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AERSTRACT

FRECOMCERTIONG, PRIDILECTICHNS, AnD EXFERIZMCE: SROIRZHMS FOR
OCERATIONAL  LEVEL INTELLIGENCE AND DECISIONMAKING by Lieutenant
v Colenel Lanni ng M. Porter, USA, 40 pages.

This stdc;/;f/mlnas intelligerce at the cpzratiocnal levael of wer.
Currert U Army intelligerce doctrire fails to recogrnize an
uperapxnnal level intelligerce furnctiocn separate ard digtinct from
tactical or strategic intelligernce functions. Neither does it
identify the characteristics af intellipence at the operaticnal

level. Doctrine states that intelligerice at the cperaticnal level
of war is merely the g}usio A of tactical and strategic

o irtelligerice. 4

CF T s ey T
Thas monmgﬁabﬁ>pusits that thpe fusicon of tactical and strategic
intelligerce is inadequate for the aperaticnal commarnder and that
the very proposition reflects a sericus vaid iru@&@?military
thinking.1+¢his~stud931moks at several military actiaons at the
operational level, cutlires the peculiar characteristics of
intelligence associated with those acticns and supggests a rumber
of considereations for those who deal with 1nte111g=nce at the
cperational level of war. Cow;£u5uw'5 /ua(udp-\\\\

- - Trocye, At
4 6W3"}NP1fc

p Yoy
FArong the corcluzicons to be drawn from this pager are: thne Qﬁé/%’
Army lacks & refined cperatiormal intelligerce psrspectiva, the
operational art demands that am operatioral intelligerce
perspective be thoroughly developed and examined for its doctrinal
implicationsy and docctrire rieeds to be reexamined and rewritten tao
describe adequately the characteristics and furcticns of
intelligerce at the cperaticnal level of war. | [This cperaticnal
intelligence perspective then reeds to be promuylgated to
commanders and intelligence officers at all level of the military
and throughout the intelligernce commurnity.
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I. INTRODWCTION

The existence of an operaticnal level of war suggests the
cornicomitant existence of cperational level furctions to support
it. Moreaver, those functions must be distinmguishable from
similar functions at the tactical and strategic levels of war.
Just as the logistics furnction, for example, differs at the
strategic, operational, and tactical levels, other furnctions sucnh
as intelligerce charnge as well. FM 1@0@-5, Operations, FC

190—-16~1, Theater Army, Army Group, amnd Field Armny Operations, vt

ioa—-16, Support Operaticons: Echelons Above Corps, and other

doctrinal literature appears to recognize that intelligence at the
cperational level is somewhat urniques; that is, it is somehow
different from tactical or strategic intelligerce. These
documents lay an excellent foundation foorr the development of
cperaticnal level intelligence perspectives and doctrine, but they
do not describe the intelligence function nor do they describe the
characteristics of intelligence at that level. Recent proposed

chariges to FC 34-1, Irtelligence and Electranic Warfare

Operations, acknowledge the operational level of war, but the
authors hesitate to recognize an aperational level intelligernce
furction that i1s separate and distinct from tactical cir strategic
intelligence furctiorns. Neither do they iderntify the
characteristics of cperaticonal level intelligernce (hereafter

called simply "aoperaticrnal intelligerce," evern though that term

may have a different cormctation to some readers).
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Operational level planning and decisicormaking during war
require operational intelligernce. Presently, the subtle but
crucial differernces between strategic, <aperational and tactical
intelligence are not well perceived, hevice, they lack adequate
definiton in cuwr doctrinal literature. Military intelligernce
theory and doctrire vrieed to be examivied more closely and adjusted
to correct this deficiency. The Army must develop an ocperational
intelligence perspective and express it in current doctrine,
particularly intelligence doctrine, if we are to support the
coperational commander,

The hypothesis of this paper i1is that operaticnal
decisiormmaking reqguires intelligence that is significantly and
substantively different from either tactical or strategic
intelligerce. The characteristics of intelligerce and the
irntelligence functiocnm itself at the ocperaticnal level of war are
different from those at the tactical arnd strategic levels. While
many currernt military intelligerce concepts, such as the
intelligernce cyle, may remain valid at all levels of war, other
concepts and doctrinal issues clearly reed adjustment 1if the
cperational commander is to have the intelligence he requires.

The methodolaoagy used i this study will be to examirne present
doctrine in search of a definition of operatiornal intelligence.
In some cases, extended quotes will be used to allow doctrinal

documents to speak for themselves. The author will use historical

} examples to determirne some of the probable characteristics of
»
1,
h operaticonal intelligernce arnd outline some of the more critical arnd
; immediate requirements for doctrine, organization, and procedures
g
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to support the operational commander. That discussion will
include an analysis of the dilemma facing modern staff officers

and commanders who must make recommendations or decisions with

little reliable intelligence and either a plethora or a paucity of

information which is highly subject to interpretation, especially
at the operational level. The paper will conclude by offering
some suggestions for further study.

This study will contribute to a better understarding of the
peculiar characteristics of operational intelligence and thereby
demonstrate how the operational intelligerice perspective must
differ from the tactical anmd strategic intelligewvce perspectives.
The study will identify some shortcomings which reed to be
considered and overcome as operational intelligernce doctrine is
developed. The study will suggest several principles and
characteristics of operational intelligernce for consideratiorn by

doctrine developers and writers.,

I1. T QCTRIN

The foundatiocn for aoperaticrmal intelligernce doctrirne 1is
clearly laid in FM 102-5, Operatigns. Himts at what the
intelligerce furncticon should be are alsao found iv the following
extended excerpt from that marual.

Units with aperational responsibilities perform
intelligence aperations and analyses for the campaign,
its major operations, as well as its battles. These
actions take a larger view of the theater and <of the
eremy..., to include air and naval formaticons. They
cover the entire theater of cperations, its airspace as
well as contiguocus waters.

As in tactical level analysis, numbers, types,
mability, morale, and equipment of eremy forces are
considered. Additiaonally, operatiocnal level commanders

3
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M,

§‘z take inte accournt the ernemy's doctrine ard patterns of

P} large unit ocperaticnms, the personalities and

3y idiosyncrasies of his senlior commanders. Campaign

Al plarnners also review the influernces of alliarnces..., the

) differences in guality and capabilities of troops of

a4 different natiomnalities..., and the ernemy’s deperndevice

:4 orn external support and particular facilities. Mast

I important, because of the scope and duration of

:h, campaigns and major cperations, and the cornsequently

e broad rarnge of eremy cpticons, aperaticmal intelligewvice |
. must attempt to probe the mivd of the ernemy commander. |
tﬁl It must see _the theater through his eyes, visuali:ze |
?& which courses of action are open to him, and estimate :
KN which he is most likely to adopt.

5% Operaticonal considerations of terrain also differ. |
) Most theaters of operaticns are separated from others by |
N considerable distarnces or major physical features such {
:1 as mountain ranges, large rivers, or evern oceans.

o Terrain within a theater possesses an irherent |
h gexlogical structure which aids operational arnalysis.

$u River valleys o+ basins, plateaus, river deltas,

peninsulas, mountain ovr highland regions, plains, and f
islands all have operational significance.
v, Large urnit commanders and their staffs must be able

ﬁ to visualize the theater of operatiocrns in the rough |
3 terms of localities. The intelligernce estimate must set |

f* those localities in their proper relationship to permit

LY T

I the commander to divect operaticns far beveorna his field

o, of view and to plar well into the future.

