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This study investigates Interrogation of Prisoner of War
(IFW) operations by analyzing selected elements of U.S. Army
and German Army IFW experiences from World War II, and by
comparing these historical practices to current U.S. Ar my
AlrLand Battle Doctraine. :

The investigaticn revealed no meaning ful differen-ces between

I T ™

German and American IFPW doctrine, practices, cperational
development, and results in Woirld War Ii. The analysis
1dentified COmMmen lessons learned 1N areas o f
dezentralizatiazn, training and persconnel inadequacies, ana
{ proximity i the 1nterrogation to the point o f
) capture. Historical results confirm specific values and

limitations of intelligence information produced by IFPW
operations.

Historical analysis reveals that, in general, interrogations
conducted closer to the time arnd place of capture tend to
collect more information of current intelligence value for
close and rear operations. Interrogations more remote from
the time and place of zapture, however, tend to collect more
information of historical or  strategic  value. Histeri-al
analysis also revealed a comman tencdenmcy to decentralize IFW
perscnnel and operations to lower echelons over time dur1ng
war . The study found AilrLand Rattie doctrine to De
Tonceptually consistent with wirld War 11 IFW 2wpearien:cea,
but xrganicaticnally  1ncons1EFanct wWwith rne  Jdecsancrailzad
trend developed cver time.

Using Waorld War [I American and Serman Ar my [FW enperience

as a basis, the study ocon:ludes that AlrLand Hattle
srganization of [FW assets does not effiziently support the
lower-echelon interrogatinon proviaed for by the

doctrine. The study further concludes that IFW operations
generate wvaluable, timely information for clase and  rear
cperations, but not for deep operations such as armored
assault, The study also concludes that the Ar my has
Apparantly tentrailced the peacetime IFW argantizatiaon
at echelaons significartly higher than those which hilstarieal
expertience 1ndicated as most effective in wartiine.

The study re:commends further 1nvestigation to determine if
IPW assets provided by «current Airtand Battle doctrine and
organization will be suffrcient to support all anticipated
IPW missions. The study also recommends further inquiry to
determine 1f current I[FW personnel policias and training
programs respond adequately to IPW training and gersonnel
Proulems i1dentified by historical experience..
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““This study investigates Interrogation of Prisoner of War

(IPW) operations by analyzing selected elements of U.S. Army
and German Army IPW experiences from World War II, anéd by
comparing these historical practices to current U.S. Army
AirLand Battle Doctrine.

The investigation revealed no meaningful differences between
German and American IPW doctrine, practices, operational
development, and results in World War II. The analysis

identified common lessons learned in areas of
decentralization, training and personnel inadequacies, and
proximity of the interrogation to the point of

capture. Historical results confirm specific values and
limitations of intelligence information produced by IPW
operations..

Historical analysis reveals that, in general, interrogation:s
conducted closer to the time and place of capture tend to
collect more information of current intelligepce value for
close and rear operations. Interrogations more remote from
the time and place of capture, however, tend to collect more
information of historical or strategic valye. Historical
analysis also revealed a common tendency to decentralize IPW
personnel and operations to iower echelons over time during
var. The study found AirLand Battle doctrine to be
conceptyally consistent with Worid wWar I1 IPW experience,
but gorganizatiopally inconsistent with the decentralized
trend developed over time.

Using World War II American and German Army IPW experience

as a basis, the study concludes that AirLand Battle
organization of IPW assets does not efficiently support the
lower-echelon interrogation provided for by the

doctrine. The study further concludes that IPW operations
generate valuable, timely information for close and rear
operations, but not for deep operations such as armored
assault. The study also concludes that the Army has
apparently centralized the peacetime IPW organization
at echelons significantly higher than those which historical
experience indicated as most effective in wartime.

The study recommends further investigacion to determine if
IPW assets provided by current Airt.and Battle doctrine and
corganization :ill be sufficient to support all anticipated
I1PW missions. he study also recommends further inguiry ¢to

determine if current IPW personnel policies and training
programs respond adeguately to IPW training and personnel
problems identified by hiztn-izal experienc ..
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Interrogation of prisoners of war may be the onl}
specialized intelligence source avallable to U.9. Army
commanders at different stages of battle in a mid-intensity
conflict. Bnemy air supariority may negate tactical air
reconnaissance and radar imaging. Nuclear weapon use, enemy
radio silence, or combat attrition may negate signals
intelligence i{ntercept. While each source of intelligence,
including combat 1irtelligence by ¢troop units, has {ts
advantages, Iinterrogation has one that the others do not:
captors can question prisoners about things the captors
wish to know.?

This study examines historical lessons to judge the
role and implications of interrogation of prisoners of war
in AirLand Battle. U.8. and German interrogation of
prisoners during World War II are the specific focus in
history. This study reviews the ways in which the wartime
Ahcrican and German armles organized their {nterrogation
efforts. This review may provide direction to our modern
organization for interrogation of prisoners of war in the
AirLand Battle.

Background
Commanders make decisions on the basis of a wide

variety of information. In war, 1intelligence on enemy

forces is critical to the commander's decision process. The
1
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exploitation of prisoners of war is one method of gaining
intelligence on the enemy.

The process of explolting prisoners of war is known
as i{nterrogatlon. One major difficulty in 1nterzbgation is
comaunication with the prisoner. During World War 1II, for
example, wmost of the prisoners of war captured by the U.B.
did not speak English. At f£irst glance it ia clear that
interrogation is a difficult task. 1In order to interrogate,
those doing 30 must make themselves understood to another
who probably does not speak his language.

The language barrier notwlithstanding, the effective
interrogation of prisoners of war is an immense task. Tr.e
process of organizing and planning for the interrogation of
prisoners of war s complex. The reallization of |{ts
complexity stemmed from the author's experience both as a
commander and as a staff officer in military 1intelligence
unlts with an interrogation of prisoner of war
mission. 1Interest 1in the subject led the author to study
the organization for incerrogation in both historical and
modern applications.

Rurpose
The purpose of this study is to determine hcw to

X4

best organize U.3. Army interrogation resources to
contribute to intellligence success in the AirLand
Battle. In order to accomplish this purpose, the study
analyzes World War I1 U.8. and German {interrogation of

prisoner of war operations, and compares historical lessons
2
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to modern doctrine. The study's specific AlrLand Battle
focus is a mid-intensity (conventional) war, but the study
srobably applies to high-lintensity (specifically, tactical
nuclear war) conflict as wall. The study also focuses on
the type of conflict which the U:S. might have with the
Soviet Union, such as might occur i{n Burope.
Reaearch Question

The research question is: How should the U.S. Army
organize to conduct interrogation of prisoners of war in a
mid-intensity conflict, based on an analysis of World War 11
U.S. and German Army interrogation of prisoner of war
experisrnce?

The research guestion has other included questions:

a. Is the concept for interrogation in AlrLand
Battle doctrine consistent with the historical experience of
the U.S. and German Armles in World War 1II Iinterrogation
operations?

b. 1Is the present organization for
interrogation under AlrLand Battle doctrine consistent with
the historical experlence?

¢. Can Iinterrogation operations contribute
significantly to the intelligencea effort in AlrLand
Battle? (n order to answer this gquestion, the study
#ddresses the following speclific questlons:

(1) vas interrogation valuable 1in U.S.

and German Army World War Il «xperieance?




VAR AN I W B TR W N SN W S R T WS M ey eus fe cm s m s w s moee = e~ o . _ _ _

#Vﬂﬂ@ﬂ..lﬂﬂﬂa

(2) Wwill the AfrLand Battlefield

appreclably change the value of modern interrogation?

Yo
;f (3) can interrogation support Close
- Cperatlions (traditional "frontlines"” battle), Rear
- Operations (battle in £riendly iear areas), and Deep
«l

s Operations (battle in the enemy's rear areas), as envisioned

»
v o»

v

in AlrLand Battle doctrine?
(4) can interrogation support the

«

speciflc intelligence requirements of commiainders at brigade,

-C,
s

division, corps, and echelons above corps?

A

A
9? (S5) Does the positioning of interrogation
-~
:} operat:.ons relative to the point of capture affect the
b :

X timeliness of information collected®
(6) cCan interrogation assist in
o identifying enemy deception plans?
&3 £. Did the U.3. ard German Armies encounter
problems in World War Il interrogation operations which may
Eﬁ affect the U.8. Army today or in the future?
ol ¥hy Study tha Interrogation Process?
)‘N»
gt
Major Mark Beto, U.S. Army, writing in Militarv
%; Review, noted that the German Army in World War II found lts
%5 interrogation assets inadequately prepared.* Research 1into
?‘;_"‘
a studies of the World VWar II U.S. and German intelligence
W
N organizatlons, written after the war, shows that both
~
b} countzries considered their initial organization and training
Ei status for interrogation to be inadequate upon entering the
oy
P Va:. 2
i:..‘\- ‘
o
iﬂ’.
e
®4
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The inadequacy of major participants in a major war

to interrogate prisoners has an implication for the U.S.

Army in future wars. AirLand Battle, with its £luid, mobile
battlefield and a high tempo of operations, offers great
challenges to tre military intelligence unit and to the G2.
The intelligence challenges of the AirLand Battle are
significant. Rapid and violent collision of forces on the
battlefield means that the commander who makes corzect
decisions in fighting that battle will win. 1Intelligence is
one of the many factors that will contribute to the
commander's decision-making. Preparation £for war in that
environment 1s critical to success.

An Qxamplc of the criticality of 4intelligence,
especlally from interrogation of prisoners, emphasizes Iits
historical (and possibly future) importancae. Postwar
analysis of the Battle of the Bulge shows that the
interrogation of German prisoners or of civilians who
cross the front lines gave U.S. divisions 1indications one
to two days prior of the massive German counteroffensive 1In
the Ardennes, Prance, in December 1944.* While the reasons
for the U.S. surprise at the offensive go beyond
interrogation rzreports, interrxogation clearly provided the

indications. |

Kistory has provided worthwhile bases to analyze

other tactics and doctrine. World war 1II experience in

interrogation may provide solutions ozx direction to the

y
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process of interrogating prisoners of war now and in the

7 future.

:s Analysis of the U.8. method of lnterrogation in
World War II shows how Amerlcans thought about interrogation
of an enemy, especially a European enemy. Historical
analysis of GCerman methods of interrogation is beneficial in
light of the initial German successes {n the war, and
because the Germans interrogated Soviets, a likely prospect
for American forces in a NATO-Warsaw Pact conflict.
Further, both Germans and Americans in World War I1 fought
large offensive and defensive operations on a grand scale,
and vere, to a large extent, very mobile forces for their
tim@. These characteristics will apply on the AirlLand
battlefield, alchough the mobility of forces has increased.

dignificance

This study is significant for several reasons. These
include the implications and intelligence reqguirements of
AirLand Battle; the possibility of a nuclear battlefield and
other measures which may defeat intelligence systems;
resource consliderations; and critical need for success |in
var,

The 1implications of AirLand Battle are that mid-
intensity and high-intensity conflicts will be non-linear,
£1luiq, and moblle, with a high tempo of combat
operations. As an example, the World War II so-called

German blitzkrieg and the U.S. Army in pursuit contrast

remarkably with the comparatively static nature of trench
6




warfare 1In wWorld war I. So too may future operations make
VWorld War II moblle operatiocns look static in comparison.

The fast-moving, fluid Dbattle has important
implications for intelligence. AirLand Battle requires the
commander to move forces in a synchronized fashion,
throughout the dapth of the battlefield, in order to grasp
and retain the initiative in battla. Intelligence on enemy
intentions, capabilities, and other concerns is a part of
the decision fzamework that the commander uses in fighting
the battle.

Interrogation is one method to provide intelligence
on these matters. The antlcipated fast-movinq battle will
affect interrogation as well. PFor example, the movement of
prisoners of war to the rear takes time and
resources. Time-sensitive information may be worthless by
the time an interrogation occurs because the battle is fast-
moving. This satudy will examine historical and modern
doctrine to indicate what organizational concepts might
prove effective.

AirLand Battle will consume and defeat some of the
intelligence means now in the Army inventory. A nuclear
battlefield will produce electzomagnetic pulse (EMP). This
pulse will render communications equipment largely unusable
(except for that equipment properly protected from
EMP). Combat attrition of technical equipment and
speclalist operators will rapidly take its toll,

necesaitating replacement with other, more rudimentary
17
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systems and new operators. System breakage, the wuse of
battlefleld obscurants, and other technologles could just as
easily handicap collection systems in a futures war.

Should some of these occur, and it is likely that
some will, commanders will be unable to zrely (at least
temporarily) on technical intslligence gathering means, such
as signals intelligence and some photographic intelligence
sensors which depend upon radio or radar communications.
During these times, the reliance upon other intelligence
methods, s8such as |interrogation, 1s likely to increase.

There is historical precedent for reliance on
interrogation. General Omaz_Bradley found that cloud cover
(which affected photo reconnaissance planes) and a lack of
partisan intelligence forced him to rely on interrogation of
prisoners during the period just prior to the Battle of the

Bulge.®
Factors outside the battleflield also atfect

intelligence, including Human Intelligence, of which
interrogation of prisoners of war |is a part. Army
reorganlzation under the "Army of Excellence" authorization
documents, for example, reduced the number of interrogators
at corps and division from previous levels. Continued
resource constraints in the Army compel a periodlc review of
Army activities to determine their relative worth. Based on
these reviews, ¢the Army decides whether the activit:.es
should continue, cease, change, or revert to the reserve

component structure.
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Yuman Intelligence operations involve many resource
considerations. There i3 a considerable cost in training
lingulst interrogators, and in maintaining them in the foxce
structure as detachments, platoons, companlies, and
battalions. Overall costs are lower, hcowever, than other
colleztion means because interrogation does not require a
multitude of expensive, state-of-the-art systems (as do
signals and photographic intelligence systems). Tharefore
the costs of interrogation after the initial and sustaining
costs of training and relatively standard equipment are
reasonable. Interrogation itself is arguably a cost-
effective process. This study demonstrates the 1zrelative
merits of interrogation, using analysis of historical
operations.

Fiﬁally, given reasonable assumptions of a "come-as-
you-are" war, at least in NATO, there will be little if any
time to complete training of a wartime cadre of
intezrogators just prior to the war. Similarly, there will
be 1little ¢time for an adjustment period once the war
starts. Therefore not only must a cadr. of trained
interrogators exist, but also commanders and 1intelligence
staff officers must know how to employ and coordinate
interrogation operations beforehand. As with other elements
of the Army, emphasis must be on preparation now, in

peacetime, for success in war. This study intends to

determine those elements from historical lessons, which




would, if prepared for in peacetime, contributs to the
svccessful prosecution of AlrLand Battle.
lerms

Interrogation of Prisoners of var (IPW):
"Interrogation 1is the art of questioning and examining a
source in oxrder to obtain the maximum amount of wusable
information....Souzces may Dbe civilian internees,
insurgents, enemy prisoners of war, defectors, refugees,
displaced persons, agents or suspected agents, or other non-
U.S. personnel."®

Prisoners of Var: The definition of prisoners of
war is a_legal one, and s thezrefore long and exacting. For
the purpose of this study, prisoners of war are "members of
the enemy armed forces as well as membezs of militias or
vblunteer corps forming part of such armed forces..."”

AlrLand Battle: A doctrinal concept of the U.S. Army
as specified in E1g1ﬁ_ugnnal_lgﬂ;§4_mgngxagigngj-"nay'WISQG;_
As seen by the Army, it is the likely type of battle and

battlefield on which U.S. Army forces could fight in the

1980's and beyond. The AtrLand Battleflield will be fluid,
moblile, and non-linear (that is, it will not have forces
lined up precisely opposing each other in a linear fashion).
At 1least U.S. Army and Alir Force units will £fight the

AirLand Battle in joint operations. Other U.3. services and

i - Samm e e e s - - .

other allied forces may fight alongside. In other words,
‘ the AirLand Battle will be at least Jjoint, and may be

combined warfare.
10

" REERTY » & W t a2 s




Study overview

This study includes a review of 1literature, the
definition of methodology, descriptions of the historical
and modern subjects, interpretive analysis, and
conclusions. The study has seven chapters.

The £first three chapters set the stage. Chapter 1
provides the introduction and Justification for the
study. Chapter 2 provides the review of 1literature. This
fncludes a brief discussion on the most valuable sources
used in researching the study. Chapter 3 defines the study
methodology. The next section of this first chaptezr, below,
contains an overview of the methodology.

Chapter 4 describes World War II-era interrogation

operations by the U.S. Army and the German Army. The

qpqp;e:.-:evievs the docﬁzine and practice of the eza,

focusing on U.8. operations in northwest Europe and on the
German campaign against the Soviet Union. This chapter also
considers some factors that may have been unigue to World
War II.

Chapter 5 provides the analysis of World War II
interrogation operations. These include the similarities,
dicferences, strengths, and shortcomings determined from a
comparison of historical interrogation operations. The
chapter also discusses the analysis of samples of
interrogation reports from U.S. and German interrogations at

regiment, division, corps, field army, and theater levels.

11
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Chapter 6 discusses the AlrLand Battle-era
interrogation doctrine and current resource
authorizations. It also cc:.::.a8 results of the comparison
of hlstorical experlience and AirLand Battle doctrine.

Chapter 7 provides the conclusions of the
study. One section provides recommendations £or further
study on the subject.

Methodology

This section provides an introductlion to the methods
and procedures the study employs. The major steps in the
methodology are literature search, examination of selected
Vorld War Il interrogation operations, examination of
AlrLand Battle interrogation doctrine, and a comparison of
historical experience with the AirLand Battle doctzine.

‘ Literature Search

The £irst step 1is the 1literature search. This
search provides the overall context of the study: the
doctrine, the general intelligence systems and the
historical framework for the study. In the case of World
Var 1II, it also provided the raw materials, in this case
interzrogation <reports and summaries for sampling, and
associated intelligence material such as standazd
opera*ing procedures, directives, requirements, and
like information.

Examination of World War II Operations
This examination determines similarities,

differences, strengths, and shortcomings of the World War II
12




u.s. and German armles' organization and conduct of
interrogation operaticns. The study examines and compares
doctrine and practice of the period. The study also
examines distinct samples of interrogation reports and
summaries of one or both armies at regiment, division,
corps, field army and theater echelons. By sampling reports
and summaries, the study collects three things. The £first

is the type of information collected by interrogation,

including the frequency in the sample. Second, the samples

vy
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define the target echelons, such as regimental interrogation

¥

X
«

by

focusing primarily on opposing companies and

X
RS

battalions. Third, the sample provides a view into the

timeliness of the information collected at each level

KEANn

7,

sampled. These points and the method of examining the

I

Py

interrogation zreports or summaries receive an in-depth

,l.;. 5

discussion in Chapter 3, Methodology.

5,

German Operations in World War II

o

g - 33

«

Interrogation operations on the Bastern Front

-

targetting the Soviet Army form the primary focus on German

-

it . SR

' v

operations. The primary source interrogation reports are

those of the 5th Panzer Division, the 3d Infantry Division

vl ‘- .‘
A

(Motorized), the V Army Corps, and the 4th Panzer

o
Y
;g Axmy. These units were part of Army Group Center during the
!% period sampled (between 7 February and 23 March

-

1942). During this time the divisions, part of the V Corps,

were fighting the Red Army west of Moscow, 1in the vicinity

l‘ 4‘.- .
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of Vyazma, to protect the 4th Panzer Army's lines of
communications. |
Records from the National Archives available at the

U.S. Army Command and General StaZff College originated by

the units mentioned and the Foreign Armies East intelligence
section of the German Army High Command were the source of

interrogation reports, summaries, intelligence requirements,

directives, and simjilar material.

U.S. Operations during World War II
The study of U.8. Army 1interrogation operations
focuses on the 12th Army Group, fighting in northwest Europe
(France, Belgiun, and Germany). The primary source
interrogation reports, or summaries thereof, are from the
415th Infantry Regiment of the 104th Infantry Division; the
8th Infantry Division; the VI Corps; and the Mobile Field
Interrogation Unit No. 1 of the Military Intelligence
Service, Buropean Theater of Operations (ETO). The time
period sampled was February and March, 1945. During this
period the VII Corps, as a part of First U.S. Army, 12th
Army Group, conducted offensive operations from the Roer
River to the Rhine River in Germany.
Comparison of Historical and Modern Operations
Having analyzed World War I1 operations to determine

the organization for interrcgation, the study compares these
historical lessons with the doctrine of AirLand
Battle. From this comparison the study determines if

today's doctrine incorporates the historical 1lessons. 1In
14




other words, this section answers the question, "What
historical lessons might reasonably apply in AlrLand
Battle?"

As part of this comparison, the study considers the
applicability of historical factors to AirLand Battle;
tactors (if any) proving unique to the World Wwar II
envizonment need no further comparison to the present or
future. Next, the study considers which 1implications of
AirLand Battle in a mid-intensity or high-intensity
conflict, such as speed of movement, increased tempo of
operations, and so forth, may affect interrogation
operations.

