC concept.  Although most of the responses were at the somewhat agree level, 66% of the officers agreed with the concept of using trained combat arms soldiers to conduct intelligence tasks at the Company level.
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Figure 4.32. Question 35 survey result.  Authors survey, “Company Intelligence Cell I.”


The interpretation of question 35 points to the ineffectiveness of a top down fed system of intelligence.  This question indicates that targeting information is obtained at the local level.  How information on targets is processed at the Company level is not clear from the answers.  Question 36 (Figure 4.33.) gives some additional insight as to where the targetable intelligence is acquired.
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Figure  4.33. Question 36 survey results.  Authors survey, “Company Intelligence Cell I.”


The responses to Question 36 appears to support some of the author’s earlier points that counterinsurgency intelligence is bottom driven and not supplied by higher headquarters.  Those soldiers who best understand the local situation and can best analyze the information obtained from local patrols are those who operate in the area everyday. 

[image: image35.png]37. The addition of a company intelligence section to the
company headquarters, would improve BATTALION
TARGETING in the battalion’s and companies’ area of
responsibility.

A.Strongly Agree | SSE
B.Somewhat Agree  |IISEIEY
C. Neither Agree or Disagree 6% )
D. Somewhat Disagree
E. Strongly Disagree 0%





Figure 4.34. Question 37 survey results.  Authors survey, “Company Intelligence Cell I.”


Battalion staff officers and Company level officers agree that the addition of a Company Intelligence Cell at the Company level would improve targeting in the local area.  The additional analysis of information would add to information databases for Battalion priority targets. 
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Figure 4.35. Question 38 survey results. Authors survey, “Company Intelligence Cell I.”


For question 38, the responses had a wide range of answers.  Not everyone answered this question.  The need for additional Human Intelligence or HUMINT capabilities was listed most often in the written responses (10 responses).  Integration of intelligence on the ground and intelligence from higher headquarters was listed on a fairly regular basis (6 responses).  More UAV and SIGINT support was also listed on multiple responses (3-4 responses).  Some key responses made comments to the effect that the Company Intelligence Cell manned by combat arms soldiers, who had conducted some extra intelligence training during pre-deployment, had conducted intelligence analysis for the Company with some success (2 responses).  The comments are based on just a few Companies but the technique appears to have support from the Company Commanders and the Battalion S2. 


In reviewing the responses to the discussions on the INTELLIST discussion forum and the survey it appears that there is good support for a Company Intelligence Cell and not any huge opposition to the hypothesis of establishing a Company Intelligence Cell at the Company level.  In the following chapter the author will give some conclusions to the interpretation of the findings from Chapter 4 and some recommendations based on the research of this thesis.

CHAPTER 5

WHERE TO GO FROM HERE


Chapter 5 will provide some additional interpretations of the data presented in Chapter 4.  The data for this thesis was obtained from a historical review of articles and books, discussion forum threads and a survey of soldiers with recent combat experience in Iraq.  


As discussed earlier in the thesis, a true test of what a Company Intelligence Cell should look like and how it should function would take a long time to research and test to determine what doctrinal changes should be made.  There is not time to conduct that type of research.  The number of officers with past experience in Iraq at the Battalion and Company levels participating in the survey does give the survey validity in obtaining the views of tactical officers (Figure 5.2.).  With 23% of the respondents having been part of a Company during operations in Iraq gives a solid perspective from the tactical arms side of the equation.
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Figure 5.1.  Question 3 survey results. Authors survey, “Company Intelligence Cell I.”
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Figure 5.2. Question 4 survey results. Authors survey, “Company Intelligence Cell I.”

The reliability of the survey data falls into two areas.  First, many of areas of discussion and concern that were addressed in the opinions of the expert groups from AWG, CALL and the Army G2 matched the responses from survey participants.  Second, the perceived need for a intelligence section at the Company level is supported by both intelligence officers and combat arms officers.  Questions in the survey that asked for judgments on the impact of an intelligence section on operations at the Battalion level and the Company level had similar responses.  Question 8 and 37 (Figure 4.4. and 4.28. ) had very similar responses in how the Company Intelligence Cells would affect targeting at both the Company and Battalion levels.


The opinions of the respondents at the tactical level matches very closely the directions and recommendations of FM 3-24 Counterinsurgency. FM 3-24 paragraph 3-5 states that, “Insurgencies are local…The insurgency one battalion faces will often be different from that faced by an adjacent battalion.”
  FM 3-24 goes on to state in paragraph 3-3 “Effective intelligence drives effective operations.  Effective operations produce information, which generates more intelligence.”
  This is a critical link between intelligence and operations at the local level for Companies operating in a Battalion’s area.  

Targeting


There appears to be a consensus in the survey that the majority of the intelligence that leads to actionable targeting, is received from Company and Platoon information (Figure 4.27.).  The respondents supported analysts at the Company level to increase targeting effectiveness.  Targeting insurgents for kill and capture operations is critical for the security of the population.  There appeared to be less concern among the survey respondents verses the INTELLIST members with placing intelligence MOS analysts at the Company level.  The ability to analyze the information that is obtained during local patrols and through contact with the local population would make the identification of insurgents or those supporting the insurgencies much easier.  There is a critical need to analyze the information that has been obtained through the local people as quickly as possible.  The faster that a Company or patrol can determine that something has changed in a neighborhood the sooner the unit can take action to protect the population or protect the patrol element. 

As referenced in Chapter 2, Brian Jackson gives some historical data that is very similar to the findings of this survey.  Brian Jackson labels one of the tools needed for effective counterinsurgency operations as “Collecting low-grade intelligence.”
  Mr. Jackson refers to the concepts of “ES2” and “community-policing” as effective tools for counterinsurgency activities.
  An additional observation in the article is how the British military drastically increased the number of soldiers dedicated to intelligence collection and analysis since “without robust analytical capabilities to make sense of the information, a COIN (counterinsurgency) effort can drown in data rather than gain greater knowledge of the situation on the ground.”
  The intelligence loop, of giving soldiers information and information requirements prior to a patrol, led to more accurate information collected during the patrols.
  The integration of intelligence and operations at all levels, to include tactical units, appears to be key in conducting a successful counterinsurgency fight.  Again, this idea is supported by historical research, recent observations by AWG and from the results of the survey conducted for this thesis. 