%;. . In preparing the campaign intelligerce estimate,

,5 staff officers make use of the recormaissance and

X surveillance asssets of _all services, allies, and

:-. naticonal agencies. They alsc use all available human
sources from agents to guerillas and long-—range
reconnaissance units and the metecrlogical and
gexgraphical referernces or the area.?

i The areas emphasized above clearly demonstrate that the

thrust of operatiornal intelligence is unique. The idea of an

{, coperaticonal perspective is amplified in FC 100-16-1, Theater Army,
%)
™ Army Group, and Field Army Operaticns, which states:
3 The theater campaigr plarn is primarily strategic in
' perspective and covers lonmg-rarnge mission planning. It
:\ trarnslates natiornal and alliarce strategies into a
B theater military strategy desigried to progessively
* destroy the eremy’s war—-making capacity amd his will to
* make war....The theater army, as the Service componernt
A commarnd must divide its plarning efforts between the
:ﬂ strategic and operatiornal levels...Bath the army group
‘:°. |
9
A 4
X
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and the field army echelons focus their plarming efforts
at the cperational level. They are sufficiently removed

ﬁ‘ from the mainstream _of stratepgic and tactical plarning
B responsibilities so that their energies may be directed
to long-range cperational plarnning. The corps have

KN major operatiornal and tactical respomsibilities. They

:@ are responsive to the long—range cperaticnal

$ requirements either imposed by seniocr headquarters or

:& which they determine based upon mission analysis, and to

RS : the tactical plarning requirements for subordinate

forces that are desigrnied to have immediate effect on the

qf enemy. Army echelons below corps are primarily

‘Q concerned with tactical plarnning. ®

I

Q“

8D

e This same document notes that the army group gereral staff is
f; "gererally stronger in the G2 and G2 (as compared with the Gl and
A

t& G4 divisians). Its heaviest orientatior, is toward plarming. "3
”l'r

S Some of the compornments of the intelligerce functionm® at the

ﬁ; operational level also are described; e.g. "praovide the commander
§

:: rear real-time information and intelligence aor enemy capabilities
4

¥ that can affect the land campaign and the conduct of the Airbtand
'ﬁ Battle." Emphasis is placed on collecting information and
Py
b
3; intelligerice beyond the corps area of cperaticrns. The Air Force
)

&: surveillance and recormaissance effort forms part of the overall
Kﬁ intelligerce gatherirng process. The products of these efforts
M »
a' i.ave broad aperational and tactical applications and assist the
‘ *

0

N f:_.d army in long-range plarning as well as rnear—-term battle

i' marnagement.® This field circular alsoc describes the furctionm of
v
§~ the echelons above corps (EAC) intelligerce support that will be
3
o assigned to cperatiornal level headqguarters.
A i FC Z4-1, the Army’'s keystorne intelligernce marual, on the
)

Y
)
i other hand, fails to cwn up to & discrete operaticonmal
3
h

rY intelligerce furncticorn with characteristics and perspectives

;m different from those of tactical and strategic intelligenrce.

)

S‘.
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Recent changes to the coordinatirig draft state that the plarnning
and conduct of campaigns 1s supported by '"the integration of
tactical and strategic irtelligerce."® The maral goes oan to
state the fallaowing:

"The production of intelligence in support of
campaigns seldom results fyom collection specifically
aimed at producing operaticrmal irntelligerce. It 1s the
fusion of tactical and strategic intelligernce (emphasis
mine) as well as iwntegration of intelligence produced by
csther compornernts of joint or combirned forces which
provides the detail inm sufficient depth of the
battlefield to planm and execute cperatiomal campaigns.

Thus, it is obvious that, according to the most recent
intelligernce doctrirne, the cperatiornal commarnder is expected to
"make do" with tactical and/or strategic inteliigerice or a fusion
of the two—-—rione of which is geared to his specific and usually
critical reeds.

Both history and the modern context of war clearly show that
the ends for which the strategic commander and tactical commanders
cxllect intelligence oftern are vastly different fraom the ends
sought by the operatiocnal commander. The ways and means of
tactical intelligerce callection are of relatively little use to
the ocperational commander who must look far beyond the bounds of
the tactical battlefield. Strategic collection means are scarce
and jealcusly guarded. They may not be available or responsive to
the aoperaticornal commarnder who finds himself at some distarnce from
the focus of naticonal attention, but whaose intelligence rieeds are
critical revertheless. Morecover, the same intelligence carn lead

the strategic commander to orne cornclusion at his level, the

cperational commander to another at his, and the tactical




i commander to yet arncther. It seems reascnable, therefore, that

M,
i
R the doctrinal propositicon that all the operational commarnder reeds
is a "fusion of strategic and tactical intelligevce" is praobably
e
ié wrong and should be reconsidered.
j% Our doctrine, as found in FM 100-5, describes the unique
Tﬁ nature of the operational level of war. Doctrinally, operaticnal
3& . commanders and staffs find themselves in an envirornmernt where they
E§ must plan future operations before the cutcome of present crnes are
. krnowr. "Hard" intelligerce about the future strerngth of the eremy
;g currently engaged carmot be discerned. Other enemny forces may not
“é have arrived ocn the battlefield. Yet, currrent doctrirne expects
" the operational intelligerce officer to learw the enemy’s intent
.§ when circumstarices may dictate that the ernemy may not evern krnow 1t
k; himself. The envirornment at the cperaticnal level is further
“é characterized by low degrees of confidernce in the larpge amounts of
3&, unprocessed battlefield information and the subjective treatment
"
3:? of that information by its recipients.®
N Because the cperatiornal commander is primarily concerrned with
Y
i future rather tharn present military events, he has less reliable
Eg intelligence upon which to base his estimates, plarming guidance
- and decisions. He and his intelligerice officer work primarily in
2%; the realm of assumpticon and predicticon rather thanm knowledge and
§§ ground truth., In this unique realm, arnd particularly with regard
{; to the intelligerice he receives, the aperatiornal commander is
s‘ especially susceptible to precornceptions, prepossessions,
'
?g: predilections, experience wrongly interpreted, deception, and
- self-decepticrn. Paradoxically, it is also in this settinmg that
o
5 ’
Fe
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doctrine demands that the coperational commander be provided with
X the clearest intelligerce picture possible so he cav devise the

well developed plans required to move large units arcund the

E battlefield to place them at the decisive point at the decisive
i
E moment. That commander, therefore, must be provided with
intelligence doctrire, structure, organization, procedures, and
[}
v equipment particularly suited to aptimize his use of bora fide
s
: intelligernce and decrease his susceptibility to the large amounts
of subjective information with which he must necessarily deal.

f It should be obvious, then, that the current intelligernce doctrine
g (as written in the draft FC 34—1) which calls for a simple fusion
+
' of strategic and tactical intelligerce at the operatiornal level is
: riot automatically sufficient. Indeed, it reflects a sericus vaoid
4
E in our thinking.
&
:: I11. HISTORJCAL REVIEW OF OPERATIONAL LEVEL INTELLIGENCE
1
:
. Any riumber <of historical case studies demornstrate the value
f of havirng an adequate cocperaticrnal intelligernce perspective.
;f Others reveal the disastrous results that can come from failure tao
¢ do so. The followirng are some of the more rnotable examples.
3
& NORMANDY

Certainly, the Allied invasion of Europe over the beaches of
3 Normandy in WW Il provides singular examples of operaticonal
: intelligernce properly used. The Germarn intelligerce perspective,
2 on the other harnd, revealed a riumber of shartcomivmgs which ought
“ 8
:
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to concern modern commanders, military intelligerce plarrers,
operators, and doctrine writers.

Concerns for the weather, moonlight, arnd tides were crucial
elements of the‘nllied invasion plan. ARAllied intelligernce, using
a variety of sources, to include ULTRA, had iderntified and laocated
the German ground and air forces capable of reacting to the
Naormandy operation. The Rllies alsc had learrned that the Germans
were of different cpinions over where the invasion wzould come.