The final step in the methodology is the
identification of problems (or differences) and agreements
(or similarities) in today's doctrine, compared with the
outcome of the World War Il analysis.

dcope

The scope of the study concerns assumptions,
limitations, and delimitations. Assumptions are judgments
which are necessary for the study to proceed. Limitations
are constraiats on the study beyond the author's
control. Delimitations are "boundaries®" the author places
on the study in order to allow an in-depth examination of
the subject, rather than a shallow one.

Assumptions
The assumptions encompass applicability, research,

and methodology. Specifically, the study assumes:
15
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(1) That the lessons of World War II have some
application to modern U.S.forces preparing for AirLand
Battle.

(2) That the studies prepared by German
officers at the end of World War II have their bases in
accurate xecall (some authors wrote without benefit of
records), and have no philosophical or political bias. In
the absence of particular information to the contrary, they
are taken on good faith; the author notes contrasting views
and obvious biases in favor of the victors where
encountered.

(3) That German recoxds of the period reflect
National Socialist (hazi) dccotrirnce. For example, National
Socialist doctrine viewed non-Aryan races as infe:lor. This
bias of German superinrity may appear in and affect the
intelligence <records of the time, and perhaps ihe German
postwar studies. The author will consider these blases
where encountered.

(4) That the information contained in original
interrogation reports or summaries is genera..y
credible. Thlis assumption rests on the fazt that a detailed
examination of hundreds of ltems of intelligence information
to determine c(heir accuracy more than 45 yea:s after the
fact is too difficult for the scope of this study.

(5) That interrogation-derived intelligence

examined for the study will be just that, and no more. In

explanation, it is 1likely that some World Var II
N3
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intelligence reporting attributed to prisoner of war sources

actually orilginated from signals {intelllgence (SIGINT)

ila®

S

tg sources, The purpose of this deception was to protect
e, :

Y SIGINT sources from enemy knowledge. The effect of this

deception on this study may be to allow attribution of
interzogation success to reporting which d4id not, 1in fact,
come from ir .erxogation. Assuming that most SIGIET came
frocm higher levels (in the U.8. Azmy, from army gzroup level)
to 1lower cnes, this would only affect the examination of
interrogation reperting that emanated from an army group or
higher level and flowed downwards. In thils study, only the
U.3. Military Intelligence Service theater-level reports and
potentially, German 4th Panzer Army reports might be so
affected.

(6) That the labeled division interrogation
reports found |{n the German V Army Corps recccds on
microfilm represent coples of division reports forwarded to
corps, and that the record encompasses all those reports
that reached the corps.

(7)) That the G2 perlodic reports of the U.sS.
8th Infantry Division contain accurate summaries of the
diviasion's interrogation reports during the period February-
March 1945.

(8) That interrogation occurred when persons
able to communicate with and influence prisoners to talk did
80, regardless of the questioner's status as an interrogetor

or linguist.
17




(9) (There are specific assumptions related
to the methodolrgy 1in Chapter 3 and to the analysis in
Chapters S and 6.)

Limitations

There are certain limitations on this study. First,
some O0f the historical records of German Wcrld War II units
have not survived the war. Other information, such as
historical studies by, or interrogations of, German officers
after the war by the U.S. will 1likely provide specific
information on German units.

Second, not all of the German or U.8. records are
reasonably available for the purpose of this study. While
many records are avallable at the National Archives, time
and cost considerations preclude the £full wuse of such
archival material. Those records available at Fort
Leavenworth or available through loan will provide the bulk
of primary source material.

Third, this study cannot examine the accuracy of
the information gathered by interrogation. As noted above,
the atudy assumes that the information ga’hered is generally
credible, and accepts that some of |t was false
information. By assuming accuracy the study considers
the resultr of interrogation to have portrayed the enemy
situation reasonably well. Consider also that any military
force in the _.eld, in this case the capturing unit's enemy,

may not always be able to carry out its intentions, making

accuracy even more difficult to judge.
18




Fourth, another factor beyond the scope of this
study was the status of training of the 1interrogators |in
both the language and culture of the prisoners. As assumed
above, soldiers of the capturing unit who could talk to
prisoners probably did so, whether those soldiers were
interrogatora or not. In other words, some soldiers
probably acted as or became official interrogators even
though not trained as such.

Delimitations

The study has certain delimitations. This study
focuses on U.S. and German World War II \interrogation
doctrine and operations from 1939 to 1945 in Northwest and
Bastezn Europe. The study does not <concexn itself
speciflically with campalgns of either army in Italy,
Southern Prance, or Africa except where some specific lesson
is relevant to this case. As an example, changes in
interrogation operations resulting from the campaign 1in
Italy are pertinent, but the study does not dwell
unnecessarily on the conduct of interrocgations in Italy.

The study also concexns itself cutside the strict
realm of "enemy prisoners of war" as defined above, and
considers relevant effactas of the interrogation of
civilians. The study also considers relevant effects of
the exploitation of captured documents and materiel. These
additional topics are integral to interrcjator duties and

thus deserve consideration.

19
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

This study concerns three major topics: American

interrogatiou in World War II, German interrogation in World

:g War 1I1, and modern U.8. interrogation centering around
oyt AirLand Battle and the Army of Bxcellence authorization
documents (circa 1984 to 1987). There is a body of

literature which concerns each topic, as well as a general

body of 1literature on prisoners of war. The literature
review will consider each topic and the general categcry
separately.

Works Concerning U.S. Interzogation in World War 1L

Doctrine

Field Manual 30-15, 1in its 1940 and 1943 vexsions,

and with a change in 1944, describes the functions and

L 4N
> ..

5

Lhne - anans -k

organization of interrogation operations. As Army doctrine
of the period, it is a useful source to wunderstand the
structure and intent of the Army in conducting lnterrogation
operations, as well as the exploitation of captured

documents and materiel. The significance of this source is

ERAN Lo d

that, as in other Army doctrine, it will likely have made

¥

EAAR

use of the experience of the Army in the field to produce

.

"the Army way" of doing things, in this case,
interrogations. A3 an example, the manual recommends that
captured offlcers be interrogated early, but indicates that

the information they provide was more likely to be false.
21
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This type of information probably came from experience in
the field.

The manual prescribes the phases of interrogation,
reporting procedures, and the organization of the force, in
general terms, to accomplish 1interrogation. Within a
theater of war, the doctrine says that the theater G2 and
his intelligence section supervise the distribution of
interrogation teams and coordinate team activities.

The manual also details specific training
requirements for interrogators, 1including both friendly and
enemy aspects. An interrogator must know enemy tactics,
history, politics, culture (and a host of other items) and
he nust know the organization, methods of combat,' and
intelligence procedures cf the U.S. Army thoroughly to Dbe
effective, according to 1944 doctrine.

The manual recognizes the need for coordination with
military police. It discusses requirements to cooxdinate
with military police forces gqguarding and processing the
prisoners of war.

Operations

One of the General Board Studies of U.S. Porces,
Buropean Theater, Study number 12, "Military Intelligence
Service in the ETO" discusses in detail the intelligence
operations in the European Theater of Operations from a
postwar perspective. The study corncerns interrogation,
photographic Iinterpretation, interpreter, and order of

battle teams ouf the Military Intelligence Service 1in the
22
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theatexr. The board used G2 surveys and a team of
inteiligence and staff officers to provide conclusions and
recommendations concerning the employment of MIS. This
study discusses 1in detail the organization, training,
successes or value of interrogation teams (and other teans,
as noted above) as well as the equipmant used by each tean.

The study discusses the organization, manning, and
coumand of teams in the European theater. The Military
Intelligence S8ervice underwent some changes during the
period in order to pzoperly provide £for the command,
control, and administration as well as for the operation of
interzxogators. This document prxescribes the organization of
interrogation teams by echelon, and the use of interpreter
teams to supplemant the interrogation effort as well as to
conduct document exploitation.

As concerns training, the study reports that
interrogation teams arrived in the theater (Great Britain)
with good theoretical knowledge, but with no real experience
in interrogating prisoners. The Military Inteiligence
Service arranged for its interrogators to train with combat
units, and to work with British interrogators at P¥ cages in
Britain, under British supervision. In November 1943, MIS
arranged for several teams to work with Sth Army in Italy.

The va.ue of interrogation operations in the theater
becomes clear in this study. A survey of the G2's in the
theater determined views on 1Intelligence |in general,

including the relative importance of interrogation. Those
23
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surveyed indicated that interrogation of prisoner of war
specialist teams of the Military Intelligence Service
provided some thirty-six percent of all combat intelligence
in the European theater. This concerned intelligence
available to division, corps, and army levels. The reasons
given for the relatively high contribution were the high
level of skills ultimately employed by interrogators and the
eagerness of prisoners to provide information. While the
majority of G2's indicated that IPW teams produced the most
valuable information, they considered the order of bPattle
teams the most valuable teams of the Military Intelligence
Service. The order of battle teams did not produce
intelligence, however; they simply analyzed it for the G2.
The G2's considered the information provided by photo
interpreters not to be timelf.

Chapter 1 of the thesis discusses as an aasumption
the matter of disquising information derived from Signals
Intelligence (SIGINT) as interrogation reports. The General
Board study does not differentiate on this point, nor does
it discuss SIGINT and its role in theater 1intelligence;
SIGINT organizations were apparently not part of the
Military 1Intelligence Service. 8ince there 1s no means to
measure the effect of SIGINT reports which higher
headquarters may have disguised as interrogation reports,
the results of the survey must stand as 1is, with the
knowledge that the possibility of SIGINT inclusion into the

reports does exist,

24




The general board study provided conclusions and
recommendations. Among these was the conclusion that two
IPW teams per division were insufficient. The study also
recommended the assignment of specialistc teams (not
attachment, as MIS teams were) to each division on a
permanent basis, and recommended that the team include
document analysts,

LTC Thomas C. Van Cleve wrote a manuscript entitled,
"Report on the Activities of Two Agencies of the CPM
(Captured Personnel and Materials] Branch, MIS (Military
Intelligence Service], G2, WDGS (War Department General
Staffl." This document discusses the development of "joint
interrogation centers" within the United States to provide
for Joint service exploitation of EBuropean and Asian
prisoners of war. It provides in-depth information on the
center at Fort Hunt, Virginia, where LTC Van Cleve worked,
and where MIS interrogated German PVs.

The document provides information on the method of
selecting prisoners for strategic or detailed interrogation,
including selection criteria. It discusses the use of
eavendropping equipment and informants among the prisoners,
both of which Van Cleve found to be of great importance.
The author also provides insights into the operation of

| joint service interrogation centers, including

recommendations on their operation, command, and control.

This document 11s valuable 1in demonstrating the

efforts of the War Department to collect and process
25
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strategic 1level information ocutside the theaters of war.
The amount of trouble and expense involved in building and
operating these camps, including extensive electronic
eavesdropping equipment, gives an indication of the relative
importance attached to prisoner interrogation by the G2 of
the war Department.

The U.S. Twelfth Army Group produced a final after
action report at the end of the war. Voluwe III of the
"Report of Operations, Final After Action Report, 12th Army
Group," concerns the G2 section. This document provides a
tremendous overview of all aspects of intelligence
operations within the army group. This treatment includes
tactical intelligence, terrain analysis, photographic
intelligence, signals intelligence (to a limited degree),
and human intelligence. The human intelligence toplcs
include the Office of Strategic Services relationship with
the 12th Axmy Group, use of agents, patrolling, and
interrogation of priscnars of war and of civilians.

The report discusses the intelligence process as the
12th Army Group moved eastward across Europe, mostly in a
historical 1light. 1t provides the number of PW captured
during different phases of the operation, more as an
indication of tactical success than as a complete report on
intelligence success. It provides a detailed list of German
divisions that: fought against the 12th Army Group, noting

their commitment and destruction and, in some cases,

26
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reconstitution. The report includes maps and enemy order of
battle situations for some of the major campaigns.

The <report provides an in-depth discussion of the
relative worth of, and recommendations for, the employment
of intelligence meana. The basis for this was a survey sent
to subordinate armies, corps, and divisions, and the results
of a conference on these subjects. The l2th Army Group also
sent a team of officers f£o subordinate units to ensure that
the results obtained on the survey were accurate. The
generxal topics covered 1included the organization of
intelligence specialist teams for combat, the provision of
different types of intelligence from higher headquarters to
lower, and the relative use and value of each type of
intelligence. As such, this report is valuable to provide
an "expert" view of relationships, organizations, and the
conduct of intelligence operations at the "operational"
level.

As noted above and in Chapter 1, however, the influence
of SIGINT reports disguised as interrogation (or other)
xeports to protect the SIGINT source is difficult to measure
based on this document. Therefore any researcher must take
the considerations and conclusions in the document at face
value.

This report includes a portion entitled the "Report
of Oterations of the G2 (Intelligence) Branch, 12th Azrmy

Group." This portion of the overall report has wundergone

publication as a separate document. This can be confusing
27
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to researchers, but the two reports contain the same
information.

The Supreme Headg@uarters, Allied Expeditionaxy Force
published a classified document entitled, "Intelligence
Directive Number 3, History of the American Element of I.S.
9 (WBA)" This document provides information on the American
side of a combined Anglo-American effort to brief allied
soldiers on what to expect if captured, and discusses allied
plans and preparations for evasion and escape
operations. It does contain a somewhat humorous briefing
given to combat troops on what they should expect |if
captured by the Germans. This information came from
escapees debriefed by the I1.8. 9 organization.
Inclidentally, the document never discloses the 1.S. 9 nor
WEA abbreviations; *"1.S." may well mean "Intelligence
Service."*

The 1.S. 9 (WEA) document |s presently classified
confidential. It is therefore useful for general background
review, but since it is not portion-marked, it was not used
specifically as source material for this thesis. The
document's discussion of German inducements to American PWVs
to get them ¢t5 talk is fairly consistent with what the
Germans sald they did in othexr sources.

Paui Carell and Guenter Boeddeker discuss the fate of
more than 11 million German PWs in the hands of the Allies
in pDie Gefangenen (The Prisonersl]l. This book, in German,

provides detailed accounts of Germans imprisoned on five
28
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continents dvring world war II. The book deals largely with
the accounts of prisoners, and with historical
zecords. There is not a great deal of information on
interrogation in the book, but it does discuss British
methods of interrogating German U-boat crews, and some
successes that resulted from that. Thia book provides
compelling narratives of Germans suffering at the hands of
the Soviets. The author commments that as the German PWs
received Dbetter treatment from their U.S. and British
captors than from their Russian captors, so too the Germans
treated U.S. and British PWs better than Russian PWs.?*

Dr. Arnold Krammer's Public Admipistration of
BExlsoner of War Camps in America Since the Revolutiondary Waz
provides an in-depth bibliography. Krammer's comprehensive
bibliography focuses on the administration of PW camps in
America during Vorld Wwar 1II; he provides selected
bibliographies for the Revolutionary War, the War of 1812,
the Civil War, and VWorld War I.

Krammer is a prolific author on the subject of
prisoners of war. His book, Nazi Prisopners of Wax in
Anexrica concerns mainly the handling of German prisoners
brought to the United States, not their exploitation by
intelligence services before or during arrival. He does
comment, briefly, on two effzcts that degraded the
intelligence exploitation of prisoners of war. One was the
looting of prisoners by those who handled them. Frequently

American soldiers from the capturing units rearward looted
29
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the PWs, taking among other things documents key to the
interrogation, such as the soldier's paybook. Secondly,
Krammer notes that the system of registering PWs usually had
few, 1if any, persons capable of speaking German. The
detrimental rxesult of this was the abllity of German
prisoners, especially ones vho were prime exploitation
targets, to escape detection or "slip through" the net of
bureaucratic ineptness by feigning ignorance, registering
under another name, or otherwise foiling the system.

John Hammond Moore, in The Faustball Tunnel, devotes
a chapter to the interrogation cperation at Fort FEunt,
Virginia. His remarks contrast some of LTC van
Cleve's. Moore centers on the exploitation of German U-Boat
officers and crews. His conclusion on interrogation is that
the prisoners considered the Fort Hunt effort to be inept
(Moore interviewvad wany ex-prisoners of war for his
book)}. Note that the time when U-Boat crews were the piime
target of interrogation (as Moore describes) was the early
part of the war. 1In addition, former PW may be unwilling to
admit to the success of their interrcgators. 0On the other
hand, while Van Cleve indicates that Fort Hunt's efforts
improved with experience, Van Cleve‘s bias as a former
nember of the command bears consideration as well.

Works Concerning German Interroqation in World War I
Doctrine

The German Army High Command published 1its then-

secret requlation number 89, Feindpnachrichtepndienst {(Enemy
30




Intelligence sorvice) in 1941. This regulation contains the
basic doctrinu for German intelllgence operations overall,
and for interrogation in particular, 'with whicih the Germans
operated in the wair's aarly stages. This document provides
a very valuable insight into the doctrine of the time; in
tact there ware changes to the interrogation doctrine within
a year of this document's publication. The regulation also
discusses tre duties of the intelligence officer (Jg or
speclial staff officer at regiment and below), as well as the
enployment and evaluation of other scurces of intelligence.
QOperations

generalmaior Alfred Toppe and several other authors,
among them Generalmaior Rudolf Langhduser, produced "German
Mathods of Interrogating Prisoners of War in World War 1II,"
as onea of the U.S8S. European Command's Historical Division's
studies after the end of the war. Toppe discusses the
methods of organization and training, and the conduct of
interrogations of Russian prisoners of war during World Var
II. The document does not discuss the interrogations of
U.8., French, orx British PW except in general terms.

Toppe furnishes detajled organizational
discussions. These 1include descriptions of the equipment,
the echelon at wvhich 1interrogations occurred, and the
different types of PW camps employed at each echelon.

The focus of the discussion on training concerns
culture differences and the lack of German

preparedness. The Germans quickly learned (or perhaps began
31
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with the premise) that the Russian "eastern man" was quite
different culturally from them as "western man." Toppe
therefore discusses certain qhanges thc Germans made in the
training of interrogators and in techniques used to approach
prisoners after November 1941.

Toppe reports that the training of German
intexrogators was inadequate when the wvar began. In fact,
there was no training for interrogation in the German Azrmy
before the war. Using practical experience and "lessons
learned" from the campaign in Poland, the Germans used new
measures and improved on training of 1interrogators. They
also took steps to properly train officers in staff
positions who would direct the interrogation effort. The
German task was greatly increased by virtue of the more than
50 dlalects {n the Red Army, the prevailing lack of
knowledqe about Russia and its armed forces, and a lack of
skilled linguists.

The conduct of intexrogation by the Germans underwent
changes during the war as training improved and as German
successes on the Eastern Front diminished. For example,
Toppe notes that there was a decrease in interrogations
during the retirement of German forces (this of course
resulted in fewer prisoners), but the German Army still
collected a good deal of information wusing interrogation
until the c¢lose of the war. In addition, interrogation
requirements (i.e., that information which the army wished

to knovw from prisovners), most of which were inadequate at
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the beginning of the Russian campaign, had also improved by
early in 1942, and by later that year were considered
excellent, in Toppe's judgment.

Genaral Toppe also describes specific concerns that
affected interrogation. Among these are the type of enemy
interrogated and foreign politics. Toppe provides a clear
example of the nead for an interrogator to know his source's
culture, noting that the interrogation of a Moslem during
his prayer time made the Moslem prisoner an unwilling
source. Concerning politics, Toppe criticizes the failure
of German political leaders to honor promises made early in
the war, suggesting that this failure was later detrimental
to the interrogation effort. By this he refers to the later
uncooperative attitude of Russian prisoners when they
realized that the Germans were not their liberators from the
Soviet regime in @ sense anticipated in the Ukraine early in
the war.

Another Important concezn was the tactical
situation. Toppe maintains that the effect of the tactical
situation has a bearing on whether prisoners talk willingly
or not, He cltes the humane treatment offered to PW by the
Germans as the reason that Russians of all nationalities
willingly gave reliable and accurate information during
interrxogation. By this he probably means the gensesrally
humane treatment immediately after capture.

This very comprehensive document also points out the

end result cf the German'a {nterrogation efforts. Toppe
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claims that, by the spring of 1942, the Germans had built up
a mass of knowledge about Russian equipment, forces,
commanders, war i lustry, etc., and further claims that the
Germans therefore knew in advance the "day and hour" of
"almost every" Russian intention. Unfortunately, claims
Toppe, Hitler turned a deaf ear to this important
intelligence.

This work is a very valuable source. 1In addition ¢to
the detailed text, the document contains as appendices some
types of interrogation questions and report formats
reconstructed by former German intelligence staff officers
who worked on the manuscript with Toppe.

Anothesr major source is the U.3. War Department's
work titled, "German Operational Inteslligence."” This
document provides detailed information on German 1PW
organization, principles, techniques, and training. This
item dwells on German intelligence overall during the peziod
from 1941 to 1943, when German forces weres for the most part
successful, as were their intelligence services. It
provides information on more than Just interrogation:
it 1includes signals {intalligence, patrols, and other
collection methods.