The increased ability to conduct quick targeting through the identification of insurgents also increases the Company’s ability to provide a true and accurate common operating picture (COP) for themselves and for the Battalion Headquarters.  The increase in situational awareness of the local area also provides for an increase in the force protection of the Platoons and Companies who are operating away from larger bases and other units.  This situational understanding is increased by the addition of a Company Intelligence Cell.  The survey did not specify that the analysis could only be done by the addition of a school trained MOS certified analyst.  There was little or no difference in how intelligence officers and combat arms officers viewed the need for 35F Intelligence Analyst soldier at the Company level (Figure 5.3. and 5.4.). 

	Current Position/Duty Title
	Total*
	Military Intelligence MOS trained analysts are critical for the success and usefulness of a Company Intelligence Cell.

	
	
	A. Strongly Agree
	B. Somewhat Agree
	C. Neither Agree or Disagree
	D. Somewhat Disagree
	E. Strongly Disagree

	
	69
	32
	25
	8
	2
	2

	A. Company Commander
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	0

	
	1.40%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	12.50%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	B. Battalion Staff (operations)
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	0

	
	1.40%
	0.00%
	4.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	C. Battalion Staff (intelligence)
	17
	8
	6
	1
	1
	1

	
	24.60%
	25.00%
	24.00%
	12.50%
	50.00%
	50.00%

	D. Battalion Staff (logistics and support)
	3
	3
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	4.30%
	9.40%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	E. Battalion or BDE Commander
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	F. Brigade Staff
	12
	5
	4
	3
	0
	0

	
	17.40%
	15.60%
	16.00%
	37.50%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	G. Civilian or non-tactical duty position
	35
	16
	14
	3
	1
	1

	
	50.70%
	50.00%
	56.00%
	37.50%
	50.00%
	50.00%


Figure 5.3. Cross tab analysis of current duty position and question 23 from survey.


There is support for an MOS trained analyst from both the Company officers and 

Battalion level intelligence officers.  This again supports the idea of intelligence analysis being a skill that requires additional training and knowledge.  As demonstrated by question 16 (Figure 4.12.), the majority of the participants indicated that the optimum manning for the intelligence section at the Company level was a combination of combat arms and intelligence soldiers.  


The Center for Army Lessons Learned (CALL) proposed the concept of an Intelligence Analyst being assigned to each maneuver Company based on research and observations in Mosul, Iraq in 2006.
  

	Past OIF/OEF experience (Duty title)
	Total*
	Military Intelligence MOS trained analysts are critical for the success and usefulness of a Company Intelligence Cell.

	
	
	A. Strongly Agree
	B. Somewhat Agree
	C. Neither Agree or Disagree
	D. Somewhat Disagree
	E. Strongly Disagree

	
	69
	33
	24
	8
	2
	2

	A. Company Commander
	7
	5
	0
	2
	0
	0

	
	10.10%
	15.20%
	0.00%
	25.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	B. Battalion Staff (operations)
	3
	0
	2
	1
	0
	0

	
	4.30%
	0.00%
	8.30%
	12.50%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	C. Battalion Staff (intelligence)
	21
	9
	7
	2
	2
	1

	
	30.40%
	27.30%
	29.20%
	25.00%
	100.00%
	50.00%

	D. Battalion Staff (logistics and support)
	4
	3
	1
	0
	0
	0

	
	5.80%
	9.10%
	4.20%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	E. Battalion or BDE Commander
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	F. Brigade Staff
	11
	6
	4
	0
	0
	1

	
	15.90%
	18.20%
	16.70%
	0.00%
	0.00%
	50.00%

	G. MITT
	12
	6
	4
	2
	0
	0

	
	17.40%
	18.20%
	16.70%
	25.00%
	0.00%
	0.00%

	H. Platoon leader or Company XO
	11
	4
	6
	1
	0
	0

	
	15.90%
	12.10%
	25.00%
	12.50%
	0.00%
	0.00%


Figure 5.4. Cross tab analysis of past OIF/OEF experience and question 23 from Survey.

The real confirmation of the need for a Company Intelligence Cell are the answers that recognized how targeting, force protection, COP and intelligence collection could be improved.  The majority of respondents strongly agreed or somewhat agreed, very few respondents ever disagreed strongly or somewhat.  


There is support for having analyst capabilities at the Company level but there was greater support for mix of both intelligence MOS soldiers and combat arms soldiers.  The responses are similar to the comments by some of the individuals on the INTELLIST discussion forum.  The assumption with this idea is that most people see a clear indication of a shortage of trained and experienced intelligence analysts.  If people are already, observing shortages of analysts it would make it appear impossible to increase the number of analysts to meet a two-person requirement at the Company level.  Although the addition of MOS trained analysts would be a great asset, the reality of increasing this capability in units that are struggling to fill the current staffing requirements is probably not the solution to this issue for the short term. 


Training does appear to be the recognized solution to address the problem.  The feedback in the survey showed some success for Companies using soldiers assigned to the Company as intelligence analysts at the Company level.  It appears that these Companies have received additional training somewhere.  In one case the training was conducted by a senior intelligence NCO from the Battalion S2 section.  Applying that theory to all the Company Intelligence Cells that were mentioned in the survey, it could be assumed that there is still not a widely accepted training forum  that has been adapted for pre-deployment training.  The historical readings also add strong support for using soldiers from within the Company to conduct intelligence analysis and targeting.  