The Germans had retained large forces facing the Fas de Calais
beaches and were further corcerried about the possibilities of an
Allied invasiorn in Norway. All of these indicators suggested that
the Allied deception plan for the Normandy landing was working.
The Allies also knew that the eremy ocperaticoral commanders waould
be Generals von Runstedt, Rommel, and Blaskcocwitz and krew
something of their fighting styles.®

German intelligence was rnot doing so well. The Germans were
convinced that the invasiorn would come at Fas de Calais. They
were not to be dissuaded. Vory Rundstedt remarked aftter the war,
"I thought the invasion would come across the narrower part of the
Charrel....The Somme—-Calais area seemed to us so much better,
strategically from ycour point of view——because it was so much
closer to the Rhine...." B. H. Liddell-Hart nctes: "His (Van
Rﬁndstedt’s) reasoning suggested that his calculation was governed
by a precorceived view, based or the assumptior that the Rllies
would take what was theoretically the best lire, regardless of the
practical difficulties. I remarked to him that, for the same

reasorns, it was likely to be the most strongly deferded
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E

5

€§ sector—--surely a good reason why the Allies were likely to avoid
g it, 1o

. While Allied deception was extensive and German agents had
o

éﬁ been turrned by Allied counterintelligerce, the fact remains that
Q% the Germans, according to Townsend, relied on indications and

?Q translated them into Allied irntentions to irnvade at Pas de Calais
Eﬁ rather than go for hard intelligernce on location and strength

~R§ which would have told them Normandy was the only possible

- invasion.*?* Townsend also notes that the "intelligence system and
AR

%ﬁ philosophy of the Germans made the allied counterintelligence jab
)

Eg easier than it would have been had they igrored indications and
o looked for essentials in the anly place they canm be found;g

:%; occupying space as real things, and not located in somecne’s

%: imagination."*® The Germans believed they could predict Allied
¢ intentions. They were fooled. The German lack of an adequate
i

hg operational intelligerce perspective allowed the Allied invasian
)

:ﬁ. to succeed and led ultimately to Hitler's defeat.

" KHARKOV

i

#: The third Battle of Kharkov, while rnot as well kriowrn or

;Ag studied as the Normandy invasion, provides additicrmal interesting
gﬁ insights into the successful and unsuccessful uses «f operaticonal
?ﬁ intelligerce. The battle was part of a larger campaign be?ween
%% Germarn and Soviet forces on the Eastern Fromt during the months of
?* February and March 1943. The Saviets had defeated the German

b% Sixth Army at Stalingrad and were advarncing toward the Don River
gg in early 1943. They had managed to open a 200 mile gap in the

) Germarn line from Voroshilovgrad to Belgorod and were pushirg
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toward the industrial city of Kharkaov with the intentiorn of
advancing beyond that city, turning south, and trapping von
Marnstein’s army group between the Don and Dnieper rivers and the
Black Sea. Hitler was determined to hold onto this territory,
kricwn as the Donetz basin, but von Manstein, cutrnumbered by a
ratio of eight to one, looked at the map, and, with the berefit of
experience and familiarity with past Scviet behavior, concluded
correctly that the Soviets had the capability to trap and destroy
his force. He alsc saw an opportunity to lure his ernemy into
taking extreme risks whereby von Manstein could, with inferior
riumbers, conduct a counterstroke and inflict a decisive defeat arn
the Soviet force. O € February, von Marnstein flew to the

Wol fschanze to confer with Hitler. After a four hour discussion,
he convirnced Hitler that it would be necessary to give up
territory east of the the Mius River. With little apparent
intelligence on precise eremy plans or intenticons, he began tao
plan and to move his forces into position to take advantage of
what was to become a Soviet lunge toward a decisive defeat.

The Soviets, heady with recent successes and aware of their
supericority in numbers, began to convince themselves that the
Germans had only one alternative to certain destructicrn——withdrawl
to the west of the Drniieper River. Staliv had that idea firmly 1in
his mind. Gerneral Vatutin, Commander of the Scuth-West Fronmt and
Colornel-General Golikov, Commander of the Varornezh Front,
reinforced this idea with similar estimates of their cwr. Soviet

recormailssance, picking up rearward movement of Germarn units,

tended to "conmfirm" the withdrawl of vorn Manstein’s forces behind




the Dnieper. This mistaken preconception was reinforced when
Gerneral Faul Hausser, disobeying orders from Hitler, pulled his SS
Fanzer Corps out of beleaguered Kharkov, giving the city up tao
overwhelming Soviet forces. Sersing the inevitability of a sure
success, the Scoviets quickly plarmed to press arn attack by the
South-West and Vorornezh Frants, the principal feature of which
invalved a peretration by an operational group commanded by
Gereral Fopov and the 6th Soviet Army.

On 12 February, German monitoring platococns produced their
first decoded Soviet message traffic. They had intercepted radic
traffic between Fopov’s and Vatutin'®s headquarters and those of
their regimental commanders. This intelligence allowed von
Marstein to follow Soviet movements and, indeed, to learw Soviet
intentions. Von Manstein was aware that the sprinmg thaw was
rapidly approaching. Keeping an eye on his map and the eremy
situation, he waited until the Soviet &th Army and Armored Group
FPopov were fully committed before laurnching his counterstroke on
139 February. Using the mobility of his Panzer corps and other
units, he was able to ernvelop the Soviet forces, cut their lires
of communication, and destroy them piecemeal as they ran cut of
food and fuel. Ironically, the Soviets contirnued to be
self-deceived by their interpretation of German battlefield
movements. As late as 21 February, the Scoviet 6th Army contirnued
to receive such messages as, "Movements of enemy forces discovered
by aerial recormnaissarnce betweern Stalino and FProkovekaye confirm
our view that the ernemy is corntiruing his withdrawl towards

Zaporozhye. "3

s
| ]

-

S LRSS AT RC L AT O R RO IC AL




The Germans destroyed the Soviet 6th Army and Armored Group
Popov and operied a 120 kilometer gap in the Soviet line. Van
Manstein’s forces continued their offernsive, rolling over every
force the Soviets placed in their way. They contirnued until they
recaptured the city of Kharkov and were forced to halt, rnot by
Soviet forces, but by the spring thaw and the accompanying mud.
The Germans destroyed three Soviet armies and parts of a fourth as
well as Armored Group Popov. "Fifty-two divisions anmd brigades,
including twenty-five armcred brigades had varished from the
situation map in Soviet headqguarters. "t<

Why was van Manstein so successful and why did the Soviets
fail so miserably? Fart of the answer can be found 1n their
operational intelligence perspectives. Von Marstein®® used his
knowledge of likely Soviet behavior to develop his estimate of
Soviet capabilities and their likely courses of actiorn.
Nevertheless, he retained flexibility ard used intelligernce to
locate and follow Soviet forces with the purpoase of timing his
counterstroke. The Scoviets, on the other hand, became averly
wedded to a precorceived rnotion about what German "intentions” had
to be. Soviet intelligence analysis apparently did not consider
the full gamut of German capabilities and it allowed subjective
elements to drive the "analysis" such that i1t "confirmed" the
precornceived ideas of Soviet leaders fraom Stalin down. Moreover,
Soviet irntelligerce appears to have been overreliant on "Werther”
and the "Lucy" Ring, & sirngle, but usually excellent, scurce

located within the German High Command. "Werther" and the "Lucy"

Ring had rno access to the plarnming or the intentions of the
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Germans, as all the discussiori and plarming for this cperation
occurred in von Manstein's headguarters rather thanm Hitler!s. The
Ring was, therefore, reporting some negative perceptions at
Hitler’s headquarters rather tharn von Manstein’s actual plans and
intentions which were further misinterpreted, not only by the
Ring, but by the Soviet leadership as well.'® Irn this case, the

intelligernce was gererally good. The subjective perceptions of

the intelligerce were fatally flawed.

HURSK .