Organizational information in the study addresses
duties and responsibilities of interrogation elements at
each echelon (usually regiment +to army). The Germans

frequently questioned PWs starting at battalion level,

however, for information of tactical value, and then sent
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the PV along to regiment, where the more formal
interrogation process started.

The Germans established several general principles to
gulde their intezrrogation " effort. These concerned
interrogation approaches to the prisoner (i.e., how to get a
prisoner to talk), how to exploit the moral effects of
capture, cultural implications, and the treatment given to
prisoners whe don't cnrrperate (solitary confinement).
According to the document, the Germans had a basic ground
rule: never damage the dignity of the prisoner of war as a
soldier.

It is worthwhile to note here that this document was
compiled by the Military Intelligence Division of the War
Department from Allied intelligence publications and from
interrogations of German General Staff officers throughout
the war. The German officers, some perhaps interrogated in
the times during and after the Nuremberg war crimes trials,
nay have gone to some lengths to prove thelr own innocence
of war crimes. The principles cited in the document are not
consistent with other, lcng-term German methods of treatment
of prisoners, notably Russian and Polish prisoners, many of
whom met thelr deaths at the hands of their captors.?

This document notes that German interrogation
techniques closely paralleled those of the Allies, perhaps
because the Germans exploited Allied documents cautioning
allied soldiers as to their expected behavior if captured.

Where differences existed, say the authors, 1t was because
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the Germans had intelligence organizations and staffs that
were less elaborate and had fewer personnel than did the
Allies.

This study makes clear German discontent with the
training of interrogators. In introductory remarks the
authors 1indicate that the interrogators were generally of
poor quality. Key problems included both the 1language
ability and the knowledge of military and cultural affairs
necessary to conduct interrogations well. Bear in mind that
the German Army's view of success in linguist matters may
well have been a more formal and objective view than the
contemporary U.S. Army, or perhaps than the U.S. Army today.

Another very valuable source s the U.S. Forces
Europe Interrogation Center report entitled, "The German G-2
Service 1in the Russian Campaiqgn,” also known as JIg Djenst
Qat (G-2 Service East] and as the Pirst Special
Intelligence Interrogation Report. This document provides
an examlination of the intelligence structure from the Army
High Command's intelligence staff (Fremde Heere 0QOst, or
Foreign Armies East), through army group, army, corps, and
Givision level. 1In addition to discuszing the G-2 duties at
ecach level, the report provides an insight into the use of
savery collection source (prisoners, photo reconnaissance,
signals intelligence, long-range reconnaissance, line
crossing operations, and documents) at each level, and of
the interplay between them. Thus from this document,

completed in July 1945, we see that the German Army
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practiced the art of all-source inte’ligence in the Russian
campalgn. ‘

The information provided about interrogation is
detailed and enlightening. The «report clearly shows
interrogation operations in context as part of the overall
lntolliqence system, interrelating with other sources of
information and providing a defense against deception.

One of the document's "sources" is Reinhard Gehlen,
former head of Fremde Heere Ost and later chief of West
Germany's Federal Intelligence Service. The reader should
be careful of Gehlen's assurance that the Army High Command
(and, to a great extent, the rest of the intelligence system
downward) was extremely successful in all of its operations
in divining Russian intentions. At the time this report was
in progress, Gehlen and some of his staff vere
(successfully) bartering their knowledge of the Soviet Union
with the United States. Gehlen's view of his own success
thus should remain somewhat suspect, but the things he says
are, in the main, reasonable. 1Indeed, they bear similarity
to accepted modern intelligence doctrine.

A Dbook entitled German Military Intelligence 1939-
1345 (University Publications of America, Inc., Frederick,
MD, 1984) includes the two studies, "The German G-2 Service
in the Russian Campaign” and "Gexrman Operational
Intelligence" in book form. The maps in this book are poor,

even worse than the photostat coplies in "The German G-2

Service in the Russian Campaign.” The maps are not
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essential for a clear understanding of the system, but do
serve to amplify thé discussion of map posting and the
cross—-checking ¢f intelligence information.

Another U.S8. Army Burope postwar study discusses the
collection of intelligence against the Red
Army. Generalmaior Rudolf Langhduser and others wrote,
"Studle dbexr die Reachaffung von Feindnachrichten  im
deutachen Heer wihrend des 2., Weltkrieges an der Ostfront
(Study on the Collection of Enemy Intelligence in the German
Army during the 8Second World WVar on the Eastern
Front]. This study provides an enlightening insight into
the working-day problems with intelligence
collection. Concerning interrogation, for example, the
study discusses the limitations of the operaticns, including
the 1lack of knowledge of the ordinary Russian ptiéonet
because of tight security precautions in the Red Army, where
maps received treatment as classified documents. This is an
important critical work, 1in which the German efforts toward
perfection of their 1intelligence system |is a clear
theme. This study, as the title implies, is in German.

Alfred Streim's Die  Behandlung __ Sowjetischerx
Kxiegsgefangenex _im "Fall RBarkarossa®™ (The Handling of
Soviet Prisoners of War in Operation Barbarossa) is a
detalled summary of German handling of Soviet PWs after the
German invasion of Russian in 1941. Written in German by a

war crimes lawyer, it provides an interesting backdrop to

research on the interrogation aand handling of Soviet
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PWs. The book provides the organization of the Germans for
prisoner of war activities and notes how this organization
changed during the war.

The book's main focus, however, is a summary of criminal
actiona taken by the Germans against Soviet Pws, taken from
historical records of the PW and concentration camps, the
Army, the PV administration, various police files, and
personal eyewitness accounts. This legal documentation of
P¥ handling provides compelling accounts of the mistreatment
of Soviet PWs by the Germans. According to this book,
5,163,381 Soviets were prisoners of war. Of those,
2,402,200 diled or were executed in German custody. Streim's
research into legal and historical files concludes that the
Germans executed at least 140,000 Soviet PWs.? This
represents only the number he could count; he has concluded
that the Germans killed moxe than that numberz.

Streim's work discusses the reasons for the murder of
prisoners, mainly focusing on Hitler's infamous "commissar
order." This order directed that captured Red Army
political commissars and functionaries be executed by the
German SD (gicherhsitsadienat or Security Service) or by
tzoops if the SD was not available when these persons were
captured. Hitler looked upon these persons as dangers which
might infect Germans or other prisoners, and considered them

not to be soldiers; therefore Germany was not bound to treat

them as PVWs.
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There are disputes over the number of Soviet PWs
that the Germans killed. Bailey, 1in Prisopners of War
(reviewed later ir this chapter), claims that the GCermans
killed 473,000 Soviet PWs.” This controversy aside, the
main point (s that one must consider German brutality
towarxd, and murder of, Soviet prisoners when measuring the
credibility of German postwar accounts of prisoner handling.

General Kurt von Tippelskirch produced a study
entitled, "Army High Command: Intelligence on Foreign Armies
and the Foreign Intelligence Service, 1938-1945" as a part
of the U.S. Army's project on the German Qherkommando des
Heeres (QKH) at the end of the war. This study discusses
German intelligence successes against the French, British,
Americans, and Russlians. It ccncerns the effect of signals
intelligence, interrogation of PW, document exploitation
(particularly of PFrench and U.S8. Army Post Office (APO)
numbers and the exploitation of foreign press), and the use
of agents. It contains a 1ist of different types of German
intelligence products, such as dalily or weekly reports, and
the usual frequency of their publication. This is a very
brief study, but provides general insights (one suspects
from memory; von Tippelskirch commanded the 21lst Army and
surrendered to the Allies |in May, 1945) on the

vulneratilities that the Germans found and exploited in the

allied nations.
David Foy's For You the War is Over: American

Rrisoners of War in Nazi Cermany, is a survey of experiences
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of the American PW. The book provides an overview of Qhe
interrogation process, and contains a good bibliography, as
well as locations of the prisoner of war camps. 1t does not
dwell on interrogation by the Germans in great detail, but
does discuss the German camps at Oberursel, Luckenwalde,
Limburg, and the Dietz Castle (note that this may be Diez,
as discussed in Kahn's Hitler's Spies).

The "German General Staff,"™ Volume XIl1i, £from the
U.8. Army EBurope Historical Studies series provides only a
brief discussion of interrogation. Specifically, the report
notes that in early interrogation efforts, dissemination of
the results was not timely. It also concludes that lower
echelons 61d not ask the right questions of PWs to suit the
needs of upper levels of command. In other wozds, the
Germans experienced a problem with intelligence requirements
for the interrogation early in the war.

The author, Generalmaior Rudolf Langhauser, claims to
have established a prisoner interrogation service for the
army, complete with interpreters and motozcycle messengers.
According to the author, this service provided timely ard
useful reports during the subsequent campaign in France.

David Kahn's Hitler's Spjes is an extremely detailed
book concerning German intelligence in World War II and its
origins prior to the war. The book covers every conceivable
intelligence topic, often in great detail. 1Its very rich

bibllography attests to the depth that Kahn researched his

topics. The book contains an entire chapter on
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interrogation. Kahn uses German unit records as sources, as
' well as more familiar ones, already discussed, from the
' postwar Historical Studies of U.S. Army BEurope and U.S.

Forces, European Theater. His work correlates other

sources.

Hitler's Spies is a good place to starxrt any research
on the German system, due to its thorough coverage of all
aspects, 1including doctrine and regulations, as well as :he
atmosphere surrounding the Army and other intelligence
gathering apparatus, such as the Abwelhr. Kahn's work places
other general works and studies in perspective with the
times and the wvar.

Other works cover Iinterrogatic- from a wider

T A W AERECET BBt D 8 S B 8 e ——— - =

perspective, sometimes on both sid nore than just
World VWar 11. Barker discusses . .Lan interrogations,
especially those accomplished at Oberursel by the Luftwaffe,
in Pxisonexs of War, mentioned under the heading of "General
Works Concerning Interrogation Operations.”

The U.S. National Archives Records of German Field
Commands is a rich source of microfilmed German documents
captured in World War II. Index Guides to these records
contain 1listings of the subject and date. One of the most
profitable sources for this study was the record of the V
Armeekorps Ic (V Army Corps G2] section from 7 February to
30 April 1942, a period covering the Soviet counteroffensive
west of Moscow. The microfilm series is T-314, roll 252,

found in Index Guide #55.
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Roll 252 includes a study on the Red Army airborne
divisions by V Army Corps, daily "G2" reports, and a myriad
of interrogation reports. These reports originate from V
Army Corps, its subordinate divisions (3d Motorized, 23d
Infantry, 5th Panzer, and 11th Panzer Divisions), and from
Dulag (Durchgangslager,or transit camp for PWs) 230 and
Rulag 124. Some regirant and battalion task force
(XKappfgruppe or Abachrnitt) interrogations are also in this
record. The files include a few zummaries from 4th Panzer
Army, of which V Azxmy Corps was a part. These are summaries
of important PW interrogations in reports to 4th Panzer Army
subordinates and to its next higher HQ, Heeresgruppe Mjitte
(Azmy Group Center). There are several Ahwehr interrogation
reports in this file as well, from Dulag 124.
National Archives micrcfilm series T-78 contains
tecords of the Qberkommando des Heeres/Fremde Heere QOst
(Army High Command/Foreign Armies East), the intelligence
| staff with responsibility for the Bastern Front. The index
- to the microfilm is in National Archives Index Guide #82 to
; the German reports. Following paragraphs present
information on several roils raviewed during this study.
Roll 548 <contains a list of Foreign Armies East
intelligence requirements sent to Army Groups, records of
one Soviet unit on KARDEX files (some of these reference

interrogations as sources of information), and documents

- W W ® w e~ e o~ -

from a Soviet courler plane exploited by the Germans.
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Roll 561 in the series contains (poor) copies of
teletype reports from units in the field, 1including PBgnzer
Armeecberkommande 1 (1lst Panzer Army) to Foreign Armies
Bast. These represent the summary reports passed from field
units to the Army High Command staff daily.
Roll 581 contains a collection of PW statements
concerning Soviet recruitment; repiacement, and <raining
during the period November %o December 1943. These reports
originated from different German army units fighting in the
Bast.
Roll 587 contains a memorandum written within Fremde
Heere 0Qgst in January 1945 suggesting methods to improve
intelligence training and perscnnel. The roll also contains
intelligence reports of all kinds which suggest Soviet
operational intent in different periods: November 1943;
March 1944; February 1944; and December 44 to February 1945.
Roll 674 contains a summary of all important reports,
including interrogation reports, press reports, diplomatic
reports, and agent reports, for the period October 1942 to
December 1944. This file represents the Fremde Heere Qst
statf's compilation of apparently important events or
indicators from different types of sources. Thisc is a very
interesting document for those who may wish to study the use
or analysis of different sources of information.

Roll 677 of this series contains several important

docume.is. First, it contains the course of study for the

G2 Training (lg-Lehzxrgang) conducted by Fremde Heere QOst in
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Posen (Poznan, Poland). It also includes the Mezkbilatt fur

Koxpa-_und Rivision-Ic (Pamphlet for Corps and Division
Ga2sl, dated 1 October 1943, that Fremde Heere Qst

published. Both of these concern interrogation, although

B
&

only in genecal detail.
General Works Concerning Intexzogaticr Qpexations

A.J. Barker devotes an entire chapte: to

SRS 2 L

A

interrogation in Prisoners of War. He discusses British

N interrogation techniques in World Waxr II  in  some
-: detail. Barker indicates that the Americans used similac
4 methods, but does not elaborate. The book also discusses
: German methods, and interrogation in other wars after World
E War i!. Barker's book is a survey of prisoner of war life
i acros. the spectrum from World War I to the present,
2% containing many personal PW accounts. This same bock bears
si the title Behind Barbed Wire in its British publication

version.
Howard Levie's Prisonexzs of Wax ipn Intexnatiopnal
Armed Conflict is a general legal study on the rights and

privileges of PWs accruing after the 1949 Geneva
Convention. As such, the work is too 1late for its
consideration of events taking place in World War II, buvt it

does point out that interrogation had not been prohibited

L R RXRRRSS . KANAAALL. - Ar

under the previous (1929) Coavention, nor under the 1349

v

version. Levie alludes to the maltreaiment of PWs occurring
under German and Japanese control. He says that war crimes

did occur due to illegal interrogation. In support of this
45
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he cites the trial of Killinger, commandant of the Dulag
Luft at Oberursel by the allies. Killinger was found guilty
and sentenced tc five years imprisonment. He does not

mention the Soviet treatment of German PWs. He notes
(agreeing 1in principle with David Kahn's Hitler's Spjes)
that capture provides the Lest time to interrcgate PWs due
to their shock and fear of the unknown, which of cocurse

includes their forthcoming treatment from the capturing

force.®

In Prisoner of War, Pat Reild and Maurice Michel
dispute the value of interrogation in a two-page treatment
of the subject. Reid formerly served as a major in the
British Arwy. He was a prisoner of war at Colditz Castle
from 1940 to 1942, but escaped to Switzerland. Reld and
Michel maintain that, while an interrogator can get
prisoners to talk, the information that they give may be of
no value (or at least, they hope it is no longer valuable,
vhich {in some ways makes |t acceptable £for them to
talk). The authors also point out that scldliers wear
insigaia which contributes, without their having spuken a
word, to their enemy’'s knowledge of forces opposite
them. (As we shall see, unit ldentification is one of the
more common results of interrogation.)

Personal Accounts cof Prisoners of War

In addition to the specific works cited, <there are

many books which concern prisoners of war ard thelr personal

experiences. These books are a part of many bhibllographies
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and card indexes on the subject of prisoners of war, but are
not always germane to the toplic of interrogation. The
bibliography includes 1in a separate section some of the
personal accounts of prisoners of war reviewed during this
study. Generally speaking, these books were useful in
understanding the conditions and environment of the prisoner
more than in providing information on interxogation.
¥orka Concerning AlzLand Battle Interzogation Opezations

U. 8. Army FPleld Manual (PM) 100-5, @Qparations, of
May, 1986 is the basic publication for AlirLand Battle
doctrine. This fleld manual provides the theoretical base
for ail other doctrine, force design, etc. It emphasizes
the conduct of operational warfare by campaigns. It
provides the framework for the conduct of conventional
militazy operations of coﬁbined arms, sister services, and
allies. 1Its doctrinal elements deserve consideration in the
analysis of any force structure or role which purport or
intend to support the Army's warfighting operations in
AirLand Battle.

FM  30-15, Iptelligence Interrxogation, September,
1978, (incorporating change two) provides the insights into
the interrogation processes prior to the £fizrst iteration of
AirLand Battle doctrxine in 1982. FM 30-15 discuuses the
organizaticn for interrogation under the Combat Electronic
Warfare and Intelligence (CEWl) concept at battalion,

brigade, division, and corps levels. It deoes not discuss

armored cavalry regiment or separate brigade support, nor
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the "echelons above corps," (principally because echelon
above c&zps doctrine was only emerging in the late
1970's).

This manual comblnes the organlization for
interrogation with techniques and examples. It does sc in
179 pages, a distinct change from the 30-page FM 30-15 of
1943. FM 34-52, Intelligence Interrggation will, when
published, supercede this 1978 manual.

Presuming that FM 34-52 (pending publication) will
generally follow the lines of its predecessor document, now
known as Field Circular (FC) 34-52, Intelligenge
Interrogation, then FM 30-15 of 1978 will be the last
interrogation manual discussing organizational level
interrogation as well as specific interrogation doctrine and
techniques. The. reason: later interrogation doctrinal
manuals do not in themselves discuss the Army's organization
for interrogation. This discussion occurs instead in £field
manuals on intelligence and electronic warfare operations at
specific echelons,.

Due to the planned supercession of FM 30-15 (1978),
the U,8., Army Intelligence Center and School published Field
Circular 34-116, lnterrogatlion QOperations, in September,
1985. This document acts as an update to FM 30-15 until
publication of FM 34-52.

Apparently FC 34-116, Interxogation Qperations,
influenced the design and content of the forthcoming FM 34-

52. This appears su because Fileld Circular 34-52,
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intelligence Interrogation, (the interim doctrine pending
publication of FM 34-52) is almost the same document.

Both documents provide a detailed treatment of tasks
associated with interrogation and document
exploitation. They both provide a general overview of how
interrogation operations £it into the command and control
environment, such as specifying command and control
relationships, coordination, and how the interrogation
process assists the intelligence staff in preparing and
updating the Intelligence Preparation of the Battlefield
(IPB) process.

PC 34-52, JlIntelligence Interrogation, provides more
recent information on strategic debriefing and Joint
interrogation operations, however. Both documents are very
comprehensive. Their contents provide a valuable guide to
individual and collective training in interrogation units.

The organization of Army resources for interrogation
receives treatment in Field Manual (FM) 34-1, Intelligenge
and __Electzonic Warfare Qpexations, August, 1984. This
manual provides a detailed discussion of the entire
intelligence system designed to support the AlrLand
Battle. FM 34-1, in a departure from earlier doctzine such
as FM 30-15, discusses interrogation support to the armored
cavalry regiment, separate brigade, and the echelons above
corps. The manual 1includes a table which shows how the
intelligence assets at virtually every level above battalion

provide support to lower ecehelons.
49




R

-»

Specific £fleld manuals discuss specific echelons'
intelligence and electronic warfare functions and
organization. Field Manual (FM) 34-80, Brigade and
Battalion Intelliqence dand Electronic Warfare Operations,
November, 1985, provides information on interrogation at
battalion level (as an exception rather than as a rule), and
at brigade. Field Manual 34-10, Rivision Intelligence
and Electronic Warfare Operations, provides a discussion of
the interrogation organization at division.

FM  34-20, Military Intelligence Group  (Combat
Electronic Warfare and Intelligence) (CEWI) (Corps), May,
1983, provides only the most brief discussion of the
interrogation company i{n the corps group's Tactical
Bxplcitation Battalion. Since publication of the manual,
the Military Intelligence (MI) group at corps has become a
brigade, and the Interrogation company has been consolidated
with the Counterintelligence company 4in the Tactical
Bxploitation Battaljon. A rteduction in interrogator
strength occurred in this process.

Field Circulaxr (FC) 34-37, Echelons Above Corps
intelligence and Electzonic Warfare Qpexationg, discusses in
general how the echelon above corps (EAC) system
operates., Specifics appear in Field Cilrcular (FC) 34-124,
Milit Intelli Battalj Lot ti 3
Exploitation (EAC), November, 1985. The battalion conducts
interrogation, document exploitation, and technical
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intelligence functions. This document discusses
battalion's organization and doctrinal support to cozps

joint and allied efforts.
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CHAPTER 2 ENDNOTES

*Paul Carell and Guentezr Boedekker, DRie Gefangenen,
(1980): 249.

3By various accounts, the Germans executed at least
140,000 3oviet PWs, and maybe as many as 473,000. Of the
more than 5 million Soviet PWs in German custody, 2.4
million Sovieta died or were executed while in custody. The
following notes (#3 on Streim and #4 on Balley) provide the
references to these statements.

>Alfred Streim, Dis Behandlung Sowietischer Kriegs-
gefangsnex im "Fall Barbarossa.” (1981): 244.