Placing MOS trained analysts at the Company level is still a long-term goal that needs to be pursued.  There is support from tactical officers and leaders for the observed need of analytical capabilities at the Company level.  I believe that this supports my thesis that U.S. military ground forces should establish an organic intelligence support cell at the Company level, which is fully integrated into the operational and strategic intelligence systems. 

 This leads to additional areas that may need examining, in the area of transforming the intelligence field to support the transformation of army units.  Some areas that appeared in the discussion forms and the survey are Tactical HUMINT, SIGINT and the need for better connectivity with higher headquarters.  Human Intelligence is under examination in another NDIC thesis.  The need for human Intelligence at the tactical level has changed and the restrictions on who is authorized to conduct HUMINT have increased.  The procedures and capabilities do require a change to meet the needs of soldiers working closely with a civilian population and with indigenous forces in a distinct local area. 

Recommendations


My first recommendation is that a comprehensive manual on “how to conduct analysis at the Company level” for maneuver units be developed and then implemented by manning a Company intelligence cell.  Initial information to develop the manual currently exists in several CALL documents at the CALL secure site or on the CALL SIPR library. A consolidated Training Circular should be published to make the change standardized among units.  My rational for this recommendation is that changes are made for equipment maintenance procedures routinely through the Preventative Maintenance (PM) Magazine and parts bulletins in a minimum amount of time following the identification of a problem.  Whereas in problems that are identified with training or doctrine take an unprecedented amount of time and doctrinal review by multiple commands before they are published.  In past experiences DOTMILPF changes are far behind actions already taken by units to meet operational requirements.  The issue becomes that the units need to make the changes to operations but the changes are reliant on command support not on doctrine.  This becomes a huge issue for standardizing actions.  

Training is both a short-term and long-term solution to the issue of staffing and implementing a Company Intelligence Cell.  A standardized intelligence training plan should be implemented at both NCO and officer professional development schools.  The additional intelligence training will increase the ability of the Platoons and Companies to conduct intelligence analysis and operations.  The added benefit of the training is instilling the concept that intelligence is an integral part of operations.  

The Intelligence Community has been successful in producing intelligence officers with a great operational experience by using the branch detailing system and the Functional Area selection.  Combat arms officers serve approximately 2 years as a combat arms officer and then attend a transition course to become an intelligence officer at the rank of Captain.  Senior Captains select an additional area of expertise other than there basic branch in about their 8th year of service.  Over 100 officers are selected to attend training to become Strategic Intelligence officers.  The majority of these officers come from combat arms branches.  Both of these programs have been very successful for officers development so it would it would be reasonable to assume that giving more junior officers additional intelligence training and training senior combat arms NCO’s in intelligence would also greatly enhance the intelligence and operations integration at the Company level.  As mentioned in Chapter 2, Special Forces detachments have been very successful with using team members with additional intelligence training to evaluate and analyze intelligence for operational planning.

The INTELIST group was concerned about the analytical capabilities of intelligence analyst who are just out of Advanced Individual Training (AIT).  These new intelligence soldiers may not have the life experience or counterinsurgency knowledge to add a significant analytical capability to the CIC.  This leads the author to two conclusions.  The Intelligence Community must examine its AIT initiative to ensure the training is meeting the current requirement for analysts.  The other area is examining how new intelligence analysts are seasoned within a unit.  A new analyst has some basic knowledge when they report to their first unit.  The first six months is when the soldiers truly learn and hone their intelligence skills under the direct supervision of the Non-Commissioned Officers and Officers supervising the new soldiers.  It is realistic to assume that a new analyst would need to work in the intelligence section at the Battalion or Brigade before that young analyst is ready to operate virtually independently at a Company Intelligence Cell.  Combat experience and preparation for a deployment shortens this training time due to the increased intensity of daily intelligence operations

There will need to be a standardized pre-deployment training package developed that can be used by the MTT from Ft Huachuca. Additionally, there is a need for a training lesson packages that can be used by S2 sections conducting training for Company Intelligence Cells, and for experienced Company Non-Commissioned Officers to use as a training aid to train-up less experienced soldiers to work in the Company Intelligence Cell. This packet more than likely exists with the MTT but may need to be modified for Battalions and Companies conducting there own training.  AWG developed both a basic train-up package and a two page "Company Intelligence Cell: Tactical Reference Guide." 
 

A method of sharing data rapidly is an identified need that will be required for a Company Intelligence Cell to be successful.  Some solutions are being tested in Iraq through initiatives taken by the Army G2.  Some sort of SIPR solution is preferred but there are alternatives.  Other solutions may be designing short reports that can be sent on a FM data network or utilizing HF radio systems that can send data reports at a given time of day.  The push towards a fully networked system as part of the Future Combat System development may have the capability to share data throughout units and with units operating in adjacent sectors. 

Immediate Changes

1. Gain both Army G3 and G2 support and directives for an initiative to establish Company Intelligence Cells in combat arms units. (G3 support and demand is key to making the change)  

2.  Establish a set recommendation for staffing.  2-6 soldiers with the Company XO or FSO directing the intelligence section.

3. Standardize training for Pre-deployment training and design training for combat arms professional development schools that has an intensive intelligence analysis section.

4. Examine the training that is given to new intelligence soldiers at AIT to ensure they are receiving adequate counterinsurgency intelligence training.

Conclusions and Closing Thoughts


The need for establishing a Company intelligence cell or section is supported by those officers operating at tactical units based on the research in this thesis.  There must be a faster way to implement and support the establishment of the CIC’s without taking the drawn out DOTMILPF approval system.  Just as new technology and the new manual on counterinsurgency took fast tracks to approval and implementation, the idea of a Company Intelligence Cell must also follow suit with the support and backing of senior commanders.  If the normal DOTMILPF approval format is followed, the concept of a Company Intelligence Cell may never become a reality during this counterinsurgency war and therefore leave the Army unprepared for future counterinsurgencies. By implementing the concept of establishing a Company Intelligence Cell during this conflict, further study of this concept could be documented and implemented into future Army doctrine.  Training and Doctrine Command, The Maneuver School or the Military Intelligence School could collect data from CIC operations further refining the training and doctrine for Company Intelligence Cell operations. The establishment of Company intelligence cell will further the army’s ability to conduct operations during future conflicts, and will set a new standard for the integration of intelligence from the tactical to the strategic level.