The situation was quite different just ocne month later as
Hitler began preparations for Operation Citadel, the German
offensive against Soviet forces in the Hursk salient. The "Lucy"
Ring alerted Moscow almaost as soon as the cperation was corceived.
Soviet Marshals Zhukov and Vasilevsky at STAVKA and the Soviet
Front commanders, Vatutin, Rokossovsky, Malinovsky, and Fopov,
perhaps having learrned their lesson from the Battle of HKharkov,
were very careful to combine information from "Lucy' with
internsive recormaissance of the German front live arnd intelligerce
from other sources to determine the extent of German
capabilities. *? BRBoth Rokossovsky and Vatutinm had corncluded that
the Germaris were plarming an offernsive against the Kursk saliernt
and both had sent their assessments to STAVKA by 1& April 1343,

On that date, Zhukov and Stalin agreed that the main effort for
the Saoviet summer campaigrn would be corncentrated 1in the Kursk
area. Flarming began for a Soviet deferisive to destray Germar

foorces before laurnching a counteroffernsive to the west.
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Hitler issued the operaticons order for Operatiorm Citadel on
15 April. Details af the Germar plan became available to Saviet
plarmers in May. Soviet efforts to build formidable defewnses irn
depth proceeded apace. Central and Voronezh Frornts comprised a
total force of ten infantry armies, two tarnk armies, armd two air
armies in the first line, with three tank corps, a cavalry corps,
and a rifle corps in reserve. Behind, in a second deferisive lire,
was the Steppe Front with fouwr infantry armies, core tark army, arnd
ore air army with three cavalry, two tarnk and orne mecharnized corps
in Front reserve. Huge amounts of artillery--some 13, 300 guns and
920 Katyusha rocket mortars—-—were deployed forward to support the
defense of the salient. The deferisive system of the Central and
Vorornezh Fronts alore extended 110 miles from front to rear in six
belts. e

The Soviets, probably because of “Lucy," believed the German
offensive would begin in May and were well prepared by the end of
that month. When Hitler changed the date to Jure, then tao July,
the Soviets used the time further to imprave their defernses and to
train their troops.

At Kursk, it was the Germans who deluded themselves inmto
selecting the wrong course of action. They had rio equivalent of
"Lucy" in the Soviet headquarters, and therefore had little if arny
idea about Soviet plans. Vo Manstein was sure that the Saoviets
would launch an of fensive thraough the Kursk salient in arn attempt
to cut off and destroy his Army Group Scouth. He and others
initially irnterpreted reports of the massive Soviet buildup as a

preparaticn for that offersive. He believed the Soviet plarn caould
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be disrupted by a series of Germarn attacks in May, imnmediately
after the ground had harderned following the Rasputitsa or spring
thaw. It was rot unmtil late Jure and intoc July, that von Marnstein
realized the exterit of Soviet deferisive preparations. At that
point, van Manstein was unable to conv;nce Hitler, vorn Kluge, ana
osthers that the planm for the German offerisive cught to be
abandoned. Hitler and the others contirnued to believe (o wanted
to believe) that the Soviet buildup was ivn preparaticn for an
affensive rather tharn extensive preparations for defernse in depth.
Jeffrey Jukes describes the situation thus:

The imaginative genius that had characterized
German operations of 1339-41 had vanished, and the
mechanical rnature of Hitler?'s plarming was fully
visible. Only the belief that such a large force as
theirs could rict fail sustaivned themj; and marny of them
> langer believed even that. For they kriew that the
Red Army of 1343 was not that of 1941, and many of them
had watched with apprehernsive sickness as the Saoviet
build—-up in the salient grew larger and larger. They
had tried to ward off the sickly feeling that the
Russians krew what was coming, by arguing, as had Kluge
and Manstein, that the Scviet corncertration of force was
there to laurich an aoffernsive, which could be disrupted
only by going ahead with Citadel-—-an argument which
could be dispelled by arne look at the air phatographs,
for surely rno army assembling for an imminent attack
wonld spend three months digging itself into defensive
positions over a hundred miles irn depth. But to admit
this was to admit that the gamble had failed, 1in that
surprise had beeri lost. So most of them kept their
silerce. *?

The fact is that the Germars were almost totally i1gricrant of
the massive Soviet defensive preparations for the deferse of the
Kursk salient until very late. Both Kluge and von Marnstein
believed that a German offerisive could succeed, but that belier

was based rot on intelligerce, but orn their experierce. The

Germar attempte to double envelop the Soviet forces 1n the Kursk
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L salient ended in disaster.
a'!’-'
*x This successful intelligerice perspective on the part of the
Soviets and the concomitant failure by the Germarns led to the
v.y,\_!
N )
éﬁ catastraphic loss of two German army groups which, in tuen,
A
Rt
ﬂ{ allowed the Soviets to begin their relentless drive to ultimate
Y1
victory.
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J'f" BURMA
I‘le‘
Field Marshal Sir William Slim's cperations ir the Burma
.
ﬁb theater are particularly instructive. Slim had to worry about trhe
g
ﬁa. war on land, sea, arnd in the air. Slim’s 1943-44 defeat of the
¥
N
Japarese in Burma deperded on a thorough understarnding of Burma’s
1334
'»‘a
%' terrain (geocgraphy) and contiguous waters. To develop an
.% grapny q
\F .
'? appreciation for the terrain of his theater, Slim perscocrally drew
\“.
sketches of principal terrain features——~in essence reproducing &
AN
W
§ i
|§\ tapographic map from memory. He was forced to plan and time his
O
Ay
5; major operations arcound the weather——the mornsoons which prohibited
AN
. movemernt and operaticons for both Allied forces and the Japarese
.‘;5.
3{- for months at a time.
ﬁ&. Slim’s estimative process contained some interesting

features. He would begin by conferring with his EBrigadier General

;&“ Staff, Majocr-—-Gernieral Administratiorn, arnd his Air Force counterpart
55 to come up with two or three couwrses of action based on their
e
. appreciation of the situation. These waould be given to the staff
PR %
\
h o for study and comment. The staff could propose other courses of
of:
(AL action as well.
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{% He explains further that:

"y The results aof the plarmers’ examination of the
e proposals were put up to me as a short paper, largely in
ﬁﬁ' tabular form, and from it I decided on the main features
XN of the plan to be faollowed. At this stage I usually
mb discussed with the intelligerce officer whom I had
ﬁ# selected tao represent the Japanese command at my

) headquarters——a key appointment——what the eremy’s

. reactiocns to this plarn were likely to be. I was, of
tx, course, kept daily in the picture of the Japarese

i actions, intenmtions, and dispositions, as far as we

'R, knew ar could surmise them, but I irnternticrnally waited
1Ry until I had selected my plan before considering the
b enemy response to it, as I internded him to conform to

‘ me, not me to him. A consideration of these possible
e Japariese moves never, I think, caused a major alteraticn
tx inm a plarn, but they did affect such thirgs as the
bg location and expected tasks of reserves. 59
J..
. Slim, writing particularly of intelligerce, cutlirned his
Sy

f{: conicerns as an operational level cammander:

N
12‘ I had throughout beer conscicous that, improving as
' our intelligernce was since 1342, i1t was far from beirng

as complete or as accurate as that in cther theaters.

o We riever made up for the lack of methodically collected
‘Qf intelligerce or the intelligevice organizatiom which
‘&‘ shcould have been available to us when the war began. We
A kriew scmething of the Japarese intentiorns, but little of
' the dispossitions of their reserves, and practically
0 rathing abouwt ove of the most important factars that a
J, gereral has to consider—-—the character of the opposing
_: commander., I had all the irformation I could obtain
%ﬁ about Lieut. Gerieral Kawabe, my cocpposite rnumber, who as
VL Commander—in—Chief, Burma Army Area, controlled all