“Ronald H. Balley, Prisoners of Warx, (1981): 14.

®Howard S.Levie, Pxisoners of War in Internatiopal Armed
conflict, (1978): 109.




CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY

This chapter describes the methodology employed in
examining the interrogation process. Major elements of the
methodology are the literatuze search, definitions,
comparison of the World wWar II U.8. and German operations,
examination of interrogation reports, and comparison of
historical 1lessons to current AlirLand Battle interrogation
doctrine.

Literature Search

The 1literature search for the historical aspect of
the study focused upon the doctrine and employment of that
doctrine for the World War I1 U.S. and German armies,
principally in the BEuropean and Ruasian theaters of war,
respectively. It 1included a general research effort to
understand the overall intelligence system of both armies
during the war, 1In order to see how interrogation f£it 1into
those systems. It alsc included research to £ind the
records of interrogation operations of one or more divisions
and their associated corps. The specific units researched
appear on the worksheet for examination of reports,
discussed below.

Literature search on the German army enabled the
author to discover records of the assocliated army, army

group, and high command intelligence staff for the same

period. The author made an assumption in identifying the
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interrogation reports of the German V Army Corps; Chapter 5,
Analysis of World War 1II Interrogation, discusses this
assumption under the V Army Corps section.

The AlrLand Battle literature search confines itself
to published doctrine concerning intelligence operations
overall, and specifically to interzogation
operations. Information on current practice, such as
authorized interrogators 1in military intelligence units,
represent present day figures; these of course are subject
to change.

Refinitions

Chapter One included several definitions. For the
purpose of the methodology, other aspects of the study also
require definition.

The Interrogation System

The intelligence system of an army is complex. 1In
order that there be no misunderstanding, this study 1limits
itself to a specific system of interrogation, defined here:

The interrogation system: A system employing
questioners to elicit and obtain historical, current, anc
predictive information (defined below) from prisoners of war
and civilians (noncombatant and other) in an area of combat
operations, in oxder to determine enemy 1identification,
location, strength, and capabilities or intentions. This
system spans tactical, operxational, and strategic

levels. The system examined in this study stretches from

actions at point of capture to the provision of information
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to a potential user, e.g., a G2 or G3, but does not Jjudge

the G2 or G3 in the use of the information. The study will

discuss the relative timeliness of the 1n£oxma£10n by

examining the historical, current, or predictive nature of

the interrogations, as well as the provision of information

to higher or lower headquarters for potential use.
Timeliness

For the purpose of this study, timeliness requires
definition. There are three tineliness categories:
historical, current, and predictive. Definitions of these
categories follow.

"Historical" information is the category for events
that occurred mozevthan twenty-fouz.houzs earlier than the
time or date of 1ntegzogatlon. As an example, a soldier
interrogated three days after capture would provide almost
solely historical information, unless he knew of information
or intentions concerning the future.

"Current" {information is the category £for events
that occurred within the last twenty-four hours (relative to
the time and date of interrogation). Examples are
information on strength, 1locations, and present missions of
enemy units.

"Predictive"” information 1in this study refers to
events that will occur in the next 24 hours (or more},
({relative to the time and date of Iinterrogation.) An

example is an intent to attack.
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comparison of World War II Cperations

In analyzing World Wwar II uU.S. and German
interrogation operations it will be useful to compare:

a. What the U.S. and Germans did alike in World
var I1;

b. What they did differently due to some specific
situation;

c. VWhe: they determined to Dbe their own
strengths and shortcomings;

d. Interrogation reports, or summaries thereof,
to determine information targetted, results achieved, and
the relative timeliness of the interrogation.

By .analyzing the ldoct:ine, practice, and some
samples of actual xeports, the study forms a basis of
historical 1lessons. These historical lessons are in turn
the basis for comparing historical operations with present-
day doctrine. 1In this analysis, the German experience |is
valuable because the Germans interrogated Soviet prisoners
of war, a possibility for future U.S. AirLand Battle

operations.
The comparison cf doctrine and organization for

interxogation at different echelons determines the
interxogation focus of each echelon and the relative
importance of interrogation to each army. 1In order to

venture beyond the doctrine, this study will examine samples

of actual interrogation reports.
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Examination of interrogatjion Reports

The examination of individual) reports, or summaries
thereof, provides the actual practic. in the field, rather
than Just the doctrine promulgated in contemporary
regulations or provided in postwar treatments of the
subject. The <results of the examination tell us that
interrogation at certain levels provided the capturing army
certain results, targetted certain types of information, and
provided it as past, present, or future information.

The purpose of the examination 1s to sample the
product of interrogation at different organization
levels. The examination provided the type of information
produced by interrogation, and the "relative time" of that
information. The discussion of the method employed will
clarify tbase factors cof type of information and "relative
time."

Method of Examination

The author examined eight samples of interrogation
reports. For seven of them the author used a form designed
for the purpose. The form did not accomodate one sample of
reports, those by the U.S. Military Intelligence Se.vice
Mobile Field Interrogation Unit No.l. The latter sample
underwent a more subjective examination, which is explained
in Chaptezr 5 but which is very similar to the process
explained here.

The accompanying £figure (Figure 1) shows a sheet

developed for examining interrogation reports. Since the
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German records are on microfilm, the form contains a
reference to the microfilm series, roll, and frame at the
very top. The next information at the top of the report is
a list of the interrogating units selected £for sampling in
this study, £for checking off when examining reports. A
brief review of the interrogating units is in order in light
of the abbreviations not familiar to the reader.
German units 1listed are:
a. The S5th Panzer (armored) Division.
b. The 3d Infantry Division (Motorized).

c. The V Mmeekorps (V Army Corps).
d. DULAG 230 (The transient PW camp, or

Rurchgangslager, probably operated by 4th Panzer Army).

Aperican units listed are:

a. 415th Infantry Regiment.

b. 8th Infantry Division.

c. VII Corps.

d. MFIU (Mobile Field Interrogation Unit
operated by the Field Interrogation Detachment of the
Military Intelligence Seivice, ETO),

Following 1interrogating unit listings, there is a
place for recczxding the name and unit of the prisoner, and
date of interrogation report.

The matrix on the form provides a list of
interrogation subjects and the echelons to which the
subjects refer. The left hand side comprises some likely

interrogation subjects concerning the unit, 1its 1location,
58
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strength, and mission. §Spaces left on the form allow the
addition of othexr topics encountered. Across the top, from
platoon to army, are the echelons potentially discussed in
the interrogation report, with a final column, "Otherx," to
address irformation that is not specific to an echelon, or
information that does not £it into echelon categories.

The author examined interrxogation reports and
summaries of i{nterrogation reports (found in periodic
intelligence reports and order of battle notes) where
original reports were not available. Most of the reports
did not reference only one prisonerxr, but often grouped
prisoners by unit. Because of this, the author applied some
discretion 1in the examination of interrogation reports or
summaries. Where possible, an examination form was
completed on each report. Where the report contained
informa. on on prisoners from more than one large unit
(usually of brigade, regiment, or division size), a separate
form was completed concerning each unit, group of prisoners,
and date on the report. 1In the case of German interrogation
reports, the author completed some forms on separate
airburne LEtattalions of brigade-sized units opposing the
German V Army Corps, as these units operated in 1isolation
behind the German lines.

Report examination included identification data, as
discussed, an examination of the type of information given

by the prisoner (by subject and by echelon, as explajned),
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as well as an 2xamination of the "relatlve :ime“ of the
information provided.

In order to determine the "relative time™ of the
information 1in this study, the author first compares the
time of {interrogation to the time of capture (this is
sometimes unknown to the reader of the report). With ¢this
information, the author then determines whether the
information resulting from an interrogation was historical,
current, or predictive information, in relation to the time
of the interrogation.

Accordingly, during the examination the author
marked each information item given in the appropriate row
and column (type of information and respective echelon), and
marked the form with an "H" for historical data, a "C" for
current data, or a "P" for predictive data. During the
examinaticn, a new category, "Unknown," designated by a "U"
on the form, was added. This category accounted for
questions obviously asked by interrogators to which the
prisoner replied that he did not know the information. This
occurred inftequently. The significance of unknown
information was that it was a concern of the interrogating
echelon, 1i.e., an intelligence requirement about use of gas
varfare, 1location of mineflelds, or similar information.

Subjective decisions played an important role in
determining timeliness factors in reports sampled. Because

all interrogation reports sampled did not provide the

definitive time of capture or of interrngation, the author
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made subjective decisions about the t;mellness factor where
necessary. As an example, an interrogation report may not
have stated the Jdate of capture, but may have contained
information on the strength of a unit. 1In this case, the
antipor marked the item as "current." In this regard, all
unit numerical designations were "current" unless the report
stipulated that the unit had undergone redesignation ox
reorganization in the past.
Analysis

Once all the reports for each unit had undergone
examination, the author tallied the results on one form for
each division, regiment, orxr other echelon examined, adding
those types of infcrmation that did not fit in established
categories on the 1left side of the form. The summary
contained the frequency of information by type, by echelon,
and by relative time. Fo:r example, the summary indicated
how many times a regimental level unit identification or the
personnel strength of a battalion level unit occurred in the
sample of interrogation reports or summari!es examined, and
how many times the information given was either current,
historical, or predictive.

The next step 1involved ranking the types of
infcrmation by frequency of occurrence, noting 1in which
echelon(s) the bulk of the information fell. The averaging
of the number of historical, current, and predictive entries

provided a percentage of historical, current, and predictive
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information about the sample. With these steps done, the
author developed conclusions from the sample.

The conclusions concern the types of information
predominant and most frequently produced in the sample, the
target echelons concerned, and the relative
timeliness. Otherx types of conclusions concerned
intelligence requirements evident §{n the sample, and
conclusions based upon the tactical or strategic situation.

Results of Report Examlnation

The study sampled reports from a U.S. regiment,
divisions and corps of both armies, a German field army PV
camp, and a U.3. theater level Jinterrogation unit. The
results of the examination show how alike or how different
U.S. and German interrogation operations were at division
and coiL)s level. These differences or similarities include:

a. The types of information gathered,
and the predominant target echelon;

b. The "relative time" focus by each army:
i.e., how much of the interrogation-derived information was
historical, current, or predictive as defined above.

c. The frequency of results by type and
echelon; 1i.e., what a collection manager could expect by
using interrogation at different 1levels to colle~t
information.

Conclusions of the Historical-Based Comparison

The comparison of doctrine and practice, taken with

the results of examining original interrogation reports and
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summaries, provides a picture of similarities, differences,
strengths, shortcomings, and expectations of the product of
intezrogation.,

Prior to comparing these conclusions to the doctrine
for interrogation operations under AirLand Battle, the study
considered factors that were unigue to Woxrld War II.

comparxison of Hiscorjical and Modexn Operxation<s

Given the historical basis for interrogation
organization and operations in World War I1I, this study then
compares the results with those of AirLand Battle
doctrine. In order to do so, the study examines those
things which may have changed since World War II.

This first satep delineates the implications of
AlrLand Battle doctrine which may affect Interrogation
operations in a mid-intensity environment. Examples are
increased mobility of all forces, improved communications
egquipment, increased threats, etc. These implications may
colar the comparison.

Next, the study compares AirLand Battle doctrine to
the historical lessons, seeking the similarities and
differences. For instance, if there are World War 1I1I
lessons which curzent doctrine ignores or discounts, and
vhich appear wunaffected by the implicatioas of AirLand
Battle, then a problem may exist. In another instance, it
modern doctrine contradicts the common experience o¢f World

war 1II, then it appears, unless so explained, that the
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a. Vallidation of current doctrine where such

doctrine has no basis in historical experience, at least

from World War 1II.

The results of this comparison include: _
doctrine agrees with historical lescons.

¥

oy
-

b. 1Indications that historical lessons underwent
adaptation 1in order to meet the modern doctrine. This may
be due to either World WVWar Il-unique factors or new
implications, such as of those of the AirLand Battleflield,
or experience in the Korean or Vietnam Wars.

c¢. Determination of problem areas where doctrine

disagrees with the historical lessons with no apparent

reason.
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CHAPTER 4
U.S. AND GERMAN ARMY WORLD WAR Il INTERROGATION

This chapter describes in detail the interrogation
operations of the German Army and the U.S. Army in World War
I1. In this chapter we see the changes in interrogation
doctrine on both sides during the war, which moved the focus
of the effort toward the frontlines. We also see the
organization for interrogation reaching from frontline units
(usually at regiment) back to theater headquarters and
beyond. On both sides there is involvement of, and support
to, sister services and governmental agencies at higher
levels.

German World War II Interxogation Qperationg

An adequate discussion of the German interrogations
operations calls for a description of doctrine and actions
taken at each level within the chain stretching £from the
point of capture to the highest authority concerned with
interrogation in the Army. 1In sc¢ doing it is appropriate to
examine the interrogation structure at each level.

German Doctrine for Interrogation

German army interrogation doctrine as prescribed by
the 1941 army regulation (Heeresdienstvorschrlft) 69 1is
brief, less than one page of the pocketbook-sized text. The
doctrine provides that all troop units and the division
headquarters may interrogate a prisoner only briefly

concerning the immediate situation, and then send the
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prisoner to the corps or army collection point as quickly as
possible. At the collection point, officers and
interpreters sent forward by the _army Ic (G2) would
accomplish the interrogation. 1In the case of a great number
of prisoners, units should select some prisoners and send
them to the rear expediently on returning empty
vehicles. The regulation also suggests that the questioning
of inhabitants of an area is occasionally of worth.

Corps interrogations were likewise to be  brief,
concerning only the corps situvation. Definitive
interrogation, wusing an officer and interpreter, was the
province of the army. At the Durchgangslager, abbreviated
Rulag, meaning transient camp (run either by the army or by
the Quartermaster in the rear), there was a supplemental
interrogation.?

Changes to Structure

This interrocation structure changed during the war,
notably "about November 1941" for several reasons. Flirst
was the change from more dynamic war to static or positional
war in the Soviet Union. Second was the delay in reporting
results of interrogations to higher levels, as experienced
in Poland. Additionally, as David Kahn says,

During the war, the Germans learned and relearned
the value of promptness in 1interrogation, and as
more interpreters became avallable, 1interrogation
expanded downward, closer to the battlefield."2

German sources of information, predominantly

historical studies completed after the war by German
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officers, discuss mostly the experience with Soviet
prisoners of war. This is perhaps because German handling
of Soviets was of greater interest to Americans when these
Germans prepared studies at American directlon. Perhaps the
Americans also considered that the Germans would not write
objectively about the handling of American prisoners.
Regardless of the reason, the interrogation of Soviet
prisoners by the Germans is of interest here in any case.

German writing (including that translated into
English) on these topics seems to use the term "interpreter"
(In German Dglmetscher) instead of "intexrogator,"™ but the
texts suqgest that interrogating prisoners was a function of
the "interpreter." One source 1indicates that the best.
interpreters interrogated prisoners, but also exploited
captured documents This study uses the word "interpreter”
as the Germans did.?

From Point of Capture Tihrough Regimental Level

Upon capture the Germans took a prisoner of war to
company level. There the capturing unit reviewed all c¢f the
prisoner's documents (theoretically, at least), such as his
"paybook, passes, papers, and map." (Note that the Soviets
considered maps classified documents). From these
documents, and perhaps some questions, the company
determined the prisoner's unit, and reported it to

battalion.*

An example illustrates thls procedure. A German

unit, possibly the 1lith Panzer Division, captured then-First
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Lieutenant Clayton G. Metcalf of the 137th Infantry
Regiment, 35¢th ;nfant:y Divislion, on 13 September
1944. Metcalf noted 1in his book that the German platoon
leader or company commander interrogated him briefly in
broken English. Metcalf also notes that the "next higher
unit®, which had a staff, also interrogated him. Though he
did not know the size of the unit, it could have been a
battalion or regiment.®

At battalion the prisoner, accompanied by all of his
documents, underwent a quick interrogation if possible. The
battalion kept no written record of this
interrogation. Battlions had interest in, and interrogated
on, subjects such as opposing company sectors, strength,
gquards, locations of company througii regimental command
posts, posltioﬁs of artillery, machine guns and antitank
weapons, wire and minefiesld obstacles, the presence of
armox, and the activities of the last day, {f a lingquist was
available.

Postwar accounts conflict on the fact of a 1linguist
at battalion level. One source claims that one 1interpreter
(generally of poor gquality) was present at
battalion. Further, after November, 194) the Germans,
through training, attempted to provide a better gqualified
interpreter at battalion level. They never fully achieved
this goal.*®

At the regimental level, the Germans interrogated

the prisoner in a manner similar to that at battalion level,
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but focusing on information of interest to the
regiment. There was an interpreter at regiment, as well as
a "special mission staff officer," who guided the
intexpreter in conducting interrogations. Regiments did not
have Ic (or "s2") staff officers.”

After November 1941, German Army High Command
directives required an "intermediate interrogation" at the
regiment. This change occurred due to the change to
"position war fare," and probably £from the intent to
capitalize on the promptness of interrogation (as noted) and
the shock of capture. Ninety-seven to ninety-eight percent
of Russian prisoners talked. This may have been due to the
shock of capture. 1In order to provide prompt reporting, the
Germans wused telephonic reports and motorcycle-equipped
1ntetp£eters who interrogated at regiment and personally
informed the division Ic (G2) of thelr results, receiving
"division experiences™ (presumably both in the tactlical
situation and in interrogation, but not better defined) in
return.*®

In a study written after the war, German staff
officers make a distinction in terminology between the more
simple interrogation at battalion and regimental levels, and
the more thorough Interrogation done at division and
above. These officers term the interrogation at battalion
and regimental levels as Befragung, and that at division and
above as Yernehmung. Both words have the meaning of

interrogation, but Vernehmung (division and higher) has an
70




additional meaning of examination, ccnnoting more detailed

quesiioning than does Befrajung (battalion and regiment).?®

Division and Higher Level Interrogation
The davision, the lowest echelon with a specialized
intelligence statf officer and a small stafi including one
or two interpreters, was the scene of the first systematic
interrogation oc¢f a prisoner. 1In contrast to the 1341

regulation cited above, the Germans apparently did not

always limit themselves to the guick, immediate battlefield-
oriented interrogation. One postwar study caid that the

division interrogation could provide & "picture of the enemy

. A ——— e >

not only on the Division and Corps Front, but also far to
the rear"™ given a "capable G2 and a capable interpreter."

At division 1level, the Ic (G2) bimself, or his
assistant (designated as the Q;ggnﬁnnjgzﬁxzign 3, or "o3"),
or the interpreters themselves interzrogated PWs. Unless
there were many PWs, each received a thorouqh interrogation,
one at a time, in a room at divisicn headquarters.2®

Division interzogations focused on order of battle,
using simple prose formats until early 1942, when the Army
High Command published detailed interxrogation forns,
including some questionaires printed in German and Russian
for use on the Eastern Front. Typical questions (and
answers) included unit identification, 1locaticn of command
posts, mission, strength, personnel losses, morale, number

and types of heavy weapons (machineguns through artillery),
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minefields and other obstacles, gas warfare intentions, and
routes used by units to come to the front.**

After the summer of 1942, with changes emphasizing
battalion and regimental interrogation, the Army High
Command (QKH) intelligence staff section known as FEremde
Heere Qst {Foreign Armies East], took a more active role in
periodically assigning interxogation intelligence
requirements to lower command levels. These requirements
were in the form of Qquestionaires. These Qquestionnaires
extended beyond frontline combat and rear areas, and sought
information on home life, induction, training, and combat
activity. These requirements reflected gaps in Army High
Command knowledge based on collection from othexr sources as
well as interrogation. Other offices outside the army, such
as the government Economics br Scientific Offices, also sent
along requirements c¢ritical to their own studies of the
Soviet Union.22

The German Army's handling of PWs of course affect:d
their 1interrogation. Interrogators had to be where the
prisoners were kept, or else made arrangements to conduct
prisoners to headquarters, such as at regiment or division
levels (or higher). At these headquarters, the intelligence
staff officer or one of his ass.stants could interrogate
using an interpreter. There was no intelligence staff
officer at regiment; instead the commander may have assigned

a staff offlicer the duty of interrogating prisoners.
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From division collecting points (Sammelstelle), PWs
went to the Durchgangslagexr or Dulag, the army transient

camp, bypassing the corps. Only important prisoners (staff
officers, higher-ranking officers, speciallists) went through
the corps, for the purpose of interrogation. After the
Pulaqg interrogation the prisoner went on to a permanent camp
called a Stammlager, abbreviated Stalag.*?