Appendix A

Thesis Survey 

National Defense Intelligence College Thesis Survey

1. Introduction.  My name is LTC Cuppett; I am a Special Forces officer currently transitioning to Military Intelligence.  As part of my transition schooling, I am attending the National Defense Intelligence College and completing a Masters in Strategic Intelligence.  My thesis project is examining how to improve the intelligence capabilities of units conducting the local counterinsurgency fight.  Based on the literature that I have read and personal experience, I feel the critical part of winning a counterinsurgency war, is dependent on the successful mission executed at the local level.  Local by my definition, is the area of responsibility for a maneuver Company.  Usually the Company area is a small city, several connected villages or a large neighborhood.  In my research and past OIF experience, intelligence appears to be the key to successfully executing the local counterinsurgency mission.  

2.   Purpose.  The following survey is being used to help determine how to best support maneuver Companies with intelligence assets.  The data from this survey will be compiled with previously collected data that has been gathered through observation, After Action Review’s and Lessons Learned articles.  This data will first be used as data for my thesis argument, as part of the requirement for completing a Masters in Strategic Intelligence.  I will share the findings of my research with action officers working this issue at the United States Army Intelligence School and Center along with the current Action Officer at the Army G2 office.  

3.  Attribution.  The answers will be considered your personal opinion and not the views of your unit or the Army.  Your answers will only be referenced by your position in a unit and experience.  The information you provide in your answers will be kept confidential and will only be used to identify trends as part of the larger thesis research project. 

4.  It is critical that the issues being examined in the survey be addressed by operational units and leaders.  The data from the survey, thesis abstract or thesis will be available upon request for anyone participating in the survey.  Please contact me at the address below to request a copy of any of the research data or written products. Thank you for your time and participation.  This is a critical issue that I hope to assist in resolving. 

5.  Directions.  Please follow the attached link to the online survey and follow the directions on the website. http://www.zoomerang.com/Survey/?p=WEB227LJM8QRYW  If you are unable to access the survey on the web, use the attached word document to complete the survey.  Indicate your answer by either filling in a short answer or placing the corresponding letter of your answer in the space provided.  Please return the survey by forwarding the email to my AKO account.

LTC Paul Cuppett

    





NDIC Student

   





(202) 231-3806

   





DSN 428-3806

 AKO  paul.cuppett@us.army.mil






SIPR  paul.cuppett@us.army.smil.mil







JWICS yacuppj@dia.ic.gov

Please place the letter or letters that best match your answer on the line provided for each question.

1. Years in Service_____

A. 1-2

B.  3-4

C.  5-7

D.  8-11

F.  11+

2.  Rank ______


A. O-1/O-2

B. O-3

C. O-4

D. O-5/O-6

E. Civilian

3.  Current Position/Duty Title _______


A.  Company Commander 



B.  Battalion Staff (operations)


C.  Battalion Staff (intelligence)


D.  Battalion Staff (logistics and support)


E.  Battalion or BDE Commander


F.  Brigade Staff

            G. Civilian

4.  Past OIF/OEF experience (Duty title)_______


A.  Company Commander 



B.  Battalion Staff (operations)


C.  Battalion Staff (intelligence)


D.  Battalion Staff (logistics and support)


E.  Battalion or BDE Commander


F.  Brigade Staff


G.  MITT


H.  Platoon leader or Company XO

5. A Company Intelligence Cell at the Company headquarters is, ____________ for counterinsurgency operations in the Company area of responsibility.


A.  Imperative, a must have,


B.  Very Important, and will significantly enhance effectiveness


C.  Somewhat useful, but not necessary to be effective


D.  Not important

6. A Company Intelligence Cell at the Company headquarters is, ____________ for counterinsurgency operations in the Battalion area of responsibility.


A.  Imperative, a must have,


B.  Very Important, and will significantly enhance effectiveness


C.  Somewhat useful, but not necessary to be effective


D.  Not important

7. The addition of a Company Intelligence Cell to the Company headquarters would improve Force Protection operations in Company’s area of responsibility. _______


A.  Strongly Agree


B.  Somewhat Agree


C.  Neither Agree or Disagree


D.  Somewhat Disagree


E.  Strongly Disagree

8. The addition of a Company Intelligence Cell to the Company headquarters, would improve Platoon and Company targeting in Company’s area of responsibility. _______


A.  Strongly Agree


B.  Somewhat Agree


C.  Neither Agree or Disagree


D.  Somewhat Disagree


E.  Strongly Disagree

9. The addition of a Company Intelligence Cell to the Company headquarters, would improve the Situational Awareness/ Common Operational Picture, in Company’s area of responsibility, for the Company and the battalion._______


A.  Strongly Agree


B.  Somewhat Agree


C.  Neither Agree or Disagree


D.  Somewhat Disagree


E.  Strongly Disagree

10. The addition of a Company Intelligence Cell to the Company headquarters, would improve the Intelligence collection plan in Company’s area of responsibility, for the Company and the battalion._______


A.  Strongly Agree


B.  Somewhat Agree


C.  Neither Agree or Disagree


D.  Somewhat Disagree


E.  Strongly Disagree

11. The addition of a Company Intelligence Cell to the Company headquarters, would improve the intelligence analysis capabilities in Company’s area of responsibility, for the Company and the battalion._______