’ Japarese land and air forces in Burma, but 1t did rnat

5, amaunt to much on which to build up a picture of how his
Jf mind would work (emphasis mirne). At this time, from
12 what I had seern of his ocperaticns, 1 could only expect
o, him to be, like most Japanese commarnders [ had met, «
jh bzld tactical plarrmer of offernsive movements, comp.etely
: confident 1n the superiority of his troops, and prepared
K. to use his last reserves rather than abandon a plan.®?
A
h".
E:% Slim commented on the rieed for the operatiroval commander to
!,_,k )

think ahead:

t' \

'y It ofter happens that, wher the first phazse «f a
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hard fought campaigrn has been successfully campleted and

the second is in full swing, the commander will be as

much cccupied in preparations for the rext stage as with

the actual fighting in progress. This was so with me

during the pursuit to and over the Chindwirn. My mind

and my time were largely filled with plans and

preparations for the great battles that must follow the

establishment of owur bridgeheads aver that river. Nco

was I the only orne so employed...arn orgy of plarnning

broke cut at all levels. =&

Slim, by his cwn admissicon, fell into the trap that many of
his contemporaries on all sides arnd in all theaters had
experienced. He tried to predict eremy interntiocrs. He was
seldom, 1f ever, successful. After crassing the Chindwin River,
Slim pursued the Japarese south. He diviried that the Japarese
intended to defernd ricrth of the great berd of the Irrawaddy and
plarmed to attack them there. His forces were depuaolyed and the
attack riearly begurn whern he discovered, to his great surprise,
that the Japarese were disposed rnot rnorth of the Irrawaddy, but
south. He was headed for a disastrous defeat! It was only
because he was such a dynamic leader blessed with a superb sta¥fr
arnd subordinate commanders that he was able to reconfigure his
force, moving an entire corps from his left wing all the way
around to the vight cver inecredibly rough terrain. He maraged to
surprise and defeat the much larger Japarnese force. What did Slaim
do next? As he states, "The first thing to do was to discover, or
at least re-estimate, what was row the Japanese i1ntenticrn”!! He
writes further that Lieut. Gereral Kawabe had beer removed. !
kriew that Kimura had replaced him, but, partly through wizshful

thinking and partly through lack of informaticorn about the rew man,

I had corncluded he would have much the same characteristics and
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ig faults as his predecessaor. Iri this I was wrong. "==
ib Slim was successful because he had trained his force and

1l

possessed superb subordivate commanders and staff. He had a very

ﬁ good aoperational intelligerce perspective with the singular fault
.
—{ that he contiviwed tao try to predict ernemy intentions evern after

g repeated failures to do so had caused him untold grief. Siim

a8

: rever appeared to recognize this as a shortcoming.

»

’ 4

. .
. THE ARDENNES

e

: Any rumber of aperaticornal intelligerice successes and fa:lures
;Q are evident in studies of the German courntercffersive in the

\: Ardermes in December, 1944. German effourts against the Allies

¢
s
%; were frustrated by Hitler himself. Charles V.F. vorn Luttichau in
A
o Command Decisions writes of Hitler's decision to proceed with tne
b
) Arderrnes offersive, despite good intelligernce and the
ol
R recommendaticons of his subordinate commarnders to scrap or modify
;' the operation. Luttichau states, "If the events to be recounted
" seem to defy military logic, 1t was, in part because the fouwnder
'2 of a Reich that was to last a thousand years was a faratic whaose
g
‘]
0 intwition had long since triumphed over sound reascrning. "=

!-;

: The failure on the Allied side to detect German affersive

P

‘e preparaticons can be attributed to poor analysis arnd fFfixatiocnm orn
.é preconcelved eremy intentions over capabilities, rather than lack
x of information, Certainly, Allied attitudes toward the

i
o,

}; intelligence and information which was availlable were as 1mpaortant
T

-'I
t} as the i1intelligerce and information 1tself. Eiserhower states he
A ard Bradley urderstoad the ricsk appearing 1vn the Ardenrves and

.
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chose to proceed with their ongoing offensive rather tharn stopping
to defend in the Ardermes.®5 Russell Weigley suggests Eradley’s
awrnt cautious natuwre caused him to mirror image and impute caution
¢ to the Germans. =€ Patton, operatirvrg to the scuth of the
K Ardernes, accepted the intelligernce, recogrnized the threat even

though it was outside his area of operations, ard directed his

‘.
Q staff to begin plarming for an attack riorth. The First Army G,
§ Col Dickson, can be faulted because he accepted a flawed 1&th Army
3

Group intelligence estimate. Gererals Hodges and Middleton
'!'
g certainly were blithe with respect to any intelligerce they
¢
$ received, and apparently were rnot averly corncerrned with collecting
K

any. Bradley and others thought that von Rundstedt was in command
]
¥
¥ of German forces because he was the senicr German gerneral. They
; failed to recogrnize that Hitler was in command of the Ardermes
“

campaign (in corntrast to Kharkov where the Soviets thought'he was
g when he really wasn’t). This may have affected the way the Allies
% interpreted the Germarn buildup and subsequent offernsive. <7
)

Charles MacDornald, writing about ULTRA, reveals orne of the flaws
)
¢
v
) ir Allied thirking. He states:
)
y
4 What ULTRA had failed to do was to be specific, to
N say exactly why Hitler was shifting fighter aircraft

westward and building a large reserve with parnzer and SS
J panzer divisions as its core. Allied commanders had
A come to expect ULTRA to be specific, to tell them rnot
L ornly what but whern and where. Wheri meither ULTRA rior
A their other intelligerce sources told them those things,
’ they failed to peretrate Hitler's masterful deception
- scheme to parade the assembly of Sixth Fanzer Army ain
f; the riorth while preparing secretly to attack in the
s Ardermnes. ""=8
9}
G.‘ .
He goes on to say, "Rllied intelligerce officers had

‘g committed the maost grievous sim of which a G2 1s capable. They
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%%i had lcoked in the mirror for the enemy and seery there only the
:g{ reflection of their cwn intertions."®® Ag a result they were

O

. surprised by the German counteroffernsive. The German

LAE )
_E% counteroffersive ultimately failed in spite of the successful
%ﬁ deception and the Allied failure to recognize the effort before i1t
Y was launched. The point is that rnearly every RAllied G2 and
E?% commander apparently reacted or responded to the same information
?gj in different ways. The failure was one of a collective lack of
o intellectual ocperaticocnal intelligence perspective.
e
by
Sedad
f@? VIETNAM
.f' More recently, the U.S5. experierice in Vietrnam reveals some
2N
:;Q lessorms about operational intelligence. Gereral Bruce Falmer

A
:i} cited a riumber of examples of faulty intelligerice perspective.
;q; Cancerniing collectiorn and analysis, he rnaoted that the Army had no
i-.‘ intelligerce capability faocusing on the grournd war. In the early
%&ﬂ 1350’ s, the Army had develoaped a good arder of battle o enemy
t" forces in Scoutheast Rsia. In the late 1350's, however,
:fg anticipating the loss of some aralytical capabilities with the
gg; formation of the Deferise Intelligewnce Agerncy (DIA), the Army had
7 shifted that respomsibility to L.S. Army, FPacific (USARFAC) 1w
Eﬁ; Hawai1i. DIA, with an Air Force officer i1n charge, showed little
9ok
}f; interest in the ground war. USARFAC, believirg that MACY
Ty (organized in 1962) was collecting and analy=zing ernemy grouwnd
;%g order of battle, ceased its work. It was rnot urti1l 1365 when an
?.: experierced Army officer was assigred as J-& MACY, that waork on
" ground order of battle was resumed irvn earrest-—-this after a hiatus
e
‘-f,’ 22
D
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aof six years.3°

Rl1l this, haowever, was simply a manifestaticn of a much
larger prablem. Since the major commarnders in the field were
never sure exactly what kind of war they were fighting and sirce a
war had riever beern declared, there was little, if any, central
direction giver to the intelligence effort. Falmer rictes that
there was no unity of effort irn intelligence collecticon, arnalysis,
or disseminatian. Intelligence was fragmented among a wnumber of
agencies with no head tao coordinate it. CIA, DIA, the individual
service security agencies, J-2 MACVY, all had their cwn efforts and
their cwn agendas. The theater commarnder lacked the authaority to
bring it all together. This fractured U.S5. effort was mirrored in
the South Vietrnamese intelligerce organizations as each U.S.
agericy trained and worked with its host nation counterpart. The
result was frequent disagree ent on the most furndamental issues.
For example, prior to the Tet Offernsive in 1368, the variaous
agerncies could not agree on the rnumbers of main forces,
guerrillas, and part-time guerrillas (a diffficult task in any
event). The problem was ostensibly solved when the various
parties met at CINCFAC headgquarters where the appropriate
compromises were made and eremy strength figures agreed upon.3t
Apparently ro one recocgnized that deriving ernemy strengths by
conferevnce, comnpromise, arnd consersus, rather tharn by coordinated
callection and confivrmation, revealed a fundamental shortcocoming
rieeding rapid and forceful correcticarn. Other problems centered
arournd the reguirement that informaticon derived from sigrals

intelligerce (SIGINT) had to be corroborated by "hard!