As a result of these procedures corps Iinterrogation
was the exception, not the rule. Division sent a copy of
all interrogation reports to the corps, as well as to arny,
army group, and Fremde Heerxe Ost, and provided two periodic
reports to Corps daily, e.g., at 0530 and 1600
hours. Purther, the division immediately passed along
important information, such as the identification of new
units or changes in enemy tactics, via telephone.**

Types of prisoners that corps interrogated included
higher-ranking officers, courler officers from unit staffs,
officers reduced to the ranks for some offense, men from
industry sent to the army due to some offense or "a change
"of status,"” and members of the NKVD (Soviet secret
police). These ptisonérs stopped at corps only briefly en
route to army, army group, and Fremde Heere Ost, with their
documents.*®

The field army had a larger intelligence staff than
the corps, 1including a supsection of the Ic (G2) which was
responsible for interrogation and production of

interrogation reports. At army, the Ic himself frequently
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‘ interrogated special cases such as general officers, general

staff officers, or officers from higher staff with

documents, and often called in specialists from other staffs
when specialist prisoners were avallable.-¢

Normally there were two to four interpreters at the
army level. These interrogators usually worked at the
Dulag.*’

According to one source, reliability of
interrogation at field army was about 30 percent, compared
to some 80 percent at division. This difference was due to
both the availability of better linguists as interprecters,
as well as the more detailed information that the army could
bring to bear in questioring prisoners. While not mentioned
in the postwar analysis, the fleld army probably had more
time to interrogate PW, whizch would have tended to raise the
reliability of intezrogation.**®

On the other hand, the shock of capture had probably

passed by the time the PW arrived at the Dulgg. The
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prisoner by this tiwe realized that the Germans were not

Al

going to kill him. The prisoner therefore may not have had
the same motivation (tnat is, to save his life by responding
to questiconing) as when confronted with that prospect soon
after capture. As a result, the ¢V may have had sound

motivation to %ell the truth.
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At the next higher echelon, the army grcup, there
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was 1little 1interrogatlion, except for those prisoners ot

speclal Importance, described above. Here also other
74
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offices such as the Field Economics office, the SS
(Schutzataffel), or alr force, artillery, or armor
speclalists often took part in interrogations of
speclallists. The army group received dally teletype
excerpts of interrogations from army. The real task of the
army group as concerns interrogation was the evaluation of
prisoner lnterrocgatioi. reports. The army group intelligence
staff compared the results of Iinterrogation (and other
collection sources) to extensive ¢£lles kent on enemy
units. This process helped to deteimine enemy operational
level intentions and tc counter Soviet deception.*?

At Army Hich Command level, Eremde Heere Qst
recelved interrogation reports from lower levels (including
those from dlvision) and interrogated important prisoners in
its own canp. Group 1111 of Fremde Heere DJat was the
"interprete:r group," which, among other duties, ran an
interrogat!on center. This camp was at Schloss Boyen
{Castle B8Boyen] near Lotzen, East Prussia (now knuwn as

Glzycko, Poland), and near Hitler's bheadquarters at

Rastenburg, East Prusasia., The camnp later moved to

Luckenwalde, near Berlin. As an indication of the center's
size and activity, 1in December 1944, the 8 German and 19
Russian interpreters conducted 63 interrogations.?®

Or.e author characterizes the strengths of Foreign

Armies East thus:

An artful system of evaluatlon of captured
materlel and interrogation of prisoners of
war...{there was] no wunit, general, weapon that
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didn't come to the knowledge of (Forelign Armies East
Chiefl Gehlen's people.,.every soviet general, every
Red Army commander from brigade commander upwards,

every general staff chief from corps level was in
card files.32*

Fremde Heere Ost also had its intelligence failures,
to lnclude the Soviet Stalingrad offensive, the quick Soviet
offensive after Kursk in the summer of 1943, and the fallure
to detect the Soviet offensive against Army Group Center {n
the summer of 1944.22

In addition to the structure described, there is
mention of interrogation teams that travelled to frontline
areas where many prisoners were 1likely to appear. Wwhile
there Is evidence o0f such teams on the western front, e.gq.,
*Koepmanda Fritz,"” there is no specific mention of thelr use
againast the Soviets.??

In summary, German Arxmy tactlical interrogation
doctrine changed during the war, extending the effort towara
the frontlines. This change emphasized regimental and,
whece pogssible, Dbhattalion level interrogatlon, 1in addition
to the the first systematic interrogation at
division. Corps 1nter:ogated'only selected prisoners, as
did the fleld army. Army group intelligence staffs analyzed
interrogation information, and conducted some
interrogation. The army grcup was the first level where
direct German Air Force, §S, and governmental office
participation occurred in the interrogation process. The

Army High Command level conducied strategic interrogations

in support of army and governmenta)l offices. There was no
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specific mention of combined interrogation operations with
any Axis allles,.
U.S. Army Woxld Wax Il Interrogation Qperations

The discussion of U.S. interrogation operations will
include a section on doctrine, based on two field manuals
(and a change to one) used during the war, and then a
discussion of the actual practice.

U.8. Army Doctrine for Interrogation

Field Manual (FM) 30-15 contained the doctrine for
interrogation operations. During World War II, there were
two versions of FM 30-15, one dated 22 July 1940, the othar
dated 7 December 1943, and "Change No. 1" dated 15 July
1944,

Generally speaking, the effects of the doctrine
changes were to push interrogation down toward the
battlefield from division to regimental 1level. The 1940
version of FM 30-15 focused interrogation at the division
level, while allowing for "brlef examination" at regimental
and battalion levels. In the 1943 version, the effort
expands more on the regimental level, and notes that an
interrogation team (emphasis added) rather than Just an
"enlisted interpreter” (as 1in the 1940 version) is
appropriate at infantry regiment, (as well as at division
and higher headguarters.) The 1943 version also allows for
the assignment of such interrogation teams at battalion
level., These actions, taken in combination, appear to

decentralize interrogation assets to lower echelons.?*
11
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The essence of the doctrine was that {interrogation
(or "examination" as contemporary doctrine described 1it)
occurred in two phases: one tactical and one strategic
phase. The tactical phase extended from battalion to corps
levels., The strategic phase occurred at field army or
higher 1levels. Each echelon of command was tc examine PWs
only on subjects of immediate interest to the command
concerned, The reasons for this were to expedite PWs to the
rear and to simplify interrogation at each echelon.

In 1943, specific mention of the focus of phase one
{or tactical) interrogation at regimental headquarters
represents a change from earlier doctrine. Further,
dbctzine stipulated that battalions could examine prisoners
only if 1interrogation teams were present. Otherwise,
battalions could only examine prisconers in an emergency, and
then only if "unit intelligence personnel"™ did so. This
doctrine also provided that interrogation teams at division,
corps, or army could go forward to lower levels in order to
expedite information.2?®

These changes have two possible and complementary
meanings. Flrst, the changes represent a trend toward
interrogation turther forward. While the reasons for this
are not explicit in the manual, 1t is reasonabe to assume
that the changes have to do with increasing promptness of
information by early access to the prisoner, and timely

exploitation of the shock of capture in persuading a

priscn=r to talk. Second, the changes imply that by 1943
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the Army had determined that the interrogation process was
relatively complex and specialized to the extent that only
properly trained persons should perform {it. While the
manual does not say so, a reasonable assumption 1s that
wvartime experience influenced the changes made.

First phase interrogation focused at regiment and
division level for information important to each. The corps
also needed information but did not examine every prisoner,
however. Instead, the corps relied on two means of securing
interrogation information to meet its own interests. First,
the corps could direct interrogation of prisoner of war
teams at division to send PWs of Iinterest to corps
(presumably the corps would set certaln qualifications) ¢to
the corps PW cage. Second, the corps could send
interrogators to division collection points to examine
prisoners there.2®

The second phase encompassed {interrogation of a
strategic or general nature on military or economic
subjects. Second phase interrogation occurred wusually at
field army or theater headquarters, or the "Central PW
Inclosure, " (sic) (which could be either at army or theater
level).?”

The field army PW Enclosure {sic] was the 1location
of the "final examination" of prison2rs in the Army's
area. Doctrinally, the field army PW Enclosure received

prisoners directly from the division collection points or

corps enclosures,. 2@
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At theater level, the Central PW Enclosure (sicl
conducted the "final examination" in the theater. As at the
Army enclosure, the theater enclosure examination focused on
the "general organization of enemy forces, not tactical
organization” including such things as "projected
operations...essentlial information...land) conditions in the
hostile army or country."?2®

From Point of Capture through Regimental Level

Given the doctrine discussed above, the reality of
interxogation operations was, in practice, somewhat
different. A capturing unit would often ask a prisoner a
few questions, if the unit had a foreign language speaking
soldier, or if the prisoner spoke English. Typical
questions 1included wunit ldentiflcation, and 1location of
front lines and machine guns.?2?°

Battalions often quizzed a prisoner, and sometimes
even had an interrogation team, perhaps two lieutenants and
four enlisted men or noncommissioned officers, which came
down from regiment. Questions to prisoners usually
concerned the immediate tactical situation.??*

At regiment, where later in the war there were
interrogation teams, a more lengthy interrogation
ensued. The interrogation team at full strength consisted
of two officers and four enlisted or noncommissioned officer
members. As noted, interrogators examined prisoners on

information of immediate tactical value to the regiment,
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such as crew-served weapons locations, reserves, minefields
and other obstacles, etc.2?
Division and Higher Level Interrogation

Doctrinally the basis of assignment of interrogation
teams was one per division. The team consisted usually of
two officer interrogators (captain and lieutenant), a master
sergeant interrogator, a staff sergeant document analyst,
one enlisted clerk and one driver. 1In practice, divisions
usually had two such teams.??

The Interrogation of Prisoner of War (IPW) teams
belonged to the Military 1Intelligence Service (MIS)
headquarters in the European Theater of Operations, and were

only attachments to the divisions or corps, etc. The MIS

.also attached Military Intelligence Interpreter (MII) teams

to divisions on the basis of one six-man team per
division. While the MII teams did not interrogate prisoners
per se, they were able to assist with and perform other
language dutles, including {interrogation and document
exploitation of civilian sources. This at least took the
burden of some language duties away from the IPW teams.?*

In practice there were coften three six-man IPW teams
at each corps. A corps also received twoc six-man MII
teams. Corps focused 1its interrogation reqguirements on
prisoners Jjudged important or knowledgeable 1in completing
the "first phase" interrogations. 12th Army Group's corps

found it necessary to frequently brief the IPW team; usually
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the corps G2 brlefed an I1PW team member daily on the current
situation and essential intelligence requirements.?®

't the next higher echelon, the field army, there

vere four six-man IPW teams and three MII
teams. Doctrinally, the army level teams conducted the
second phase, or strategic, interrogation.?*®

There were no IPW teams at the Army Group level. MIS

attached twc six-man MII teams to each Army Gzroup. 12th
Army Group did use intelligence from PW interrogation in
developing intelligence summaries.?”

Military Intelligence Service

At theater level, the Military Intelligence Service
(MiS) performed operational and command functions for U.S.
interrogation (and other) intelligence units in
theater. MIS was subordinate to the European Theater of
Operations (ETO). The Assistant Chief of Staff, G2, ETO,
sypervised its operations. MIS also operated several
interrogation units aside from IPW and MII teams assigned to
field army and lower levels.?*

One MIS interrogation unit, the Field Interrogation
Detachment, included Mobile Field Interrogation Units and a
Documents Section. The mobile units apparently located at
PW enclosures or collecting polints to get strategic
information quickly by their forward positioning.?®

The MIS 6824th Detailed Interrogation Center
operated in France and focused on strategic

intelligence. Examples of subjects csvered include
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technical, economic, transportatiocn, industrlal, political,
and medical intelligence, as well as the enemy country's
high command, organization for esplonage and
counterespionage, dlssldents,. and policy on and operxations
in occupied countzries. Based on the subject matter and high
degree of interest in this center, technical and other
speclalists provided interzogators with intelligence
regulirements, ¢°
Combined Interrogation Operations

In addition to U.S.-only operations, the U.S. and
British operated the Combined Services Detailed
Interrogation Center (CSDIC) in Wilton Park, England. CSDIC
vas subordinate to Allled Forces Headqguarters. 1Its American
Section, in addition to strategic and technical
interzogation of important or speclalist PW, also screened
PY with "long term" strategic or technical information and
processed such PW directly through to the interrogation
center in Fort Hunt, Virginia.*?*

Strategic Interrogation in the United States

The War Department G2 Section operated a strategic
interrogation center at Fort Hunt, Virginia £for European
Theater PW. Essentially, Fo:t Hunt was a center at which
selected PW coming in from Europe underwent interrogation on
technical and strategic matters (as discussed above). The
center at Fort Hunt was a joint operation, with U.S. Army

and U.S. Navy participation. Fort Hunt sent screening teams

to ports at Newport News, Brooklyn, and Boston to 3elect Pws
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for interrogation, 1n addition to the referrals f£from the
other detalled interrogation centers.+*?

The foregqgoing shows that U.S. Army interrogation
operations in VOrld.War Il streched from the front 1lines
back to the United States. Particulaxr emphasis on tactical
interrogation occurred at division, and, later in the war,
at zregiment, as doctrine changed to shift the emphasis
forward. Strategic interrogation occurred at army and
higher 1levels. The Military Intelligence Service assigned
IPW and MII teams to army and lower levels, and operated a
number of interrogation centers at theater level. MIS also
participated in a combined effort with the British in
England. The Fort Hunt Interrogation center was a Jjoint
operation with the U.S. Navy.

dumpary.

In summary, Both U.S. and Cerman Army doctrine
changed during World War 1Il1. Both armies decentralized
or extended their interrogation operations toward the
battlefront. Both also had interrogation functions
supporting the highest levels of the army, sSister services,
and the national government. The U.S. participated in

combined interrogation ovperations with the British.
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CHAPTER 4 ENDNOTES

igherkommando des Heeres [Army High Commandl,Hsezes

‘ 89 (Secret Army Regulation 89},

Eremde Heere West III (Foreign Armies West III}, (1941): 21-
22, 40-41., Hereafter referenced as QKH H.Dv. 89.

2Alfred Toppe, "German Methoas of Interrogating
Prisoners of Var in World wWar II," U.8. European Command
Historical Division MS# P-0l8a, (1949): 28. Hereafier cited
as Toppe, MS# P-0l8a. Rudolf Langhausexr, "German General
staff," Volume XIII, Bnglish Copy., U.S. Army Burope
Historical Division MS# P-031b, (1950): 41. Hereafter cited
as Langhauser, Ms# P-031b. David Kahn, Hitler's Spies,
{1985): 144.

3U.8. war Department, "German Operational
Intelligence," (1946): 112. In U.S. accounts of the period,
the terms "interrogator" and "interpreter" have separate
meanings. Hereafter cited as "German Operational
Intelligence."

4y.S. Forces European Theater Interrogation Center,
"First Special Intelligence Interrogation Report: The German
G-2 Service in the Russian Campaign (lc__Dienst 0Qst),"
(1945): 153-154. Hereafter cited as USFETIC, "German G-2
Service." There is no mention of official interpreters or
interrogators at company level; no doubt any soldiers
present who could speak the prisoner's language might have
asked a few questions.

sclayton G. Metcalf, Krjegagefangenen, (1985): 1, 3-9.

e"German Operational Intelligence:" 3. USFETIC "German
G-2 Service:" 154. This source makes no mention of an
interpreter at battalion level, rather says "if
available.™ Toppe, MS# P-018a: 20, 24, 28 cites geal of
interpreters at battalion after Nov 1941.

7USFETIC "German G-2 Service:" 154. Toppe, MS# P-0l8a:
20. Toppe does not identify the " special mission staff
officer"™ at regiment.

*Toppe, MS# P-018a, p. 28, and Langhauser, MS# P-031b,
p.- 42, both refer to motorcycles. No other mention of
motorcycles made in any other account researched; use of the
telephone for prompt reporting receives greater emphasis
inctead. Toppe refers to "division experiences, " but does
not clarity whether these are situational or interrogation

oriented.
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°Generalmajor Rudolf Langhauser, “studie Gber dle

Beschaff Feindnachrichten im deutschen & Ahzend
des 2. Weltkrieges an Jer Qutfront" [(Study concerning the

collection of Enemy Intelligence in the German Army during
the Second World War on the Eastern Front], (1954):
52. Hereafter referred to as Langhauser, Studije.

20"German Operational Intelligence:" 57. USFETIC,
"German G2 Service:" 153-154; quote p. 153. Kahn, Hitler's
Spies: l44.

*igahn discusses the questionnaires and categories of
resuits in Hitler's 3pjes, p. 145. Copies of the Army High
Command (QKH) interrogation forms and directives through
command channels for their use, as well as Russian/German
questicnnaires, are in the National Arxrchive microfilm
collection of captured German records, series T-314, roll
252, starting at frame 1132. This roll also contains
several completed interrogation forms. Microfilm rcferenced
hereafter as NA microfilm T-#, roll ¥, frame #.

*2Kkahn, Hitler's Spies: 145. Colonel (later General)
Reinhard Gehlen headed Foreign Armies East. NA microfilm T-

78, roll 548, frame 514 contains a list of Frxemde Heere Qst
requirements sent to army groups and armies in the east from
Gehlen on 25 February 1944. This list specifies that the
requirements are also "for use in interrogation of prisoners
of war with above average knowledge of the operations
area." Further, the list states "...these PW should also be
sent to the Fremde Heere Qst interrogation camn in Loetzen
{East Prussia, now in Poland]." "German Operational
Intelligence" discusses on p. 933 the non-Army requirements,

using Eremde Heere West [Foreign Armies West] as an example;
the same probably held true for Fremde Heere Qst.

13For a discussion of regiment practices, see Toppe,
MS# P-018a, p.20, and endnote #7 above. For PW handling,
see USFETIC, "German G2 Service:" 154, s-¢ QKH H.Dv. 89:
40-41.

i4USFETIC, "German G2 Service:" 161. "German
Operational Intelligence:" 3.

A%USFETIC, "German G2 Service:" 157. Kahn, Hitler's
=pies: 148. Neither source gives a specific qgrade wnich
corresponds to "higher-ranking officers" that a corps might
interrogate. Presumably the corps or division 1nterrogators
screened officer prisoners of possible interest to the
corps,and then sent them to the corps for interrcgavion.

i*"Geiman Operational Intelligence:" 68-69. USFETIC,

"German GZ Service:" 127. The officer in charge of the

interrogating team normally had a teliephone 1link to the
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Ic. The team ltself located near the army
headquarters. Presumably the team worked in or near the
Dulag; this is not clear.

*7USFETIC, "German G2 Service:" 1268. Each army PW cage
had an 1interpreter section; whether this 1is the team
referenced as having a link to the Ic at army is not known;
logically this is the case. The interpreter section at the
Dulag, some two to four interpreters, interrogated according
to army and Fremde Heere Ost requirements, conducted re-
interrogations and "special interrogations™ (probably
detalled interrogations, such as of specialists in technical
matters), and used the questionnaire technigque "on all
prisoners passing through."

isKkahn, Hitler's Spiea: 148. While Kahn does not

discuss 1it, the army probably had more time to spend on
prisoners than did division.

+*%USFETIC, "German G2 Service:" 72-73. Kahn, Hitler's
Spleg: 148, "German Operational Intelligence:" 3, 77.

2°This camp, one with "favorable and comfortable
conditions," accomodated some 80 high-ranking prisoners,
including officers reduced ln <rank. USFETIC, "German G2
Service:" 58. Gerald Reltlinger, House Bullt opn Sand
(1960): 315. Kahn, Hitler's Spies: 149.

232Heinz Hoehne, DRer Krieqg im Dunkeln (The War in
Darkness) (1985): 446; translation and words in brackets
mine. Gehlen went on to become the chief of tae Federal
Republic of Germany's Federal Intelligence Service after the
war; part of his rise to power included his persuasive
bargaining, 1including his turn-over of extensive Fremde
Heere Ost intelligence files on the Soviet Union to the U.S.
Army at the war's end.

234oehne, Der Krieq im Dunkeln: 448. As concerns the

Kursk offenszive, Gehlen had prophesied a pause of several
months, but the cffensive came after two weeks.

i3Kahn, Hitler's Spieg, p.l149 dlscusses the Kommande

Fritz wunder the FExemde Heere West staff. Lothar Metz,
"Organization and Working Methods of the Army

et _al.
Intelligence Division" MS¥ P-0411 (1953): 67.

24War Department, Basic Field Manual (FM) 30-15,
Military Intelljigence examipnation of Epnemy Personnel,
Repatriates, Documents, and Materijel (22 July 1940): 8-
11. Hereafter all reference to this manual and its
successcrs cited as FM 30-15, (date). FM 30-15 (December
1943): 2, o,
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28FM 30-15 (July 1940): 2-3., FM 30-15 (December 1943):
4, 10. By doctrine, only independent brigades examined PWws,

28FM 30-15 (July 1940): 10-11. Presumably the corps PW
cage would not hold all PWs from all corps subordinate
units, but instead was a place to hold PW captured by corps
troops or 1in the corps rear area. As noted in Lthe text
concerning field army PW enclosure, PWs could travel
straight from division (or corps) collection points to the
field army PW enclosure.

2°FM 30-15 (July 1940): 2-3. FM 30-15 (vecember .9%43):

28FM 30-15 (July 1940): 11.

2%FM 30-15 (July 1940): 11. FM 30-15 (December 1943):
18.