A.  Strongly Agree


B.  Somewhat Agree


C.  Neither Agree or Disagree


D.  Somewhat Disagree


E.  Strongly Disagree

12.  My unit has Company Intelligence Cells operating in the Companies that are manned fulltime. ______


A. Yes


B.  No


C.  Does not apply to my current duty position

13. The Company Intelligence Cell in my Company, or Companies in my unit, consists of ____ personnel.

A. 2

B. 3

C. 4

D. 6

E. 8-10

F. N/A

 14. What would be the Ideal number of personnel for manning a Company Intelligence Cell? ______

A. 2

B. 3

C. 4

D. 6

15. What would be the minimum number of personnel for manning a Company Intelligence Cell? _________

A.  2

B.  3

C.  4

D.  6

16.  Should the people in the Company Intelligence Cell be intelligence soldiers (96B MOS), combat arms soldiers (11/19/13 MOS), or a combination of both MOS?_____

A. Intelligence MOS  (96B)

B. Combat Arms MOS (11/19/13)

C. Combination of both Intelligence and Combat Arms MOS

17. The assignment of an intelligence analysts to the Company, to work in the Company intelligence cell, would greatly increase the effectiveness of targeting and operations at the Company level._____

A.  Strongly Agree


B.  Somewhat Agree


C.  Neither Agree or Disagree


D.  Somewhat Disagree


E.  Strongly Disagree

18. The Company Intelligence Cells in my unit have a dedicated intelligence analyst assigned to the Company.______


A. Yes, the analyst is working at the Company headquarters.


B. Yes, the analyst supports the Company from the Battalion Headquarters.


C.  No, the Company has no dedicated analyst support

19. The Company Intelligence Cells in my unit have intelligence trained, non-intelligence soldiers assigned to the Company.______


A.  Yes, the intelligence section received training during an MTT


B.  Yes, the intelligence section received training from the S2 section


C.  No, the intelligence section did not receive formal intelligence training


D.  No, the Companies in my unit do not have an intelligence sections

20. If military intelligence analysts are assigned to the Company Intelligence Cell, what is the ideal number of intelligence analysts needed at each Company?_____

A. 1

B. 2

C. 3

D. 4

21.  If military intelligence analysts are assigned to the Company Intelligence Cell, what is the minimum number of intelligence analysts needed at each Company?_____

A. 1

B. 2

C. 3

D. 4

22. Should military intelligence analysts (soldiers) assigned to support Company Intelligence Cells be physically located at the Company headquarters or support the Company from the battalion S-2 location?_____

A. Located at the Company Headquarters

B. Located at the Battalion Headquarters

C. Spilt their time between both locations

23. Military Intelligence MOS trained analysts are critical for the success and usefulness of a Company Intelligence Cell._____

A.  Strongly Agree


B.  Somewhat Agree


C.  Neither Agree or Disagree


D.  Somewhat Disagree


E.  Strongly Disagree

24.  What is the appropriate rank and MOS structure for soldiers working in the Company Intelligence Cell?____

A. E-6 combat arms,  E-4 and below combat arms for the remaining positions

B. E-5 Intelligence, E-4 and below combat arms for the remaining positions

C. E-6 Intelligence, E-5 Intelligence, E-4 and below combat arms for the remaining positions

D.  E-6 combat arms, E-4 intelligence analyst and E-4 and below combat arms for the remaining positions

25.  Who should be in charge of the intelligence section at the Company level?____

A. Company executive officer (XO)

B. Company fire support officer (FSO)

C. E-6 NCO

26. Company UAV training and assets (Raven or similar) are ____________ for improving counterinsurgency operations in the Company area of responsibility.


A.  Imperative, a must have,


B.  Very Important, and will significantly enhance effectiveness


C.  Somewhat useful, but not necessary to be effective


D.  Not important

27.  A SIPR link to battalion to collaborate intelligence is ____________ for improving counterinsurgency operations in the Company area of responsibility.


A.  Imperative, a must have,


B.  Very Important, and will significantly enhance effectiveness


C.  Somewhat useful, but not necessary to be effective


D.  Not important

28. More Sensitive Site Exploitation Site kits and training (SSE) is ____________ for improving counterinsurgency operations in the Company area of responsibility.


A.  Imperative, a must have,


B.  Very Important, and will significantly enhance effectiveness


C.  Somewhat useful, but not necessary to be effective


D.  Not important

29. More HUMINT soldiers or Non-HUMINT soldiers trained in HUMINT techniques are, ____________ for counterinsurgency operations in the Company area of responsibility.


A.  Imperative, a must have,


B.  Very Important, and will significantly enhance effectiveness


C.  Somewhat useful, but not necessary to be effective


D.  Not important

30. More intelligence analysis capabilities are____________ for improving counterinsurgency operations in the Company area of responsibility.


A.  Imperative, a must have,


B.  Very Important, and will significantly enhance effectiveness


C.  Somewhat useful, but not necessary to be effective


D.  Not important

31. Does intelligence training need to be increased or introduced into combat arms soldier professional development training.________

A. Yes, E-3 through O-3 professional training schools

B. Yes, for E-6 and E-7 professional training schools

C. Yes, for officer and senior NCO’s professional schools

D. No, use pre-deployment training for those individuals who will work in a    

     Company Intelligence Cell  

32.  Additional intelligence analysis training of combat arms soldiers, as part of the professional development schooling system, would be sufficient to establish and operate a Company Intelligence Cell._______

A.  Strongly Agree


B.  Somewhat Agree


C.  Neither Agree or Disagree


D.  Somewhat Disagree


E.  Strongly Disagree

33.  Additional intelligence analysis training, as part of pre-deployment training, for combat arms soldiers assigned to a Company Intelligence Cell would be sufficient to establish and operate a Company Intelligence Cell._________

A.  Strongly Agree


B.  Somewhat Agree


C.  Neither Agree or Disagree


D.  Somewhat Disagree


E.  Strongly Disagree

34. Additional intelligence analysis training of combat arms soldiers, prior to deployment and as part of the professional development schooling, would be sufficient to establish and operate a permanent Company Intelligence Cell.