[ (1]
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intelligerce, e.g. a prisoner of war report or captured doccument,
which oftern took months to obtain.

Much of the U.S. praoblem in using intelligerce effectively in
Vietnam was the result of conscious and urnconscious ernemny efforts
to obscure their activity. Gerieral William E. DeFuy observed that
"the ambiguity of intelligerce engirneered by ouwr opporents, is a
major deterrent to early and effective cperatiornal plarming--not
to menticn early action,"3=® This statement 1is particularly .,
applicable to what, in current parlarce, is kricwn as Low Intensity

Conflict (LIC).

CENTRAL AMERICA

The operational intelligence perspective is just as applicable
in LIC as it is in more conventiomal situations. The problems
associated with that perspective in a LIC situation may be maore
complicated, however. Havirng an intelligence organization and
structure that suits the commander's rneeds is part of that
perspective. Currently, this is manifest at U.S. Scuthern Commarna
(SOUTHCOM), which is responsible for U.S. military efforts in
Latin America. SOUTHCOM has rieither the intelligernce structure
rior the organic capability to support its own commander. With a
rumber of crises in Central America, SOUTHCOM has beew forced to
rely an a riamber of ad-hgc sslutions to 1ts intelligernce problem.
These include borrowing tactical inmtelligence units and assets
from CONUS to serve temporarily iv the SOUTHCOM area and the
formation of the Central America Joint Intelligernce Team (CAJIT)

at the Fentagon. Maintaining tactical intelligevrice units away




from their home station is extremely costly, but the real issue is
not expense. The vital question for the SOUTHCOM commander
concerns the availability of borrowed intelligence assets when
their parent unit receives a mission requiring its own
intelligence resources. The ground, air, and rnaval irntelligervrice
assets belonging to XVIII Airborne Corps, CINCLANT, anmd the RAir
Force will likely be taken away from SOUTHCOM should a crisig
aoccur almost anywhere else in the world since both LIC and
SOUTHCOM fall relatively low an the list of military priorities.
Likewise, the strategic assets dedicated to the present A0U THC O
problem are temporary and could be remaved at any time.

The CAJIT provides a rnexus for all source intelligence that
is largely ﬁnavailable outside Washingtorn D.C. It was
established, irnterestirngly ercough, to perform largely tactical and
caperational intelligewnce furnctions at the natiornal level! It 1s
interesting to ponder why it is easier to perform tactical and
operaticrnal intelligerce functions at the Ferntagon thar at the
operational theater headquarters. Maderrn communicaticons allow
significant intelligerce to be passed quickly between the CRJIT,
SOUTHCOM, and other intelligerce consumers, but the CAJIT still
does not belong to the operaticrnal commarnder. Without adequate
assets of his awn, the ocperaticral commander is.Fowced to borrow
cr beg tactical or strategic assets to meet his cperaticonal

intelligerce rieeds.

IV. RECENT EXPERIENCE FROM WARGAMES

A recent School of Advarnced Military Studies (SAMS) Southwest
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ﬂ$ Asia Exercise conducted at Fort Leaverworth®2 provided first hand
P
&ﬁ acquaintarce with other aspects of the operatiomal intelligence
o 1"
perspective. The exercise required the introducticn of a Joint
[ “
a4
w$ Task Force (JTF) consisting of a three division U.S. Army corps, a
\‘ -
k)
1& USMC Marine Amphibious Brigade (MAR), and air and naval forces
LAN )
N into Iran and its adjacent waters. The initial effort was to
;.’"‘!"
s eliminate a rebel threat to the existing Iranian goverrment. The
Gt g
AT !
St
?ﬁ U.S. forces were concentrated at the ports of Bushebr, Randar
Abbas, and Chah BRahar. They were pressing inland when Soviet
s,
R
ﬁ, forces suddenly invaded Iran to halt the U.S. advance. Saviet
L
ga forces from the Transcaucasus Front pushed southeast down the
U
U
Esfahan and Yazd corridors, forces from the Turkestan enmtered from
‘l' N
_k rniortheast Iran, and forces in Afgharnistan threatered to enter Iranm
K
\3 from the southeast.
LV
] As U.S. forces advanced rnorth from Bandar Abbas, they
ih
hﬁ coricentrated at the city of Kerman where they tocok up a deferisive
»
§
A. posture agairmst the Soviet threat from Turkestan. Forces movirng
o
riorth from Bushehr took up defensive positions in the vicinity of
X
:$- Esfahan/Yazd. Marine forces were to advance rnorth fram Chah Banar
ﬁq
iﬁ to prevent Soviet forces from moving to Kerman. The U.S. JTF main
4.:.‘ N
. effort was to destroy Soviet forces arcund Kermarn. Soviet forces
My .
s in southeast Iran coming out of Afghanistarn captured the attention
é? of the INDCOM staff and commarder, haowever. This forced the JTF
Ly
-— headquarters to dedicate rearly orne entire day (riearly three days
%i of exercise play) to thinking about a secondary effort. Ivn the
f$ mearntime, the rest of the theater was igrnored. The cause of the
“ disruption centered on the intelligernce staff which was attempting
Y
"y
i
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to predict whether the Soviet force cut of Afghanistan waould turn
K south to meet the Marires cor proceed rorthwest to attack the flank

af the JTF force defernding Kermar. In the final aralysis, Soviet

:‘ action by the forces fraom Afghanistan would have affected the
1,
I battle very little, but the time lost placed the remainder of the

U.s. force in jecpardy from other Soviet forces coming from ather
R directions.

Among the valuable lessons learned was that tactical crises

)
| carn dominate the attention of the unwary operational level
% headquarters and delay more important campaign plarming. This
t
5 easily can lead to defeat of much greater forces 1f the
‘f operational command fails to keep the proper focus. Operational
? commanders and intelligernce afficers must guard against being
5 aoverly concerred with the current battle as there is little they
,; can do directly to influence its cutcome.
)
:: V. RATIONA T PERSP Vv
Y Based on this rather curscry examination, 1t seems clear that
-§ there is an operational intelligernce perspective which must obtairn
ot
g‘ if the aoperational level of war is to succeed. That perspective
¢ certainly must be understocod by commanders, intelligerce officers,
; arnd cperators at the ocperaticnal level, and it must be urderstood
f
%5 as well at the tactical and strategic levels. To abtain that
é perspective, one must appreciate the somewhat urnique
fb characteristics of ocperatiocnal intelligernce. Mast importantly,
i- that perspective must be deve:oped well before forces become
= involved in war and before the cperaticrnal commandger arrives 10
% &7
‘l
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his assigned theater. What are some of the comporents of this
perspective? The followirig are just a few gereral prirvciples that

have been suggested in the foregoing discussion.

1. Intelligence Freparation for War

First, there must be a recogniticon that strategic ocbjectives
are achieved by cperatiocnal successes. Long before the war
begins, mnational leaders and intelligevrice plarrvers and gperators
must i1nsure that an intelligence infrastructure exists to support
a future operational commander. HUMINT assets must be identified,
agents placed, and wartime reporting charnels plarnred and tested.
Equipment and force structure to support operational  commanders
must be procured, tested and fielded. Operaticrnal 1ntelligerce
doctrine should be writtern and understood, wnast only by Army
leaders, but by all the agercies that will be involved in wartime
intelligence support. Interagency agreements reed to be worked
ot and procedures established before war i1s declared. L1ic, for
example, is a special case whereirn ocperatiocral level intelligewnce
furctions must be performed without a declaratiocn of war. The
operational commarnder must have the assurance that he will be
supported by all the rnecessary iwntelligence agevncies and assets.
Slim imw Burma, Falmer in Vietmam, and Nutting/Gormarn/ Galvin 1rn
Latin America have tald us that this has rnot cccourred to one
degree or ansther arnd that this lack of perspective has made theair
Jjobs 1nfainitely more difficult. Most of these agreements must be
formulated at the national level pricr to hostilities as the

operaticonal commander is rot likely to be in place or will lack
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the authogso accomplish these tasks in peacetime.