?%fajor B.E. Prescott and Major H.H. Kilpatrick,
"Private Marco Auntonio, Prisoner of War," Military Review 23
(October 1943): 50. While this discusses prisoner of war
operations in Italy, it 1is valid for a discussion of
procedure in the Army. Hereafter cited as Prescott,
"Private Marco Antonio."

2:iprescctt, "Private Marco Antonio:" S0. U.S. Army,
Atmy Service Forces, "Infantry Operations in France and
Belgium," (Marxch 1945): 2. Hereafter cited as ASF,
"Infantry Operations.”

33A8F, "Infantry Operations:" 2,

33y,8. Forces European Theater, "Military Intelligence
Service in the ETO," (The General Board Study #12),
{undated): 25-26. Hereafter cited as USFET, "MIS in
ETO." See also endnote #35 below.

24USFET, "MIS in ETO:" 26-27.

I8USFET, "MIS {n ETO:" 26, 32. FM 30-15 (December
1943): 10, U.Ss. Army, 12th Army Group, "Report of
Operations (Final After Action Report,)" Vol 111, G2
Section, (undated): 138, Hereafter cited as 1l2th Army
Group, "Report of Operations." U.S. Army, First Army,
"Combat Operations Data, Flrst Army, Europe 1944-1945"
{1946) in a figure facing p. 160 agrees with these sources
that in First Army there were 2 IPW teams at division, 3 at
corps, and 4 at field army. U.S. Army, Third Army, "After
Action Report, 1 August 44-9 May 45," Vol. II (G2
Section)(undated) p.6. agrees with First Army and USFET in
IPW team assignments.
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JSUSFET, "MIS in ETO:" 26.

37USFET, "MIS in ETO:" 26. This source does not
explain why there were no IPW teams at army group
level., 12th Army Group, "Report of Operations:"™ 113.

28SFET, "MIS in ETO:" 3-4. As discussed, MIS
commanded the IPW and MII (interpreter) teams, as well as
Photographic Intelligence and Order of Battle teams which it
also attached to divisions, corps, etc.

I°USFET, "MIS in ETO:" 1-2, 4. Flrst, the Military
Intelligence Service 8ection-Y (MIS-Y) in February 1543
became the parent of the several interrogation units in the
United Kingdom. (ts concern was, "the 1long range and
ielsurely 1iaterrogation of selected enemy prisoners-of-war
bellieved to posseszs information of tactical oxr strategical
value." This sect.on, along with MIS-X (responsible for
training U.S. personnel in their conduct in case of capture)
combined in April 1943 to form the Military Intelligence
Sexrvice Detachment under the G2, ETO. MIS-Y became known as
the PW section. The Field Interrogation Detachment activated
in summer 1943 in the United Kingdom. 1t supervised the
training of IPW and MII teams.

49USFET, "MIS in ETO:" 5. Lt. Col. Thomas C. Van
Cleve, '"Report on the Activities of Two Agencies of the CPM
{Captured Personnel and Materiall Branch, MIS (Military
Intelligence Servicel, G-2, WDGS (War Department General
Staff), (undated): 21-23. Hereafter cited as Van Cleve,
"Report." Detailed Intertrogation Centers such as the 6824th
operated in North Africa, Italy, France, and England, and at
Fort Hunt, Virginia.

4ivan Cleve, "Report:" 1-7, 23. A, J. Barker,
Brisoners of War (1975): 66.

43van Cleve, "Report:" 25. This report centers on the
Fort Hunt operation. It provides detailed information on
the center in its 138 pages, including the number of changes
in the supervisory chain between the center and the G2, War
Department. A similar center at Tracy, California was for
Japanese PW, but the California center is outside the acope
of this study.
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CHAPTER S
ANALYSIS OF WORLD WAR II INTERROGATION

This chapter provides the analysis of German and
U.S. Iinterrogation report samples, compares the German and
U.S. armies World VWar II interrogation operations, and
exalhines tacivra that may have been unique to tnat war.

Exapination of German Interrogation Repoxts

Given the discussion of doctrine and practice in the
preceding chapter, this chapter reports on the examination

of samples of interzogation reports by two German divisions,

one German corps, and reports froma £field army level

interrogation team. The purpuse of the examination and
analysis cf results 1s to determine the results of
interrogation at different echelons in practice.
Situation

In order to understand the information contained in
the interrogation reports, it is necessary to understand the
tactical and operational level situation. In January 1942
the general disposition of the German Army Group Center was
as shown on the accompanying map (Figure 2), From north to
south the Germans had the 9th Army, the 4th Panzer Army, the
4th Army, and the 2d Panzer Army. Soviet formations
explolted gaps between the 2d Fanzer and 4th Arxrmies, between
the 4th and 4th Panzer Armies, and north of the Sth Army.?*

Russian wunits of Sokoloff's Cavalry Corps and the

39th Army threatened the 4th Panzer Army's rear and lines of
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Figure 2. Sltuation of Army Group Center, 25 January 1942.
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'j; communicationa, namely the Vyazma-Smolensk railroad and
highway, from the north. Elements of the Russian 33d Army,
attacking from the southeast, also threatened to cut off the ?
4th Panzer Army. Strong partisan fozxces and Soviet
: paratroops and air-landed troops behind the German lines
1 added to the threat.?

f% German General Hellmuth Reinhardt, 1in a postwar
study of the Soviet ~irborne end airlanding o;<=r2tlons,
describes the situation in the 4th Panzer Army thus:

In the meantime the German Fourth Panzer Army
had started systematically to mop up its
communications zone. The V Corps had reczived this
mission on 6 Febrvary (1942). For the purpose
several divisions (5th Panzer Division, 34 Motorized
Infantry Division, ana later 106th Infantry
Division, 15th Infantry Division, and elements of
23d Infantry Divislon) had been assigned to the V
. Corps. The Russian forces in the hinterland were
o graduslly compressed into separate pockets by these
German troops. The pockets were of varying sizes
(some of them included 60 villages). The V Corps
thereupon attempted to attack one pocket after the
other and restore the status quo. Deep snow drifts,
vwhich required every road to be shovelled clear
before even tanks could advance, delayed these
measures and increased the difficulties connected
with them. Nevertheless by the end of March the
first 1large pocket west of Vyazma had been mopped
up.?
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frontlines against enemy forces, 1including ground troops on

skils, paratroop units, and partisans In thelr rear.
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report marked as 5Sth Panzer Division found in the prisoner
of war report annex of the V Corps 1intelligence officer's
(Ic) officlal war dliary for that period. The author assumed
that these reports represented every interrogation during
the period. During this period the 5th Panzer Division
captured 172 PWs.*

Vhile <there were only twenty interrogation reports
in this period, the reports often had information from
groups of prisoners and on different wunits. Under the
process explained as methodology, the author prepared a
total of twenty-five examination forms on this
data. Princlipal . Soviet units targetted include the 329th
Infantry Division of the 334 Army, the 214th Airborne
Brigade, the 250th Airborne Regiment, and the 8th and 9tn
Alrborne Brigades. One report involves the interrogation of
a civilian railroad worker. Specific information on the
findings is in appendix A.

Conclusions from Sth Panzer Division Reports

5th Panzer Division interrogated prisoners in its
fight behind the German frontlines to protect the 4th Panzer
Army's lines of communications. The conclusions drawn from
ex2mining a sample of the resulting reports are:

a. The majority of interrcgation information
(almost one-third in each case) concerned Soviet strength,
locations, and identifications. The one single largest item

of information was unit numerical identification.
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b. Fully half of the informatlion gather=d
concerned the company and battalion level. 1Including
platoon, regiment, and brigade information, division level
interrogations produced 78.3 percent of the information on
opposing regiment/brigade and lower levels. Again, nmuch of
this was identification data.®

c. Most of the information collected was
"current" under the study definition; the rest was mostly
"historical," with almost no prediction of future
activities. The analysis of time 1in the reports also
provides insight into the intexrrogator's orientation and the
prisoner's knowledge. Clearly the division interrogators
had interest in the present, and in some past events, but
either d4id not ask about, or received few answers on, future
events.

d. The fact that several Soviet airborne soldiers
were captured or gave up after several days in the woods,
separated from their units after the jump, added to the
amount of historical data. Their last meaningful
information dated from several days prior to capture, indeed
prior to embarcation for the jump. Many of the Soviet
soldiers either had very little knowledge of events outside
their own personal circumstances, or the interrogators were
not successful in extracting such information. Due to the
nature of capture in these cases, wusually isolated men or
small groups of men, the idea that the soldiers knew very

little 1is probably more accurate. Exceptions ¢to this
94



VT TR AT R W Y WY W PO T O T O PO W T

included two captured lieutenants and a radioman who
deserted, all of whom provided a great deal of information,
much of it current.

e. Probably because there were Soviet airborne
units in combat, and since they had come from airfields ¢to
the rear, a substantial amount of information (eighteen
items, ranking within the top three of specific item
categories out of thirty-nine} concerned the origin
airfields, number of units jumping, ana the rfoute hy air
{these were interrelated and therefore consolidated in the
examination). All of this information was "historical,"
i.e., occuried more than twenty-four hours before the
interrogation.

t. The fact that the Soviet units were
airborne, infantry, caval&y, and partisan resulted in the
collection oif inzoZwmation on unit weapons such as machine
guns, artillery, and mortars, instead of armor, antitank
veapons, and minefields.

g. PBased on queestions asked. the Germans had
intelligence requirements on Soviet chemical warfare and the
rtoute of Soviet units to the front (airborne and otherwise).

3d_Inf Divisi [ ized) Int . §

This section provides the results of examining
twelve interrogation reports from the German 3d Infantry
Division (Motorized). During the period examined, 13
February to 6 March 42, the 3d Division captured more than

thirty-four prisoners.*c
95
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Using the manner discussed in the methodology
(Chapter 3), the author developed twenty-six examination
forms from the 3d Division reports; the twelve actual
reports often reflected information from groups of prisoners
and concerned more than one major Soviet wunit. Principal
Soviet units targetted incluie the 1ll3th Infantry Division,
the 160th Infantry Division, the 338th Infantry Division,
the 4th Airborne Corps, the 2l14th Airborne Brigade, and the
9th Airborne Brigade. One report concerns the interrogation
of a civilian from the town of Pashoga.

These reports represent every interrogation report
marked as 3d Infantry Division found in the prisoner of war
report annex of the V Corps intelligence officer's (Ic)
officlal war diary from the period 13 February 42 through 6
March 42. The author assumed that these represented every
intexrogation conducted during the period. Specific
information on the findings is in appendix A.~

Conclusions From 3d Infantry Division Reports

Like ti.c 5th Panzer Division, 34 Infantry Division
fought behind the German frontlines to protect the 4th
Panzer Army's rear area. The conclusions drawn from

examining a sample of the division Iinterrogatiorn reports

are:

a. Soviet strength, locations, and
identification information dcminated the interrogatiocn
Iesults, comprising ninety percent of the sample's

information items. Of that ninety percent, each category
96
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provided about one-third. The one single iargest item of
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information was unit numerical identification.

b. Forty-elight perceut, or almost half, of the

PN

information gathered concerned the company and battalion

level. 1Including platoon, regiment, and brigade
information, division level interrogations produced eighty-

three percent of the information on brigade and lowver

PO C e &

levels. As noted, much of this was identification
data. Given German doctrine of speedy interrogation

concerning the tactical situation, the division's

9 R AP

orientation on brigade/regiment and lower echelons is

appropriate.®
¢. Most of the {information collected was

--J- -

K "current" wunder the study definition; the rest was mostly
"historical," with almost no prediction of future
activities. As noted under the 5th Panzer Division, the
- division interrogators either did not ask about, or received
‘ few answers on, future events. The capture of Soviet
airborne soldiers separated from their units some days
" previously probably also affected the amount of historical
data.

d. Probably because theie were Soviet airborne
units in combat, and since they had come from airtields tc
the rear, a substantial amount of information (seventeen
X items, ranking within the ¢top six of specific item
categories out of thirty-nine) concerned the origin

L. alrtields, number of units Jumping, and the route by alr

N 97
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(these were interrelated and therefore consolidated in the
examination). All of this information was "historical,"
i.e,, the events themselves occurred more than twenty-four
hours before the interrogation.

e. The fact that the Soviet  units were
alrborne, Iinfantry, cavalry, and partisan resulted in the
collection of information on unit weapons such as machine
guns, artillery, and mortars, instead of armor, antitank
weapons, and minefields.

f. There appeared to be some interest in the
route of Soviet units to the £ront (airborne and
otherwise). This was probably an intelligence requirement;
many reports provided this information, probably because the
interrogators posed the qQuestion to prisoners.

Y _Armeekorps Interrogation ReDOXLS

Reports examined are from the period of 18 to 26
February 42. These reports were in the prisorer of war
report annex of the V Corps intelligence officer's (lIc)
official war diary. The author has made an assumption 1in
this case that the interrogation reports marked as abt. Ic
(G2 Section] are in fact interrogations performed by corps
interpreters.®

While there were only eight interrogation reports in
this period, the repoct= often had information from groups
of prisoners and on different wunits. Under the process
explained as methodology, the author prepared a total of ten

examination forms on this data. Principal Soviet  units
98
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taxgetted include the 4th Airborne Corps, the 329th Infantry
Division of the 334 Army, the lst Guards Cavalry Division,
the 107th Tank Division, the 113th Infantry Division, the
160th Infantry Division, thé 2d Guards Motorized Infantry
Regiment, the 214th Airborne Brigade, and the 8th, 9%th, and
10th Alrborne Brigades. Specific information on the
findings is in appendix A.
Conclusions from V Armeekorps Reports

VvV Armeekorps !nterrogated prisoners in 1its fight
behind the German frontlines to protect the 4th Panzer
Army's lines of communications. The conclusions drawn from
examining a sample of the resulting reports are:

a. Identificatlions of units was the
ptedcminant category ot information derived from
interrecgation., Numexical wunit designations were agaln the
largest subgroup.

b. The «corps interrogation focus was largely
at the regiment/brigade 1level, followed by battalion,
division, and corps.

c. Most of the information was "current" as
defined by the study. "Historical" was the next predominant
category, but for the first time in sampling German reports,
the "predictive" category was high, with 16 entzries out of
242. These predictions centered mainly on attack objectives
of the airbotrne brigades, and as such were valuable

information for the defending German forces.
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d. As in other samples, there were cases where

information asked for by the interrogator is unknown to the

prisoner. The repocrts included such information in order to
show that the interrogator had asked the question(s).

e. Based on information contained in reports,

‘et e 1 ST v s e

including information that was "unknown" by PWs, the Germans
apparently had intelligence requirements on new Soviet
equipment (tanks in this case), partisan activities, and

training, to include airborne training.

£. The type of information here was

appropriate to a corps level based on German

S BERR Y YT, A SN S .

doctrine. (This reinforces the author's assumption that
these reports are in fact corps-level reports; their
markings are not procf positive.) The information started
to verge on strategic 1level Ainformation, such as the
information about tae new Soviet tank (not yet at th-
battlefront). Clearly the corps had intetrest 1in a wide
perspective, given the number of Soviet units targetted.

ith Panzer Axmy Interrogation Repoxts

The next sample of reports came from army level
interrogations in Durghgangslager 230 in Vyazma, the Soviet
Union. Reports examined are from the period of 16 through

13 February 42. These 1repr-esent Iintexrrogation reports

Rt (oORAR RS e R RARRE Vo8 B R Y

marked as Dulag 230 found in the prisoner of war report

,,

<,

5. annex of the V Corps intelligence officer's (Ic) official

H war diary. The author assumed that these reports
100
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represented every interrogation conducted during the
period.*® .

This sample differs from previous samples. First,
the sample contains information of both a tactical and a

strategic nature. Second, the interpreters clearly screened

TS N5 S Y

o
.

and selected the individuals interrogated: most were

a

Jleutenants, o : a deserter.

While there are only four interrogation reports in

e
N T

this sample, the reports had information £from several

’\{ "

individual prisoners and on different wunits. Under the

A

a,

process explained as methodology, the author prepared a
total of four examination forms on this data. One report
vas strategic in nature and thus did not meet the format

used for analyzing reports used in this study. Principal

e SRR Ans

Soviet units targetted include the 329th Infantry Division

X

of the 33d Army, the 2d Guards Cavalry Division, the 250th

-
il

Alrborne Regiment, and the 8lst Armored Car (Panzerwagen)

SN

Brigade. One report concerns the interrogation of three

¥

;; lieutenants, former civilian chemical or industrial
-,

E engineers, about factorles in the Soviet Union. Specific
i‘ '

information on the findings is in appendix A.

Conclusions from 4th Panzer Army Reports
4th Panzer Army fought traditional frontline battles
and battles 1in 1its rear area to protect 1its 1lines of
communications. The conclusions drawn from examining a

sawple of the resulting reports are:

i - SRS 3000
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a At fleld army level, Interrogationa in the
transit PW camp included mostly tactical information, with
only some operational information (such as the potential
targets of the Soviet airborne brigades) and some strategic
information (such as factories). Based on examinations of
the sample, subordinate corps recelved Qulag interrogation
reports. In other words, £fileld army 1level interrogatior
appeared to serve the army, the corps, and higher echelons
(army group and government level included).

b. 1Identification of enemy units was nc longer
predominant in the information collected at this
level., 1Instead, enemy strength was predominant; there was
twice as much strength information than identification
information in this sample.

c. "Historical” information also ﬁecame
predominant over "current" information at fleld army
level. This was probably due both to field army levzl
interests and to the time i1t took a prisoner to arrive at
the Dulag and undergo screening and irnterrogation.

d. Based on analysls of information 1in the
teports, field army level intelligence reqguirements probably
included the status of German prisoners of war held by the
Soviets, the general Soviet food situation, the number and
arrival of British and U.S. tanks and instructors in Soviet
units or training areas, tank armament, and factory location

and production.
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e. The strategic level report on factories
evidenced German concern with factory production, sources of
raw materials and power for the factories, and the number of
vorkers employed. PWs |interrogated for this information

were lieutenants who, as civilians, had worked in or near

E . M

these factories; this evidenced German screening of PV for
information. Finally, the factory =report referenced a
requirement apparently from the German Armed Forces High
Command War Economics and Munitions Oftice

(Yehrwixtachafts- und Riustungsamt jim QKW] at the beginning

of the report. This requirement indicates that the Duylag

s BT TES

A ]
T

interpreters had a 1list of requirements from the Armed

;6 Forces High Command lével.

Examipation of U.S.Interrogation Reports and Summaries
Dy This section concerns an examination and analysis of
§E samples of U.8. World War II interrogation reports, or
o

summarzles of reports where original reports are not
avajilable. The author examined original reporxrts from IPW
Team #160, attached to the 415th Infantry Regiment, 1C4th

Infantry Divislion; and report summaries from the G2 Periodic

~EEEEy

Reports of the 8th Infantry Division. These two divisions,

L)
LN
o

)

8th and 104th Infantry, were subordinate to the U.S. VII

" e
e

Corps, First U.S. Army, 12th Army Group in February-March

(U

1945. The author also examined report summaries in VII

57
Corps G2 Perlodic Reports, and original reports from
' Military Intelligence Service (MIS) Mobile  Field
NS Interrogation unit No. 1 from March 1945,
o 103
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Actual interrogation reports, except for the 415th

Infantry Regiment's supporting IPW Team #160, and the MIS
Mobile Fleld Interrogation Unit No. 1, were most difflicult
to locate. Division and corps recoxds of the time do not
include actual 1interrogation reports in G2 annexes or
Periodic Reports except 1in a very few cases of speclal
interest. It s possible that some or all of the actual
reports (by prisoner or group of prisoners) no longer exist.
One reason for the lack of reports may have been the
exceedingly large numbers of German prisoners of war
captured by the U.S. Army in early 1945, Such a volume of
prisoners no doubt precluded the interrogation of more than
a few. As a»result, interrogators probably left few records
and concentrated instead on a summary of information
developed from a quick interrogation of several prisoners at
division and corps level. The group of prisoners selected
were probably those most willing to talk, 1in that the
interrogatcrs had little time to use complicated technigues.
Situation

An understanding of the general tactical situation

will assist in wunderstanding the results of examining
reports and summaries. The accompanying map portrays the

general situation.

At the conclusion of the Ardennes campaign, better

known as the Battle of the Bulge, U.S. Army forces prepared
for thelr attack on Germany. The U.S. VII Corps, part of

the Flrst U.S. Army, 12th Army Group, held poslitions in
104
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early February in a relatively inactlive sector on the west

bank of the Roer River in Gerwany. The Roer River, with its
several dams, offered an obstacle to attacking U.S. forces

because the destruction cf the dams could cause flooding 1in
the Roer plain. The Germans destroyed the gates on one of
the largest dams on 11 February 45, £looding the area
downriver and presenting a tremendous obstacle for several
days.