A.  Strongly Agree


B.  Somewhat Agree


C.  Neither Agree or Disagree


D.  Somewhat Disagree


E.  Strongly Disagree

35.  The majority of my unit’s targetable intelligence comes from my higher headquarters intelligence section._____

A.  Strongly Agree


B.  Somewhat Agree


C.  Neither Agree or Disagree


D.  Somewhat Disagree

E.  Strongly Disagree

36. The majority of my unit’s targetable intelligence comes from my subordinate units’ daily operations and patrols._____

A.  Strongly Agree


B.  Somewhat Agree


C.  Neither Agree or Disagree


D.  Somewhat Disagree

E.  Strongly Disagree

37. The addition of a Company Intelligence Cell to the Company headquarters, would improve Battalion targeting in the battalion’s and Companies’ area of responsibility. _______


A.  Strongly Agree


B.  Somewhat Agree


C.  Neither Agree or Disagree


D.  Somewhat Disagree


E.  Strongly Disagree

 38.  Which intelligence assets currently appear to be the most useful for analyzing actionable Company intelligence? (Please fill in as much information as you feel necessary)
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	Zoomerang Survey Results
	
	
	
	

	1. Years in Service
	 
	
	
	 

	A. 3-4
	 
	11
	15%
	 

	B. 5-7
	 
	21
	29%
	 

	C. 8-11
	 
	14
	19%
	 

	D. 11+
	 
	27
	37%
	 

	Total
	73
	100%
	 
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	2. Rank
	 
	
	
	 

	A. O-1/O-2
	 
	2
	3%
	 

	B. O-3
	 
	47
	64%
	 

	C. O-4
	 
	16
	22%
	 

	D. O-5/O-6
	 
	7
	10%
	 

	E. Civilian
	 
	1
	1%
	 

	Total
	73
	100%
	 
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	3. Current Position/Duty Title
	 
	
	
	 

	A. Company Commander
	 
	1
	1%
	 

	B. Battalion Staff (operations)
	 
	1
	1%
	 

	C. Battalion Staff (intelligence)
	 
	17
	24%
	 

	D. Battalion Staff (logistics and support)
	 
	3
	4%
	 

	E. Battalion or BDE Commander
	 
	0
	0%
	 

	F. Brigade Staff
	 
	12
	17%
	 

	G. Civilian or non-tatical duty position
	 
	36
	51%
	 

	Total
	70
	100%
	 
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	4. Past OIF/OEF experience (Duty title)
	 
	
	
	 

	A. Company Commander
	 
	7
	10%
	 

	B. Battalion Staff (operations)
	 
	3
	4%
	 

	C. Battalion Staff (intelligence)
	 
	21
	30%
	 

	D. Battalion Staff (logistics and support)
	 
	4
	6%
	 

	E. Battalion or BDE Commander
	 
	0
	0%
	 

	F. Brigade Staff
	 
	11
	16%
	 

	G. MITT
	 
	13
	19%
	 

	H. Platoon leader or Company XO
	 
	11
	16%
	 

	Total
	70
	100%
	 
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	5. A Company Intelligence Cell at the Company headquarters is, ____________ for counterinsurgency operations in the COMPANY area of responsibility.
	 
	
	
	 

	A. Imperative, a must have,
	 
	23
	32%
	 

	B. Very Important, and will significantly enhance effectiveness
	 
	37
	51%
	 

	C. Somewhat useful, but not necessary to be effective
	 
	14
	19%
	 

	D. Not important
	 
	0
	0%
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	6. A Company Intelligence Cell at the Company headquarters is, ____________ for counterinsurgency operations in the BATTALION area of responsibility.
	 
	
	
	 

	A. Imperative, a must have,
	 
	21
	29%
	 

	B. Very Important, and will significantly enhance effectiveness
	 
	34
	47%
	 

	C. Somewhat useful, but not necessary to be effective
	 
	16
	22%
	 

	D. Not important
	 
	2
	3%
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	7. The addition of a Company Intelligence Cell to the Company headquarters would improve FORCE PROTECTION operations in Company’s area of responsibility.
	 
	
	
	 

	A. Strongly Agree
	 
	29
	40%
	 

	B. Somewhat Agree
	 
	36
	49%
	 

	C. Neither Agree or Disagree
	 
	8
	11%
	 

	D. Somewhat Disagree
	 
	1
	1%
	 

	E. Strongly Disagree
	 
	0
	0%
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	8. The addition of a Company Intelligence Cell to the Company headquarters, would improve PLATOON AND COMPANY TARGETING in Company’s area of responsibility.
	 
	
	
	 

	A. Strongly Agree
	 
	48
	66%
	 

	B. Somewhat Agree
	 
	19
	26%
	 

	C. Neither Agree or Disagree
	 
	3
	4%
	 

	D. Somewhat Disagree
	 
	2
	3%
	 

	E. Strongly Disagree
	 
	1
	1%
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	9. The addition of a Company Intelligence Cell to the Company headquarters, would improve the SITUATIONAL AWARENESS/ COMMON OPERATIONAL PICTURE, in Company’s area of responsibility, for the Company and the battalion.
	 
	
	
	 

	A. Strongly Agree
	 
	45
	62%
	 

	B. Somewhat Agree
	 
	22
	31%
	 

	C. Neither Agree or Disagree
	 
	5
	7%
	 

	D. Somewhat Disagree
	 
	1
	1%
	 

	E. Strongly Disagree
	 
	0
	0%
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	10. The addition of a Company Intelligence Cell to the Company headquarters, would improve the INTELLIGENCE COLLECTION PLAN in Company’s area of responsibility, for the Company and the battalion.
	 
	
	
	 

	A. Strongly Agree
	 
	41
	56%
	 

	B. Somewhat Agree
	 
	25
	34%
	 

	C. Neither Agree or Disagree
	 
	4
	5%
	 

	D. Somewhat Disagree
	 
	4
	5%
	 

	E. Strongly Disagree
	 
	0
	0%
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	11. The addition of a Company Intelligence Cell to the Company headquarters, would improve the INTELLIGENCE ANALYSIS CAPABILITIES in Company’s area of responsibility, for the Company and the battalion.
	 