€. A VisigFuture Orientaticon

A sec:tharacteristic of aperaticonal intelligence is that

it deals miore with the future, or with arn extended view of

the Presentan with the present itself. It deals with future

must allow cr assist the commarnder

to "see

ernemy actiws. It
It

the battleff as it might look several days or weeks herce.

is, therefo nuch more predictive and anticipatory in nature
than tacticintelligence, for example. It is coricerned maore
Whereas tactical

with Plarnrirran with currert operations.
i”t91ligenc9mmonly coperates in the realm of thirgs that can be

Seen and courac cperaticnal intelligence gererally deals in the

hazier realmsihypothesis and assumption. The cperational

intelligerce fFiocer must assist in plarning futwre operaticons

before the cutcce of present operations is krowr. He must
]

attempt tao acecort for future capabilities nat onmly of forces

currently in comat, but of forces that may not even appear on the
information

battlefield for 2eks or months. He is dealing with

and intelligerce.n which his confiderce is naot very high.

2+ Subjective Carsideraticans
Not only mye: operational intelligence be corcerned with

relatively ebject.ve informaticorn and "hard" intelligerce, it must
alsa be concerred Asith the more subjective attitudes about the

Information.  As the histeorical examples clearly show,

Information or intelligence may not be rnearly as impartant as the
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to be effective. It must compete with precorceived ideas,

experience, predilections, and prejudgment. Frecornceived ideas

[} o

attitude with which it is received. Intelligerice must be believed

the part of intelligerice officers and commarnders must be overcome.

Commanders may wish the battle to go irn a certain directicn, and

intelligence, if care is not exercised, may tend to "confirm" a

commander’s predilection. The Saviet caommanders at HKharkav, the

Germans at Kursk, and the Allies in the Ardermnes fell inta this
trap.
Commarders may feel more comfortable with past experiernces

with their eriemy tharn they are with currernt intelligence abaout

him. They may misinterpret that experierice in rew situations and

may igrore valuable intelligevnce that calls for different

decisions. They may ignore qualitative charnges iv the eriemy that

make the current situation dramatically different fraom their

previous experierce. Von Manstein at the Battle of Kursk and Slaim

on the Irrawaddy are prime examples of commanders whio allowed

experierce to drive their decisions when good iritelligerice would

have served them better.

Additionally, the cperaticnal intelligence afficer must be

particularly sensitive to the politics of decisicorn—making. This

is especially true wher working with other services and allies,
even with different echelorns of the same service. lntelligence
carn easily take a back seat to political considerations 1f the
operatiornal commander is rnot alert. The Vietrnam experierce
provides excellent examples of decisions made orn the basis of

politics, e.g. havirng a relatively uninterested Rir Force
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intelligence officer in charge of ground order of battle wher the
main effort was a ground comtest, or allowing rniumercous U.S. ano
indigencus intelligernce agencies to carve aut and protect twrf at
the expernse of timely, accurate, ccordinated intelligerce
cperations in support of the theater commander. Much of the
problem may be that we have yet to figure cut whether intelligerce
1s an end or a means to an end. Operatiornal intelligevice seems
much more susceptible to these kinds of subjective sidetracking
than either tactical or strategic intelligerce. Dealirng with the
subjective aspects of intelligerice i1s perhaps the most important
intelligerce function at the the operaticrmal level. It also 1s

the least urnderstood.

4. Susceptibility to Deception |
Commanders ard intelligerice officers who harbor preconceived

ideas, predilections, and experience are particularly susceptible

to eremy deception efforts. Deceptiorn has a far greater effect on

the outcome of war at the aoperatiocnal level than at the tactical {

level where it cari be overcome, or at the strategic level where 1t ‘
|

is much more difficult for the ememy successfully to achieve.

Operatiocrnal intelligerce must deal with sophisticated,

well-plarmed, long-term deception campaigns. The operaticonal

intelligernce perspective must include the thought processes,

mechanisms, and praocedures to recognize and cut thyough enemy

deceptiar. This includes prevention of self-deception as cutlirved

in the previous paragraph. Var, Rundstedt ard Hitler were their

oW worst enemies pricr to and immediately followivng the Normandy
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invasion because they deceived themselves as much as they were
poorly served by their intelligence apparatus.
N ] A
PR
*ﬁg 5. Commander's Relationship with and Expectatiocns of his
gh Intelligence Officer
N
‘e’f,l
Wte Ancther characteristic of the operational of intelligerce is
Lo }
50
ggt that the relatiornship of the intelligence officer and the
N
v'..l
gg‘ commander must be particularly close and non—thregtening. The G-z
o o the J-2 should be the commander's intelligence officer at least
Exty
o
% as much as he is the command’s irtelligerce officer. The
)
A a) L
v\ commarnder and his G-& must recognize the limitaticons of what the
AN
ots intelligence officer can and shaould do. They should also have
3
0';"
:ﬁw very well in mind what the intelligernce officer carmcot and should
t "
{ J
W - 2
"!::‘ rot do.
" Both rieed to urderstand that the intelligerce officer must do
,.|l‘
) 3
s
:§~§ everything he carm to look into the future and assist the commarnder
3l
k|
;:& inm developing his estimate of the situation and plan future
A
- operations and campaigns. However, the intelligerce officer
. palg
oI add
> . .
s}{ rarely, if ever, can predict eremy intentiorns with arny degree of
oo
o
'f) surety. Frediction of ernemy intentions cormotes a degree of
b
” precision gernerally beyond the reach of most intelligerce staffs.
-l‘.-l
S . .
;«i. If history teaches arnythirg, it is that prediction of evemy
2
:*t intentions i1s risky business. Taking risk is the purview of the
v caommander, not the intelligence officer. The intelligerce aofficer
N
,wﬁf might make some assumpticons about ernemy intentions but he should
A
Lot
&: not impose risk on the commander by actually predicting enemy
'Ol intentiors uriless he really kriows what they are.
ey
K “
R,
N Ly 3z
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The Soviets were forturnate to have the "Lucy" Ring. Most
cperational commanders will riot have a similar luxury. The
Normandy irnvasicorn was & disaster forr the Germans because they
tried to divine ernemy intentions. The Ardernries was a patential
failure because the Allies relied on what they thought were eremy
intentions. Slim courted disaster time after time by attempting
to project ernemy interticons. The Saoviets at Kharkaov were
convinced varn Mansteirn’s intent was to withdraw. Faulty
prediction of eremy intenticns probably has led to more major
military failures than any other intelligerice shortfall. It ounght
t> be stopped. The 1dea that the intelligernce afficer can or
should predict eremy interntions should be eliminated from our
daoctrine. Both the commarnder ard the intelligerce officer must
urderstand that the intelligerce officer, after all 1s directed,
cxllected, processed, and diseminated, 1f asked to predict ernemy
intentions, will be guessing unless he has & highly reliable agent
inside the eremy headqguarters. The intelligevice officer should
never be put in the position of having to guess. Nz come should
coperate under any illusiaor that the intelligerice officer’s guess
is any better than anyore else’s. It is the cammander’s job ta

ness arnd take the calculated risk, if that i1s reqguired. =< The
intelligerice xfficer will be much more valuable 1f he 15 erigaged
irn assisting the G-3 and the commander to create future
copportunities by identifying ernemy centers of gravity and

predicting decisive points in future battles.

€. Focus on the Ernemy Commander




It is important for the operaticornmal intelligernce effort to
focus o the evemy commander. At the tactical level, it would be
impractical and prabably meaningless to know the eveny coammander.
He probably has yet to develop a fighting style of his cwn, or at
least ore that would be recognizable to the inmtelligernce collectar
oy analyst. At the operaticral level, orn the other hand,
urnderstanding the ocpposing commander can pravide clues to the
course of future battle. In maost cases, the eremy commander will
have developed a fighting style. He will have demornstrated what
he demands of his troops and how well they will perform for him.
Fatton, von Manstein, Zhukov, Vatutin, HKawabe, Giap, Guderiari,
Eradley, Slim, Montgomery, and & hast of others were recognized
for their particular marrmer of cornducting campailgns.