On 23 February 45, the VII Corps attacked across the
Roer River en route to the Rhine River (Germany's last

natural obstacle) and the industrial area of the Ruhr

Valley. The day before, 22 February 45, 6,000 airplanes of

Allied air forces bombed German positions and lines of
communications.*?
From 23 Febzruary through 7 March 45, the VII Corps

seized the city of Diren, crossed the Erft Canal, and fought

“its ~way into Cologne on the Rhine River,.-.finally c¢learing

enemy resistance on 7 March 1945. During the period the VII
Corps captured 18,000 prisoners of war.x2
415th Infantry Regiment Intexrogation Reports

In addition to the general scenario mentioned above,
it is useful to note the role of the 415th Infantry Regiment
of the 104th Infantry Division in this campalgn. Having
been in combat almost every day since October, 1943, the
415th attacked across the Roer River on 23 February 134,
capturirqg 356 PWs that day alone. The 415th seized several

towns in the nex. few days, some of them by night attacks
106
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and battles at night. On 26 February, the VII Corps' 4th
Cavalry Group passed through the 415th's lines, relieving it
from the 1line after 116 of the last 126 days in contact with
the enemy. From 27 February until 3 March 45, the 415th was
in reserve of the 104th Infantry Division, 1its parent
unit. During that ¢time, there were thousands of German
clivilians "wandering aimlessly" in the division zone.

On 3 March 45, the regiment attacked east oi the
Exft canal, seizing two towns and 275 PWs, and coming within
sight o¢f Cologne. The regiment continued its attacks for

the next two days, reaching Cologne on 5 March 45 and the

Bie R, g gl &8 NS RTRN NNT L APRR R W W e

Rhine on 6 March 45. On 7 March the 415th cleared |its
regimental zone of enemy resistance in the «city of
Cologne.*?

Ipw Team #160 supported the 415th Infantry
Regiment. The author located ten interrogation reports
written by the team between 23 February to 7 March 45. The
reports concern groups of prisoners, and themselves reflect
the capture of 1,090 PWws and 94 policemen, One report
covers the interrogation of a civilian. Since the reports
are written to reflect dates in the period, it is reasonabile
to assume that there are no other reports for this period,
but this fact is not known for certain.

The author of this study developed ten examination

forms, one for each report. Some parts of some reports are
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illegible. Major units opposing the regiment were elements
of the 12th Yolkagrenadler Dlivislion, the 363d ¥olkagrepadier
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Division, ¢the ~% Panzer Division, and the 9th Panzer
Division. Specific information on the findings is in

appendix B.**

Conclusions From 415th Infantry Regiment Reports
Conclusions drawn from examining a sample of
regimental {nterrogation at the 415th Infantry Regiment
during fast-moving offensive operations are:

a. Almost half of the information obtained was
on unit identifications, 1itself the single largest category
of information received. Another twenty percent each came
from locations and strength information.

b. The predominant echelon in report results
was the company, with 43.9 percent of all information
concerxning company level activities. Approximately three-
fourths of the information derived from regimental
interrogation (seventy-one percen:) targetted the battalion,
company, and platoon levels.

c. Almost all (ninety-three percent) of the
information was current; the rest was mostly
historical. There was almost no predictive information. As
noted under analysis of the German 5th Panzer Division, this
is a telling statement on the interrogator orientation and
the knowledge of PWs.

d. There was a significant amount of
information on German antitank weapons and minefields

reported. This may have been related to regimental interest
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or simply to the fact that the enemy was in defensive
positions.

8th Infantxy Division Intexxogation Reports

The general tactical situation for the perlod was
noted above. In addition, some explanation of the 8th
Infantry Division's operations will assist in understanding
the results of examining its interrogation summaries in the
G2 Periodic Reports from 23 February through 15 March 1945.

on 23 February 45, the 8th Infantzxy Division
attacked across the Roer River. On 23 and 24 February the
division battled in the city of Diren. The division cleared
several towns and villages the next few days, and fought off
German counterattacks, including armor and antitark
weapons. On 28 February the division encountered heavy
fighting in the town of Modrath. From 23 to 28 February 45,
the division captured at least 1,183 prisoners of war.?®

on 1 March 45 the division attacked in vicinity of
Modrath and the Erft canal, clearing Modrath only after a
severe battle on 2 March 45. Continuing the attack at night
on 3 March, they secured Frechen on 4 March, and continued
to the east, seizing several more villages. On 5 and 6
March 45 the division repelled German counterattacks and
seized more villages. The division continued to attack,
reaching the Rhine River by midnight on 7 March 45. On 8
March the division cleared the west side of the Rhine in its
sector. From 9 to 14 March, the division was in VII Corps

reserve, relleving 1st Infantry Divislion on 14 March and
109
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assuming defensive positions on the west bank of the Rhine
cn 15 March 45. 1In the first fifteen days of March 45 the
8th Infantry Division took 2,217 prisoners of war.2**

The thirteen G2 Periodic Reports £for the period
contain thirteen IPW reaports; these were summaries of
interrogations for each day. From this material the author
prepared twenty-six examination forms noting Iinterrogation-
derived information for regimental and division-level units,
or sSeparate units, e.g., the 407th Volksartillerje Corps,
from the G2 summaries. Information used in completing the
examination forms came from both the IPW Report Annex to the
daily G2 Periodic Report, and Erom the Order of Battle (OB)
Notes also annexed to several daily Periodic Reports. Only
information identified as PW-derived was taken from the OB
Notes Annex. Major units facing the 8th Infantry Division
during this period 1included the 12th Yolksgrenadier
Division, the 3d Ranzerdgrenadiez Division, the 353d Infantry
Division, and the 407th VYolksartillerije Corps. One report

was the result of interrogation of civilian
sources. Specific information on the findings is in
appendix B.27
Conclusions From 8th Infantry Division Reports
The conclusions drawn from examining a sample of 8th
Infantry Division reports 1in a fast-moving offensive
scenario are:
a. The majority of information (almost

seventy-five percent) provided by interrogation concerned
110
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German identifications and 1locations. The one single

7

pra largest item ot information was unit numerical
af identificatlion.

FE b. Fully half of the information gathered
7 concerned the company and battalion level. Including
:? Platoon, regiment, and brigade information, division level
h& interrogations produced 75.8 percent of the information on

regiment or Dbrigade and lower levels. Much of this was
identification data. This is a correct focus by
contemporary doctrine.

€. Almost all of the information collected was
"current" wunder the study definition; the rest was mostly
"historical," with almost no prediction of future
activities. This was due in part to the lack of capture
data in the report summaries; as noted in the methodology,
information was considered “"current" unless there were
indications that it was more than twenty four hours old. As
we have seen in the analysis of German reports, the division
interrogators had interest in the present, and in some past

events, but either did not ask about, or received few

answers on, future events.

o

g:} d. Aside from questions considered
:;g {subjectively) to be routine, the U.S. interogators seem to
Yy

ii emphasize the locations of minefields, obstacles,
%% antiaircraft and antitank weapons, defensive positions, unit
?i: subordinations, artillery, and bridge conditions. This

probably reflected the type ol 1information important to
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attacking forces, perhaps included N intelligence
requirements. It was certainly information that a prisoner
of war would be likely to know. There was almost no
information on reserves or counterattacks,
however. Reserves and counterattacks were probably of great
interest to an attacking unit. There was also seemingly
very 1little information about German activities beyond the
frontlines; this may be in keeping with the doctrine of the
time, or it may be because the prisoners did not know much,
or the interrogators did not ask.

e. Based on guestions asked, the U.S. had
continued interest 1in the possibl. German wuse of aas
warfare. This was probably an intellicence requirement.

YI1 Corps Interrogation Repoxts

The U.S. VII Corps had four IPW teams assigned to it
in early 1945. The corps attached at least one of these
teams, Team # 160, to a subordinate division (in this case,
the 104th Infantry Division). Some IPW teams apparently
supported the corps. The author sampled IPW report
summaries contained in IPW Report Annexes of VII Corps G2
Periodic Reports from the period >f 24 February 45 through
6 March 45.*

Only seven of the G2 Periodic Reports contained IPW
report annexes suitable for examination; some had none. One

report contained a "Special Interrogation Report" on German

gas warfare. This special report did not lend itself to
analysis by the study's examination form. The author
112
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developed six examination forms for the ocher six

.

reports, The 1IPW reports themselves had information from

groups of prisoners and on different units. The major

German units targetted 1include the 34 Eﬁnzg;g;gnﬂgigg
Division, the 9Sth Panzer Division, the 246th and 363d

PR

Volksqgrenadier Divisions, and the 407th and 766th

ANISANMER

Yolksartillerie Corps. Specific information on the findings

is in appendix B.
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Conclusions from VII Corps Reports
VII Corps interrogated prisoners in 1its offensive
battles in crossing the Roer River en route to the
Rhine. The conclusions drawn from examining a sample of
the resulting reports are:

a. Unit 1identification data was the largest
category of information (more than one-third of all
information), followed by location and strength data.

b. Almost half of the Iinformation collected

concerned battalion and regimental Ievels. The corps
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collected about 75 percent of its information on opposing
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corps and lower echelons, and the rest on other information

not specific tc an army echelon.
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% €. About three-fourths of the information was

: still "current" as defined in the study, the rest
"historical." There was almost¢ no predictive iniormation.

d. The corps reports concerned a lacrger

picture, not just frontline information. This is evident in

. SNBSS JoN

reports concerning the bridge conditlons and enemy movements
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across the Rhine, and In the apeclal report taken from the
commander of a rocket launcher regiment concerning gas
warfare,
e. The questions asked and the speéial report
emphasize U.S. intellligence interest in gas warfare.
Military Intelligence Sexvice Interrogation Reports

The Military Intelligence Service (MI8) conducted
interrogation in response to European Theater of Operations
requirements. One of the MIS units, the Mobile Flield
Interrxogation Unit No. 1, wrote PW Intelligence Bulletins in
February 1945. The author sampled five of these
reports. Report dates were from 3 to 13 March 1945.32**

The five interrogation reports in this period had
information on more than 100 snubjects. Information from
individual PWs or groups of PWs comprised one subject, such
as detalled order of battle i{nformation on a division. The
tremendous amount of information contained in these reports
precluded the use of the report analysis form used 1in the

study for other reports. 1Instead, the author used a macro-

approach, that i3, analyzed the subjects instead of the

individual items of information. Specific information on

the £indings is in appendix B.

Conclusions from Military Intelligence Service Reports

The conclusions drawn from 2xamining a sample of
the reports are:
a. The greatest amount of information

concerned industtial intelligence, followed by military
114
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inatallations. These categories were probably of interest
to strateglic planners in measuring industrial, military, ahd
econonic factors, and in planning air interdiction
campaligns.

b. Almost all of the information (about
eighty-six percent) concerned information of a strategic,
rather than a tactical nature.

C. Almost all of the information was
historical. While this did not assist tactical commands in
fighting current battles and campaigns, it did allow
strategic planners to calculate various industrial,
military, armamments, and political matters concerning
Germany. The small amount of predictive information
concerned "desperation weapons" that often proved to be
fictional.

d. These reports 1indicate u.s. use of
strateglc intelligence requirements for interzogation. The
U.S. intelligence Iinterest in chemical or gas wvarfare |is
evident 1in these reports. The seven subject categories of
industry, military installations, order of battle, weapons,
chemical warfare, bombing effects, and mobilizatlion probably
constitute groupings of strategic intelligence
requirements. The reports themselves frequently referenced
previous PW Intelligence Bulletins, and in one case
referenced a Supreme Headquarters Allied Expeditionary Force
(SHAEF) brief on radar, which may have been a specific

requirement.
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e. Interrogation sources apparently underwent

;j a 3screening before interrogation; officers were seldom
EE sources at this level. While the rank and name of all

sources did not appear in the reports, many did. Most of
the PWas interrogated were 1lower-ranking enlisted men
(privates and corporals). There were only a few higher
noncommissioned officers, several lieutenants, and only two

higher-ranking officer (a lieutenant colonel and a colonel)

noted as sources. The enlisted men interrogated usually had

some association to an element, such as having worked in or
guarded a factory. Given the tremendous number of prisoners
available to the U.S. Army in these days, it is reasonable
to assume that the pisoners underwent a rigorous screening
in ordexr to sepearte knowledgeable PW from others. The fact
that approximately ten officers receive credit by name or
rank as sources leads to the concluslion that officers were
not common sources of information at the strategic level.

f. Information deemed particularly important
or perishable formed the basis for "Special Interrogation
Reports" sent to certain headguarters. As examples, the
Mobile Field Interrogation Unit No. 1 sent 1l2th Army Group
two special interrogation reports concerning gas warfare and
disease (typhus in Cologne) during this period. These

speclial reports probably attracted immediate attention and
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focused the intelligence consumer's interest on a specific
matter. These reports cculd have responded to intelligence

requirements sent out by U.S. commands as well.
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Analysi £ Hist ical @ £

The next major section of this study concexrns an
analysis of historical operations. The analysis of
historical World Wwar II operations considers doctrine,
practice, and an examination of a sample of interrogation
reports. The analysis answers several questions:

a. What did the U.S. and the Germans do alike
in World wWar I1? (Similarities)

b. What did the U.S. and Germans do
differently, due to some specific situation? (Differences)

€. What did they determine to be their own
strengths and shortcomings?

d. what information did they target, what
information did G(hey receive, and what was the relative
timeliness of the information recelved?

Similarities
Organizationally, the U.S. and German Armies of
World Waz 11 were simiiar in thelir conduct and orientation
of interrogation at battalion, regiment, and division
levels. Both armies also conducted interrogation operations
at corpas and army levels. Both armies also did not, as a
rule, <conduct interrogation at the army group level. Both
armies had interrvogation capability above the army group
level,
Differences
Several differences existed between U.S. and German

army Wcrld War II interrogatlon operations. Flrst, the U.s.
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generally had more interrogation resources (personnel) at
each level starting at regiment. Second, the U.S5. and
Germans approached interrogation at the corps level somewhat
differently. Third, the Germans used techniques that the
U.S. apparently did not employ.

Interzogation Personnel

At battalion level, the Germans had one "poor"”
interpreter, if available. When the U.S. organized to
interrogate at Dbattalion, it usually sent a team (six
persons or less). The U.S. did not always interrogate at
battalion level, however,

At regimental level, the Germans had one
interpreter, who worked closely with the "special mission
staff officer" (there was no intelligence staff officer such
as an S2 in a German regimental staff). The U.S., 1in
contrast, had two officer and two enlisted Iinterrogators,
and two clerks at regiment. This number decreased if the
team provided interrogators forward to the battalions, of
course,

Division level interrogation in the German army saw
one to two interpreters per division who, with the Ic (G2)
or his assistants, conducted interrogation. The U.S. had at
least one and perhaps two six-man IPW teams and a six-man
interpreter team.

At corps, the Germans usually employed one or two

interpreters (they did ocher things beside interrogation, as
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at every level). The U.S. corps had three six-mar. teams of
interrogators, as weii as two six-man intezpretex teams.2?

The German a:my-level interrogation occurred most
often in the purghgandslagex, or Rulag. Here the Germans
had two to four interpreters, or perhaps amore on the Eastern
front, due to the large number of dialects, e.g, Turki and
Mongol.*?

After November 1941, when the number of Soviet
prisoners began to decrease (as a result of the general
retirement of the Germans), a more thorough interrogation
was possible in the Pulag. Thus there was no longer a
requirement for the army to interrogate PW at army
level. Rathez, the PW went from the division collecting
point to the Dulag. The U.S. had four six-man IPW teams and
three interpreter teams at army level.??

Corps Level Differences

In the German system, prisoners usually bypassed the
corps level, only important prisoners undergoing
interrogation. In the U.8. system, corps received three IPW
teams and, while it did not interrogate all prisoners, .t
did play a role in the first or tactical interrogation
phase.

German Techniques

The Germans found the Soviet prisoners most willing

to talk prior to 1943. To maximize Iits interrogation

potential, the Germans used three techniques. First, they
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o developed quesationnalres in Russlian for use at the army
transient camp (Rulag).

gi Second, on the basis of the answers, the

: interpreters selected certain prisoners for additional

interrogation. This m@might occur at the army headquarters,

D army group (in speclial cases), or at the Army High Command

& intelligence staff (Eremde Heere Qst) interrogation -

centerx.2?
. Finally, the Germans formed groups of Soviet
prisoners with the objective of producing a detailed
response to selected German intelligence requirements. That
g the Germans were able to do these things is in part due to
3 Stalin's approach to Soviet PW, which both the Soviets and

Germans knew. &tz2lin said, "Russia knows no Red Army

il

! prisoners of war, only dead soldiers or traitors." As a
ﬁ result, the attitude of Soviet prisoners was generally
:f cooperative to the Germans, especially if the prisoners
{_ hoped to gain favor with their captors.=*

.& strengths

"!

L U.S. Army

N At the end of the war, the 12th Army Group conducted
§ a survey of its armies, corps, and divisions on intelligence
5;' matters. After the 12th Army Group survey, the Genezal

Board considered the performance of the Military
Intelligence Service in the European Theater of

Operations. Since the Genecral Board conclusions and

recommendations validated many of the 12th Army Group's
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findings, they deserve discussion together. The results of
the survey and, where appropriate, the General Board's
action concérning the strengths of lnterrogation operations
were:

a. 1l2th Army Group considered interrogation
important enough to recommend the assignment of additional
teams to division. (This is also a shortcoming, that |is,
there were apparently insufficient numbers during the wazx;
see also the discussion under "Shortcomings.") The General
Board Study validated this survey by accepting and repeating
the recommendations of lZth Army Group in its report.*®

b. The Army Group overall estimate was that
interrogation of prisoner of war operations provided between
thirty-three to fifty percent of information.32*

‘ €. The subordinate fleld armies characterized
interrogation as the "most constant profitable source of
enemy information..." along with tactical reconnaissance and
photo reconnaissance. (Next in order of profitability were
signals intelligence, agents, and document exploitation.)?”

d. The armies further commented:

The Armies all agree that information obtained

from PWs is by far the most important single source
of intelligence and every effort should be made to
increase IPW personnel as well as their guality and
training. In general, the IPW teams have worked in
a satisfactory manner with four teams being able to
handle a total of 5,000 PWs a day on a satisfactory
basis.2*®

e. The majority of divicsions found 1IPW the

most profitable MIS team attached: "Prlisoners of war
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provided the most prolific and genesrally the most accurate
information particularily (sicl on order of
battle.™ Another judgment was, "Prisoners of war
constituted the most fruitful source of information....One
division estimated that as much as 90 percent of information
received by regiments and battalions came from prisoners of
warg,"2?
£. 12th Army Group also found that the MII
(interpreter) teams frequently conducted interrxogations or
acted as interpreters for counterinteliigence agents.3°
German Army Strengths
German definitions of interrogation strengths come
mainly from postwar analysis of the German intelligence
system from a number of partjal observers, many of whom
.se:ved in intelligence ©positions during the war. The
following represent the general conclusions of the several
sources cencerning the strengths of interrogation
operations. The fact that they tend to voice the same
opinion gives some credibility to their opinions.

a. In a detailed postwar study of German
intelligence collection operations on the Eastern Front,
generalmaijor Rudolf Langhauser concluded that the
interrogation of prisoners of war, deserters, and civilians
was the "most {important and profitable" source of
intelligence.?*?*

b. Another postwar study, "The German G-2

Service in the Russian Campaign," characterized
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interrogation as the "most valuable method" of determining
the Soviet situation in the division and corps area, and to
the Soviet rear.??

c. Generalmaior Alfred Toppe's postwar study
reports on several strengths. Incidentally, General
Langhauser, mentioned above, was a co-author of this study
as well. Toppe says that, by the spring of 1942, the
Germans knew present force denominations, equipment
qualities, and commanders, but also war incustry, industrial
possibilities, etc. With this information, the Germans
could predict "the day and the hour of almost every Russian
intention...." Further, the improvements in the
interrogation system brought "good results" even to the last
days of the war and even as the number of prisoners
decreased. Toppe also adds that interrogation was "an
important, if not the most important"” source of information,
frequently the only one used when "all other sources failed
to produce conclusive results."??

d. A document compiled by Allied intelligence
based on interrogations of Germans and other intelligence
files and published by the War Department entitled "German
Operational Intelligence" also gives German interrogation a
great deal of credit. This documenc explored all theaters
of warfare, not just the Eastern Front as do tkhe studies
cited above. This study terms interrogation "one of the

most fruitful sources."?+
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e. General Kurt von Tippelsklirch, formerly an
army commander, consicdered information from Soviet PW and
deserters "of decisive importance," providing the Germans a
complete and generally reliable picture.3®

Shortcomings
U.S. Army
The U.S. Army ldentified interrogation shortcomings
in the postwar findings of the 12th A:my Group survey and
the General Brnard Study, and in observer reports published
during the war itself.

a. 1l2th Army G-oup recommended the assignment
(vice attachment) of four six-man IPW teams per division on
a permanent Dbasis, instead of only two teams. The
recommendation considered a requirement for one team per
division and one for each of three regiments. The General
Board Study validated this survey by accepting and repeating
the recommendations of 12t* Armv Group 1in the CLCcard's
report.?¢

b. In 12th Army Group experience,

inteirogation apparently did not contribute extensively to
exploitation operations. The 12th Army Group's armored
divisions found aerial photography more suitable as an
intelligence source for their far-reaching "spearhead"-type
operations., One reason for this was that the armored
divisions generally needed information on German rear areas
(e.g., trafficability, location of reserve forces, etc.)

beyond the knowledge of the average prisoner.>3”
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c. Thr 12th Army Group survey fgund a need for
editorial personnel and report reproduction equipment to
?\ decrease the amount of time interrogators spend at writing
and clerical work. The General Board Study later validated

this finding by incorporating it into its own

LK

recommendations.>®

ey
PP

d. There were not enough personnel at division
or corps to efficlently process captured documents. The
General Board Study also validated this finding in its
conclusions. (This finding 1is important as one of the
duties of IPW teams was document analysis and

exploitation.)??