	
	
	 

	A. Strongly Agree
	 
	41
	56%
	 

	B. Somewhat Agree
	 
	24
	33%
	 

	C. Neither Agree or Disagree
	 
	5
	7%
	 

	D. Somewhat Disagree
	 
	3
	4%
	 

	E. Strongly Disagree
	 
	0
	0%
	 

	
	
	
	
	 

	
	
	
	
	 

	12. My unit has Company Intelligence Cells operating in the Companies that are manned fulltime.
	 
	
	
	 

	A. Yes
	 
	9
	12%
	 

	B. No
	 
	23
	32%
	 

	C. Does not apply to my current duty position
	 
	42
	58%
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	13. The Company Intelligence Cell in my Company, or Companies in my unit, consists of ____ personnel.
	 
	
	
	 

	A. 2
	 
	28
	67%
	 

	B. 3
	 
	6
	14%
	 

	C. 4
	 
	3
	7%
	 

	D. 6
	 
	4
	10%
	 

	E. 8-10
	 
	1
	2%
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	14. What would be the Ideal number of personnel for manning a Company Intelligence Cell?
	 
	
	
	 

	A. 2
	 
	7
	10%
	 

	B. 3
	 
	27
	38%
	 

	C. 4
	 
	27
	38%
	 

	D. 6
	 
	12
	17%
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	15. What would be the minimum number of personnel for manning a Company Intelligence Cell?
	 
	
	
	 

	A. 2
	 
	44
	61%
	 

	B. 3
	 
	12
	17%
	 

	C. 4
	 
	14
	19%
	 

	D. 6
	 
	2
	3%
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	16. Should the people in the Company Intelligence Cell be intelligence soldiers (96B MOS), combat arms soldiers (11/19/13 MOS), or a combination of both MOS?
	 
	
	
	 

	A. Intelligence MOS (96B)
	 
	19
	26%
	 

	B. Combat Arms MOS (11/19/13)
	 
	1
	1%
	 

	C. Combination of both Intelligence and Combat Arms MOS
	 
	53
	73%
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	17. The assignment of an intelligence analysts to the Company, to work in the Company intelligence cell, would greatly increase the effectiveness of targeting and operations at the Company level.
	 
	
	
	 

	A. Strongly Agree
	 
	36
	49%
	 

	B. Somewhat Agree
	 
	26
	36%
	 

	C. Neither Agree or Disagree
	 
	7
	10%
	 

	D. Somewhat Disagree
	 
	3
	4%
	 

	E. Strongly Disagree
	 
	1
	1%
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	18. The Company Intelligence Cells in my unit have a dedicated intelligence analyst assigned to the Company.
	 
	
	
	 

	A. Yes, the analyst is working at the Company headquarters.
	 
	7
	11%
	 

	B. Yes, the analyst supports the Company from the Battalion Headquarters.
	 
	11
	18%
	 

	C. No, the Company has no dedicated analyst support
	 
	44
	71%
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	19. The Company Intelligence Cells in my unit have intelligence trained, non-intelligence soldiers assigned to the Company.
	 
	
	
	 

	A. Yes, the intelligence section received training during an MTT
	 
	5
	8%
	 

	B. Yes, the intelligence section received training from the S2 section
	 
	17
	26%
	 

	C. No, the intelligence section did not receive formal intelligence training
	 
	12
	18%
	 

	D. No, the Companies in my unit do not have an intelligence sections
	 
	33
	50%
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	20. If military intelligence analysts are assigned to the Company Intelligence Cell, what is the ideal number of intelligence analysts needed at each Company?
	 
	
	
	 

	A. 1
	 
	18
	25%
	 

	B. 2
	 
	34
	48%
	 

	C. 3
	 
	11
	15%
	 

	D. 4
	 
	9
	13%
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	21. If military intelligence analysts are assigned to the Company Intelligence Cell, what is the minimum number of intelligence analysts needed at each Company?
	 
	
	
	 

	A. 1
	 
	38
	54%
	 

	B. 2
	 
	27
	39%
	 

	C. 3
	 
	3
	4%
	 

	D. 4
	 
	4
	6%
	 

	
	
	
	
	 

	
	
	
	
	 

	22. Should military intelligence analysts (soldiers) assigned to support Company Intelligence Cells be physically located at the Company headquarters or support the Company from the battalion S-2 location?
	 
	
	
	 

	A. Located at the Company Headquarters
	 
	47
	67%
	 

	B. Located at the Battalion Headquarters
	 
	5
	7%
	 

	C. Spilt their time between both locations
	 
	19
	27%
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	23. Military Intelligence MOS trained analysts are critical for the success and usefulness of a Company Intelligence Cell.
	 
	
	
	 

	A. Strongly Agree
	 
	34
	47%
	 

	B. Somewhat Agree
	 
	25
	35%
	 

	C. Neither Agree or Disagree
	 
	9
	12%
	 

	D. Somewhat Disagree
	 
	2
	3%
	 

	E. Strongly Disagree
	 
	2
	3%
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	24. What is the appropriate rank and MOS structure for soldiers working in the Company Intelligence Cell?
	 
	
	
	 

	A. E-6 combat arms, E-4 and below combat arms for the remaining positions
	 
	5
	7%
	 

	B. E-5 Intelligence, E-4 and below combat arms for the remaining positions
	 
	25
	36%
	 

	C. E-6 Intelligence, E-5 Intelligence, E-4 and below combat arms for the remaining positions
	 
	32
	46%
	 

	D. E-6 combat arms, E-4 intelligence analyst and E-4 and below combat arms for the remaining positions
	 
	9
	13%
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	25. Who should be in charge of the intelligence section at the Company level?
	 