Understanding the eremy commarnder arnd how his mind works lends a
certain amaount of predictability to the battlefield. It will malp
the frierndly commander develop his plarn, perhaps tell him how to
best use deception. This focus o the ernemy commander 1s stated
ir some of our doctrival literature, but rneeds emphasis, 1n facth.
We should not only be compiling detailed files on the Soviet
operational level commanders we may face, but we should also be

gettirng acquainted with guerrilla leaders in Latin RAmerica,

PR

terrorist leaders, potential allies, arnd foces 1vn Third World

A

WL

Y

countries as well. My experiernce 1s that U.S. leaders 1n Vietram

4

arnd in SOUTHCOM today are not studying their coppornents. Neither

are their intelligerce officers.

7. The Search for Guality as well as Quantaity
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Operational level irntelligernce must be orierted to pick up aon

¢ ] qualitative differernces in the ernemy force as well as quarntitative
differences. The Germans gererally failed to recognize that the

v Saviet army of 1943-44 was vastly improved over the one they

Ky fought in 194c-43. The army Slim used to defeat the Japanese was

not the same army that was pushed out of Burma earlier. The North

& : Vietrnamese army that defeated South Vietrnam ir the early 1970's
)
ﬁ was qualitatively different from the orne the U.S. fought in the

19607 5. These qualitative differences gererally do not fall under

the puwrview of tactical intelligerce because they require time tao

ik develop and to detect. While knowledge of these charnges is

£

. of important at the strategic level, it is key to the acperaticral

\; commander?’s fight and must be covisidered ivn his campaign planning.
E@ The role of the eremy commander in forging qualitative charnges is
3

"~ a crucial one and should be an element of corncern for the

:?‘ operational intelligerce officer.

: U

it

" 8. Intelligerce at Different Levels: Who Drives the Train?

;:' A further characteristic of aperational intelligerice is that
g it must tie irn with strategic and tactical intelligerce without

" becoming overly influenced by either. Prior to the Rattle of

g Kharkov, Hitler was corcerned with Soviet efforts to recover the
I Donets Basin. That strategic cutlook prompted his instructiors to
@} von Manstein to retairn the area. Vori Manstein, on the other hand,
Ed recognized that he could not haold with the forces he had

L)

k% available. He also realized, however, that by givirg up terrain,
;J he could lead the Saoviet armies into a trap, destroy them, and

)

g
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recover the Donets BRasiv with his counterstroke. In this case,
Hitler’s strategic point of view, based ori his intelligerce,
conflicted with van Manstein’s operational requirements. Vo
Manstein, by doirg a great deal of homework and using a great deal
of persomal tact and diplomacy was able to convince Hitler that,
in this case, the operatiornal perspective was the ocne that would
best achieve the strategic end.

At the lower end of the cperaticonal art, the School of
Advanced Military Studies (SAMS) Scuthwest Asia wargame
demonstrated how tactical intelligence robs the operational level
of 1its initiative. The operaticonal commander can only react to
tactical intelligerice. Tactical intelligence ternds to suck the
operational commander into the vartex of tactics where gererally
he does not belong. It robs him of the initiative. Tactical
intelligernce passed to the operatiocmal level can distract the
command and, in fact, can paralyze cperatiowvial plarming and

operations.

9. Weather
The aperaticrial intelligernce perspective must include a

different appreciation for weather than that fourd at either the
strategic or the tactical levels. Campaign plarming hinges on
weather. Weather considerations are important at all levels, but
at the cperational level they may determine whether the campaigr
will succeed or fail. The Normandy campaigrn depended ov tides,
wirnds, moonlight, and weather all being ideal at the time of the

operation. For the Germans in the Ardernries, the timing was

36
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determined by the praobability of cloud cover to prevent Allied air
cperations. For Slimy, the monsoon prohibited friendly and enemy
operations for months at a time. He had to plan his campaigns so
they could be completed during the dry season. Germans ard
Soviets on the Eastern Front were greatly inhibited by winter and
totally stopped by mud durivng the spring thaws. Both sides
plarrned cperations to take advantage of eremy hardships caused by
the weather. Weather can be equated to, indeed, may be more
reliable than, additional friendly combat forces for the
cperational commander who uses it wisely. How many aircraft or
air defense units would have been required to provide the same
protection as the cloud cover used by the Germans in the Ardermnes?
How many armies would have been required to halt von Manstein's
Kharkov counterstroke as effectively as the mud he encountered?
Slim realized that 1f he could complete his drive for Rangoon
before the ornset of the monsocon, the Japarnese would rncot be able to
drive him back and that victory would be assured. In his case,
the mormsocon was more valuable and effective thanm the combat power

of several divisions.

10. Terrain or Gecgraphy?

For the operaional intelligernce officer, '"geography' is
probably a better term than "terrain." Mountain ranges, rivers,
and cocasts can be translated into combat power equivalents by the
astute plarnrer. The Germarns used the Ardermes for that purpose.
SAMS students took advantage of the Zagros mountains of Iran to

conduct ecorwomy of force operations and exploited the Esfahanm and
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Yazd corridors to canalize Soviet forces advaricing from the
Transcaucusus. Slim employed the rivers of Burma as main supply
routes for his army. He used the mountains of the Arakan Yama and
the Irrawady River to protect his flanks during the offernsive to
take Rangoorn. Tactical intelligerice rarely deals with terrain on
such a grand scale, whereas ocperational intelligevice must do so as
a matter of course. At the operational level the scope of terrain
considerations demands that the intelligerce officer look beycond

terrain and into geocgraphy.

VIi. CON NS

There is an cperational intelligerce perspective that is
separate and distirnct from that fournd at the tactical and
strategic levels. Operational intelligerice is sufficiently
different from tactical and strategic intelligernce 1n scope,
content, and concept, that it deserves further study. While such
concepts as the intelligerice cycle and intelligerce preparation of
the battlefield may remairn gerierally valid at all levels, there
are certain aoperational considerations that must be applied 1f the
commander practicing the operational art is to be supported to the
fullest. That we have not succeeded in obtaining that perspective
can be seer in cwr performarnce in Vietrnam, our rneed to form a
CAJIT in the Perntagon for CINCSO, and cuwr lack of 1ntelligence
preparaticn for the recent Operation Urgent Fury 1n Grernada.

It seems clear that much more thought and effort must be
devoted to the cperatiocnal intelligence perspective arnd its

doctrinal implications. For example, o doctrine 1nsists that



.;: intelligence can and should predict enemy intentions when history
ég demonstrates emphatically that it canmnot and should wot do
" that—-—-particularly at the ocperaticnal level.
_é Much is being done to improve our ability to handle the
A
fﬁ aobjective facets of intelligerce, i.e. collecticon, analysis,
‘ dissemination, and directiaorn. Little is being dcorne, however, to
%& . examine how to handle the subjective facets. How carm the J-&
o% overcome a precconception in the mind of his commander whern 1t J
f flies in the face of good intelligence? How can he keep i
ﬁ intelligence from "confirming" a prepossessed notion? How can he
)
:2 keep from being deceived? How can he be kept from deceiving
I
‘ himself?
a
g' Much work rieeds to be dovie to acquaint commanders and
g,‘;‘ intelligence officers at all levels of all services anmd in all
.. intelligernce agercies with the doctrinal requiremernts that must be
E% in place to obviate a recurrence of a six year hiatus in
Ei collection and analysis of ground OB as cccured in Vietwnam.
" Interagency and interservice agreements must be in place so we
ry
fﬁ will have a unity of intelligerce effort when the war——declared or
\§ undeclared--starts. This is particularly true in areas where the
5‘ U.S. might become irnvalved in LIC.
S; In short, operational intelligence reeds to be explored in
%3 much more depth tham can be accomplished with this short paper and
v the limited research that went into it. Just as scome of the
)
i# ' historical figures discussed above had to deal with their
a; precorceptions, predilections, and experierice vis—a-vis the

intelligerce they received, so must we deal with curs vis—a-vis
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modern operational intelligence perspectives and doactrine.
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