	
	
	 

	A. Company executive officer (XO)
	 
	20
	28%
	 

	B. Company fire support officer (FSO)
	 
	32
	45%
	 

	C. E-6 NCO
	 
	21
	30%
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	26. Company UAV training and assets (Raven or similar) are ____________ for improving counterinsurgency operations in the Company area of responsibility.
	 
	
	
	 

	A. Imperative, a must have,
	 
	16
	23%
	 

	B. Very Important, and will significantly enhance effectiveness
	 
	24
	34%
	 

	C. Somewhat useful, but not necessary to be effective
	 
	29
	41%
	 

	D. Not important
	 
	2
	3%
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	27. A SIPR link to battalion to collaborate intelligence is ____________ for improving counterinsurgency operations in the Company area of responsibility.
	 
	
	
	 

	A. Imperative, a must have,
	 
	52
	71%
	 

	B. Very Important, and will significantly enhance effectiveness
	 
	17
	23%
	 

	C. Somewhat useful, but not necessary to be effective
	 
	2
	3%
	 

	D. Not important
	 
	2
	3%
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	28. More Sensitive Site Exploitation Site kits and training (SSE) is ____________ for improving counterinsurgency operations in the Company area of responsibility.
	 
	
	
	 

	A. Imperative, a must have,
	 
	33
	46%
	 

	B. Very Important, and will significantly enhance effectiveness
	 
	30
	42%
	 

	C. Somewhat useful, but not necessary to be effective
	 
	7
	10%
	 

	D. Not important
	 
	1
	1%
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	29. More HUMINT soldiers or Non-HUMINT soldiers trained in HUMINT techniques are, ____________ for counterinsurgency operations in the Company area of responsibility.
	 
	
	
	 

	A. Imperative, a must have,
	 
	40
	56%
	 

	B. Very Important, and will significantly enhance effectiveness
	 
	28
	39%
	 

	C. Somewhat useful, but not necessary to be effective
	 
	4
	6%
	 

	D. Not important
	 
	0
	0%
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	30. More intelligence analysis capabilities are____________ for improving counterinsurgency operations in the Company area of responsibility.
	 
	
	
	 

	A. Imperative, a must have,
	 
	22
	31%
	 

	B. Very Important, and will significantly enhance effectiveness
	 
	42
	59%
	 

	C. Somewhat useful, but not necessary to be effective
	 
	7
	10%
	 

	D. Not important
	 
	0
	0%
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	31. Does intelligence training need to be increased or introduced into combat arms soldier professional development training.
	 
	
	
	 

	A. Yes, E-3 through O-3 professional training schools
	 
	35
	49%
	 

	B. Yes, for E-6 and E-7 professional training schools
	 
	8
	11%
	 

	C. Yes, for officer and senior NCO’s professional schools
	 
	27
	38%
	 

	D. No, use pre-deployment training for those individuals who will work in a Company Intelligence Cell
	 
	6
	8%
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	32. Additional intelligence analysis training of combat arms soldiers, as part of the professional development schooling system, would be sufficient to establish and operate a Company Intelligence Cell.
	 
	
	
	 

	A. Strongly Agree
	 
	12
	17%
	 

	B. Somewhat Agree
	 
	36
	50%
	 

	C. Neither Agree or Disagree
	 
	8
	11%
	 

	D. Somewhat Disagree
	 
	15
	21%
	 

	E. Strongly Disagree
	 
	1
	1%
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	33. Additional intelligence analysis training, as part of pre-deployment training, for combat arms soldiers assigned to a Company Intelligence Cell would be sufficient to establish and operate a Company Intelligence Cell.
	 
	
	
	 

	A. Strongly Agree
	 
	13
	18%
	 

	B. Somewhat Agree
	 
	28
	39%
	 

	C. Neither Agree or Disagree
	 
	10
	14%
	 

	D. Somewhat Disagree
	 
	19
	26%
	 

	E. Strongly Disagree
	 
	2
	3%
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	34. Additional intelligence analysis training of combat arms soldiers, prior to deployment and as part of the professional development schooling, would be sufficient to establish and operate a permanent Company Intelligence Cell.
	 
	
	
	 

	A. Strongly Agree
	 
	6
	8%
	 

	B. Somewhat Agree
	 
	41
	58%
	 

	C. Neither Agree or Disagree
	 
	11
	15%
	 

	D. Somewhat Disagree
	 
	12
	17%
	 

	E. Strongly Disagree
	 
	1
	1%
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	35. The majority of my unit’s targetable intelligence comes from my higher headquarters intelligence section.
	 
	
	
	 

	A. Strongly Agree
	 
	8
	12%
	 

	B. Somewhat Agree
	 
	9
	13%
	 

	C. Neither Agree or Disagree
	 
	17
	25%
	 

	D. Somewhat Disagree
	 
	21
	30%
	 

	E. Strongly Disagree
	 
	15
	22%
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	36. The majority of my unit’s targetable intelligence comes from my subordinate units’ daily operations and patrols.
	 
	
	
	 

	A. Strongly Agree
	 
	18
	26%
	 

	B. Somewhat Agree
	 
	29
	41%
	 

	C. Neither Agree or Disagree
	 
	20
	29%
	 

	D. Somewhat Disagree
	 
	3
	4%
	 

	E. Strongly Disagree
	 
	1
	1%
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	37. The addition of a Company Intelligence Cell to the Company headquarters, would improve BATTALION TARGETING in the battalion’s and Companies’ area of responsibility.
	 
	
	
	 

	A. Strongly Agree
	 
	42
	59%
	 

	B. Somewhat Agree
	 
	25
	35%
	 

	C. Neither Agree or Disagree
	 
	4
	6%
	 

	D. Somewhat Disagree
	 
	1
	1%
	 

	E. Strongly Disagree
	 
	0
	0%
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	38. Which intelligence assets currently appear to be the most useful for analyzing actionable Company intelligence? (Please fill in as much information as you feel necessary)
	 

	42 Responses
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