’
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e. 12th Army Group units supported the

L 20 SR 4
)

assignment of IPW teams to units, instead of attachment (in

this case, from the Military Intelligence Service,

YN Y T
f‘_ 1" .

MIS). The General Board Study also recommended the
permanent assignment (vice attachment) of interrogator

personnel to "operational units" at least in time to conduct

‘o Ve
“Ls

field training with such uaits. *°

Yy

£. During the war, Army Service Forces and the

Army Ground Force Obsexrver teams also found evidence of

NARAR . 0¥

interrogation shortcomings. In an interview with an Azmy

'I

J
g* Service Forces interviewer, an officer who served 1in the
;! 36éth Infantry Division 1n 1Italy and France as an
:g interrogation team leader stressed the importance of timely
:5 intelligence. In this officer's experience in the

interrogation of thousands of PW, the use of an interpreter
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by the G2 or hls assistant was a waste of time, delayed the
acquisition of information (while waiting for the G2 ¢to
arrive), and never gained any useful information when an
interpreter assisted. (This is in contrast to the German
experience, which freguently had the G2 interrogating with
an interpreter; no such disadvantage became evident |in
researching the German operations.)

g. The same IPW officer also found that
interrogator personnel were, by and large, unfit for that
duty. He considered that interrogators should have a high
degree of intelligence, but that in fact, many soldiers
became interrogators simply due to their language
abllity. In his experience, the German Jewish refugees who
joined the U.S. Army were the best interrogators.+*

h. An Army Ground Forces observer interviewed
IPW officers in Italy concerring interrogation
operations. These officers noted the delay in removal of
PWs to the regimental collecting point. Presuzably this
affected the interrogation and, in turn, the timeliness of
iﬁfozmation collected.*?

German Army Shortcomings
The Germans identified several shortcomings in their
interrogation operations. These included German ability to
exploit Soviet prisoners of war, the strength and training
of interpreters, and the use of requirements 1in the

interrogation process.
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a. The Germans found themselves wunable to
explolit all Soviet prlsoners of war because of the several
languages and at least fifty dialects spoken by members of
the Red Army. In addition to the language barrier, the
Germans concluded that a different mental attitude existed
between east and west, especially in the case of semi- or
wholly Asiatic prisoners. Racist Nazi doctrine may have
enhanced this conclusion.*?

b. The lack of qualified, trained interpreters
was a4 major shortcoming. There was no training for
interrogation in the German army before thez war, providing
an inauspiclious beginning. Having identified the
deficiency, the Germans developed training courses which
improved thnis aspect as the war progressed. The rapid
regiirenent for 1linguists, especially in the rather
unexpected Russian campaign, brought persons without
militazry qualifications into the force. These personz were
unsulitable in the military sense, even while they might have
possessed knowledge on the political, cultural, and economic
sense. The lack of military qualified interpreters led to
such things as the need for an Ic or one of his assistants
to interrogate senior officer prisoners. In critical
analysis of German intelligence operations, one study
considers that the Germans could not "exploit the full
potential” of their interrogation system because they failed

to train the interpreters well.**

127




C. The number of interpreters at difterent
echelons was also unsatisfactory. As mentione:di, the Germans
never achieved their gqoal of assigning an interpreters at
each combat battalion. The numbers of interpreters assigned
at regiment and field army also proved insufficient,
prompting these headquarxrters to f£ind their own within their
units.+*

d. The dlversity of Russian language and
dialects forced the Ic at each echelon to keep track of the
location of interpreters speaking different dialects, as
there wvere not enough to adequately perfszm the
mission. Due to the insufficient numbers (and partly due to
insufficient language training) the Germans at tinmes
successfully used other Soviet prisoners (and secretly,
Jews) as translators.**

e. Part of the interpreter problem rested with
the focus of interrogation. In 1939, the German Army
focused interrogation at army level. As the focus moved
downward (decentralized), especially during the Russian
campaign, eventually stopping at division, the army £found
that it needed more interpreters.*”

f. The final shortcoming 1in the German
interrogation system was that of intelligence
requirements. One postwar study was critical of the German
inattention to an active requirements system, at least

initially. The study also criticized the use of a standard

Artmy High Command Qquestionnaire even 1late in the war,
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instead of pursuing specific requirements. General Toppe
admitted the requirements system was a problem which the
Germans (notably Exemde Heere Qst) tried to improve. He
emphasized the importance of publishing new requirements
("work directives") freguently.+*®
Analysis of Intexrogation Repoxts

This section of the chapter provides a brief summary of
the results of examining interrogation report samples. The
focus here 1s the effect of 1interrogating at different
echelons in relation to types of {nformation, target
echelon, and relative timeliness.

a. Regiment: the report sample from a U.S.
regiment provides unit identification, followed by location
and strength, as predominant information. The company was
the predominant echelon targetted; three-fourths of the
information concerned battalion and lower. Almost all of
the information at this level was current. All information
was of a tactical nature.

b. Division: report samples came from one U.S.
division and two German divisions. The predominant
information 1in the U.S. sample was unit identification,
followed <closely by location information. 1In all three
samples, company and battallon information was one-half the
total amount collected. In the German samples, strength
information predominated,followed by identification in one
case and location in the other. In timeliness, the U.S.

sample was nlilnety percent current, the German samples each
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sixty-five percent current. (This may have been due to the
precise 1indications on capture in German reports that were
not present in U.S. reports, causing the author to make
subjective judgments of which information was
*cuzrrent.") The division samples contained tactical
information.

€. Corps: report samples were from one U.S.
and one German corps. In both cases, unit identification
vas predominant, each thirty-six percent of total
information * cdllectel. Again in each case, 1location and
strength infermation followed, with remarkable consistency
in percentage (approximately twenty-five and twenty percent,
Tespectively) as well. 1In both cases, the amount of current
information was about seventy-five percent, followed by
historical information. The U.8. sample had almost no
predictive {information. The German sample, for the first
instance on the German side, had a predictive count of six
percent. The corps interrogation samples contained almost
all tactical information, but started to verge on
operational or strategic information, such as information on
Soviet tanks.

d. Field Army: one sample from the German army
showed strength as the predominant type of information,
tollowed by identification and 1locatlon data. Historical
information made up one-half of the information collected,
with current information at one-~third. Predictive

information reached six percent. The category of "Other"
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was the largest target echelon, with one-thixd of the
information not conforming to a specific army
echelon. Regiment, division, and brigade were the next most
common target echelons. Fleld army interrogation 1in this
sample included tactical, some operational, and some
strategic information.
e. Theater level: the report sample was from a
U.S. 1interrogation team. The predominant information was
industrial, followed by military installations. The
information in the sample was almost all historical, with
some predictive information about new weapons undergoing
development. The information was approximately ninety-
percent strategic in nature; some information in the sample
may qualify as operational level information.
Bactoxs Unique to World wWar II

Three factors may have been unique to interrogation
operations in the Seccnd World War. These were the Soviet
soldier's willingness to talk, especially while the Gernman
forces were winning the war; the different phases of
credibility of intelligence in the German army during the
war; and the ability of the United States to prepare itself
over a period of years for its most critical operation: the
land campaign in France, Belgium, and Germany.

The Soviet soldier had an unusual willingness to
cooperate with his German captcrs, for reasons concerning
Stalin's policy, as discussed above, and probably in part

because he felt that cooperation would ensure that he stayed
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alive. Many Soviet offlcers and polltical commissars told
Soviet soldiers that the Germans would kill them if they
were captured. While the Germans did kill political
commissars upon capture, according to Hitler's commissar
order, they apparently treated most PWs well initially after
capture. S8till, hundreds of thousands of Soviet PWs died in
German hands, as discussed earlier. Generally, the abuse of
Soviet prisoners (mainly starvation, but also ligquidation in
PW and concentration camps) occurred after evacuation from
the combat echelons.*?®

The German intelligence staff officers experienced
credibility problems during the war. Initial brilliant
tactical success in a sense blinded the Germans to the need
for a good intelligence system. German intelligence staff
officers (Ic) freéuently sought command or la (G3) positions
instead. Many reserve general staff officers ended up in
the Ic positions, especially at division level. Later in
the war, when the Germans needed intelligence the most,
intelligence assets and sources began to decline. Prisoners
of war decreased as the Germans went on the
defensive. SIGINT units were overrun. Aecial
reconnaissance assets declined in number with the
Luftwaffe. Even so, the Germans made good use of the earlier
experience, established c-edibility in 1its intelligence
system, and made changes to the extent that one German

general, writing after the war, claims that the German

132

-ﬂ!mm\\-&mﬁb'}??'}u'm"‘m.ﬁmvwkﬁxl-i'u‘:ﬁf. (O (R Y Y0 S Y XX Y ¥ 7 3 ¥ % = ammm———— o

o

~




COCLU SR TN,

X
-

ST L

-
»

2

pes .\ o

Irp el franpii

ML L4

intelligence system still kept up with Soviet intentions to
the end of the war.®°

Unlike the Germans, the U.S. Army had a certain
aﬁount of time with which ¢to train and organize for
interrogation operations, especially for the critical
invasion of Burope and follow-on campaigns into Germany. As
in so many other relationships, e.g., staff work and signals
intelligence, the British allowed the Military Intelligence
Service to traln with its interrogators, and to perform
interrogations in British PW compounds 1in the United
Kingdom.®*

Supmary

This chapter has discussed the analysis of samples
of interrogation reports £from regiment through theater
level, and analyzed the U.S. Army and German Army
interrogation operations considering doctrine, practice, and
report sampling. As a result of these analyses, the study
shows a marked similarity in the interrogation efforts of
the armies.

Sampling of each army's interrogation at distinct
echelons demonstrates a general consistency in types of
information, frequency, target echelon, and timeliness at
each comparable echelon. In other words, interrogation
provided approximately the same product for each army.

The greatest similarity in interrogation operations
of both armies is its organization. Each army found a need

to 1interrogate at regimental level through theater level,
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decentralizing thelr operations in each case to achlieve
this. Both also made provisions in their own ways for
interrogation to support what may be tarmcd the M"national
level".

Thexre were three major differences. These were the
number of interrogators employed at different 1levels, the
approach to interrogation at the corps level, and technigues
used successfully by the Germans in "mass-~-production"
intexrxogation of Soviet prisoners of war.

Concerning the strengths of interrogation, both
armies agreed that interrogation was a very valuable source
of information. Report sampling at the tactical levels
(regiment through corps) indicates that interrogation did
provide usable information on enemy wunit identifications,
locations, and strength. Report sampling from field army
and theater level demonstrated that interrogation provided
some operational and much strategic information of value to
planners and intelligence analysts.

u.s. and German postwar reports agreed that
shortcomings included the number of personnel available for
interrogators, and the lack of well-trained and gqualified
interrogators. On the U.S. side, a study found that
interrogation did not support fast-moving exploitation
operations as well as did photographic intelliqence. On the
German side, several studies criticized the difficulty in

establishing a workable intelligence requirement system.
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With this historical background, the study now turns
its attention to modern doctrine. A later part of the study

will compare modern doctrine to these historical lessons.
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CHAPTER S ENDNOTES

igeneralmaior Hellmuth Reinhardt, "Russian Alirborne
Operations," MS# P-1llo, (1953): 1-2. Hereafier cited as
Reinhardt, MS# P-116.

2Reinhardt, MS# P-116: 1-5.
*Reinhardt, MS# P-116: 17.

“National Archives microfilm series T-314, <roll 252,
frame 867 and following contains the reports. Roll 253
frame 105 and following provides juformation on PW capture
rates.

BMost Soviet airborne units encountered in this
research, except for the 250th Airborne Regiment, used the
term "brigade." Most Soviet ground units wused the term
"regiment" for a similar organizational level. S2ince
alrborne units are the predominant source of prisoners in
this sample, the brigade echelon predominates over that of
regiment.

®National Archives microfilm series T-~314, 1zoll 253
frame 105 and following provides information on PW capture
rates. PW capture rate for 3d Division may be 1inaccurate,
as 3d Division produced interrogation reports during periods
vwhen, according to record, there were no PWs, e.g., period
of 23-26 February 42. On the other hand, the interrogation
reports may concern PW captured days before; there was no
particular 1indication of capture dates 1in this unit's
reports, while there often were in the 5th Panzer Division's
reports. As noted, where there was no indication of
capture, capture was presumed to be recent, 1i.e., 1in the
last 24 hours.

?Reports located in National Archives microfilm series
T-314, roll 252, frame 899 and following.

®*The same tactical situation existed as for 5th Panzer
Divisioen, thus "brigade" (the designation for Soviet
alrborne units) continues to figure prominently.

®Reports located in National Archives microfilm series
T-314, 1roll 252 frame 913 and following. 1In regard to the
assumption that these are the corps reports, all other
interrogation reports carry the designation of the units
subordinate or superior to V Armeekorps. The author made
the assumption on that basis. As noted in the conclusions
drawn from examining this sample, the reports contain things
that one would reasonably expect, doctrinally, from corps-
level interrogaticn.
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loReports located in National Archives microfilm series
T-314 roll 252 frame 904 and following.

*iy.s. Army, VII Corps, Misaion Accomplished (1945):
51-32'

*3y.s. Army, VII Corps, Mission Accomplished (1945):
52-56.

13y.8. Army, 104th Infantry Division, "After Action
Report," (January-April 1945) provides a day-to-day history
of the division; reports of 415th Infantry Regiment
activity summarized here.

ieCopies of these TPW Team #160 reports are 1in the
auther's possession.

isy.S. Army, 8th Infantry Division, "Report After
Action Against Enemy," (sic] (February 495): 46 and
following. PW capture rates from Gl Annex p. 45, and from
Annex 3, Summary of Enemy Action; these two sources disagree
by 2 PWs. Hereafter cited as 8th Inf Div "After Action."

i¢3th Inf Cilv "After Action" (March 45): 4 and
following.

*78th Inf Div "After Action™ (February-March 45): G2
Periodic Reports #225, 23 February 45, through #237, 7 llazch
45.

*8sample of reports taken from VII Corps G2 Periodic
Reports #55-57, 61-62, 64-65 in February-March 45. Reports
are in USACGSC Battle Analysis Volume 7 Part 4.

1%Reports # 1/43 through 1/47 taken from U.S. Army
Moblile Field Interrogation Unit No. 1, "PW Intelligence ETO
1945, No 1/34-49" published in March 1945.

20y.S. Forces European Theater,"Military Intelligence
Service in the ETO" (The General Board Study #12) (undated)
pP. 26 provides numbers of division and corps IPW and MII
teams. Hereafter cited as USFET, "MIS in ETO."

21y.8. Forces European Theater Interrogation Center,
"First Special Intelligence Interrogation Report: The German
G-2 Service in the Russian Campaign (Ig Dienst 0Ost)" (1945)
provides information on army interpreters on P.
126. Hereafter cited as USFETIC, "German G2
Service." Also see U.S. War Department, "German Operational
Intelligence™ (1946): 4, 33-34, 69. Hereafter cited as
"German Operational Intelligence."

23aroppe, MSH# P-0l8a: 29. USFET, "MIS in ETO:" 26.
137




23aroppe, MSk P-018a: 26.

24USFETIC, "German G2 Service:" 25. Toppe, MS# P-0l8a:
35 36 Jdiscusses PW attitude. Paul Carell and Guenter
Boeddeker, Die Gefangenen (1980): 260 (my translation].

2%U.8. Army, 1l2th Army Group, "Report of Operations
(Final After Action Report)" Vol. III G2 Section (undated):
160. Hereafter cited as 12th Army Group, "Report of
Operations." USFBT, "MIS in ETO:" 30-32.

2812th Army Group, "Report of Operations:"
138.

2712th Army Group, "Report of Operations:"
116-122, 136.

2812th Army Group, "Report of Operations:"
119,

2%12th Army Group, "report ~f Operations:™ 139-140.
?012th Army Group, " "yerations:" 157.

3igenezralmaior Rudo! -aguauser, "gtudle idber die

- -
(1954): 59. Hereafter
cited as Langhauser "gtudje."

23USFETIC, "German G2 Service:" 153. Langhauser
commanded the 12th VYolksgrenadjer Division when {t fought
against the U.S. 8th and 164th Infantry Divisions 1in
February and March, 1945.

23Toppe, MS# P-018a: 29-31,36.

*4"German Operational Intelligence:" 128,

?8Genexal Kurt von Tippelskirch, "Army High Command:
Intelligence on Foreign Armies and the Foreign Intelligence
Service, 1938-1945" (1953): 13.

3¢12th Army Group, “"Report of Operations:" 160. USFET,
"MIS in ETO:" 25, 30-32.

3712th Army Group, "Report of Operations:" 139-140.

2812th Army Group, "Report of Operations:" 119,
157. USFET, "MIS in ETO:" 32.

¥%12tr Army Group, "Report of Operations:" 145. USFET,
"MIS in ETO:" 30.
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4°1l2th Army Group, "Report of Operations:" 158~
159. USFET, "MIS in ETO:" 32.

43*U.s. Army, Army Service Forces, "Def!clencies |in
Utilization and cCalibre [sic)] of Divisional 1Intelligence
Personnel," (April 1945): l. (In the case of Jewish
interpreters, the Germans agreed, but were forbidden by
National Sociallist doctrine from openly employing
them. Toppe, MS# P-0l18a, p. 34 discusses the "secret" use
of Jewish interpreters by the Germans, which he
characterizes as very successful.)

42U.8. Army, Army Ground Forces, "Subjects of Interest
to G2, AGF (Army Ground Forces)" (January, 1944): 6-7.

*3Langhauser, "Studie:" 59-67. Toppe, MSHk P-0l8a: 14
discusses secrecy, language, and mental attitudes. These
German studies on the topic concern themselves with a
limitation outside their control, but responsible in part
for some of the shortcomings. This 1limitation was the
Soviet prisoners of war. The Soviet Army and government had
a propensity for secrecy about the Soviet Union. This
factor severely 1limited the knowledge of individual
prisoners.

44Langhauser, "gstudie:" 59-67. Toppe, MS# P-0l8a: 11-
14."German Operational Intelligence:" 4, 120, 126. It |is
useful to note here that the Germans apparently still used
the "guild" system during the war, and had grades of
specialty in language studies. A soldier who qualified as a
"linguist" did not get a promotion and usually worked in an
administrative 3Jjob at a PV camp, where a soldier who
qualified as a "translator"™ was eligible for promotion and
assignment 4s an "interpreter." (The U.S. system was
probably not as objective.)

42Langhauser, "Studje:™ 14, 18-19.

4%Langhauser, "Studie:" 143. Toppe, MS# P-ulBa:
34. The reason for using Jewish persons as interrogators
(on both sides) stemmed from the fact that the Jewish
populations of Europe often transcended national boundaries,
and thus had a penchant for speaking several langquages.

47’Langhauser, "gtudje:" 67, 143.

43"German Operational Intelligence:" 128. Toppe, MS#H
P-018a: 40.

“*Alfred Streim, Die Bepnandlung  Sowijetischer
som " (l981): 42. David

Kriegsqef
Kahn, Hitler's Sples (1985): 144.
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sarGerman Operational 1Intelligence:™ 121-122, 137-
138, Toppe, MS# P-0l8a, p. 11-12 on reserve officers; p. 31
on German successes until the end of the war.

S2U3FET, "MIS in ETO:" 13.
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CHAPTER 6
AIRLAND BATTLE INTERKOGATION OPERATIONS

This chapter discusses the doctrinal organization
for interrogation operations in a mid- to high-intensity
conflict. This chapter also dlscusses doctrine and factors
which may be unique to, ard therefore affect, AirLand Battie
interrogation operations. Finally, the chapter provides
results of the comparison of doctrinal organization for
interrogation with the historical lessons.

Rogtrine

This sectioun discusses doctsine and some structural
considerations. These 1include the authorized strength of
interrogators in MI units at present.

As it so happens, intelligence doctrine is presently
in a state of revision. "Fleld circulars"” contalining
revised doctrine are in existence, reacdy for publication as
fleld manuals and to replace existing manuals. This
revision is necessary as AirLand Battle doctrine evolves and
as the Army accomplishes its revised mission under the Army
of Excellence reorganization. As a starting point, a
discussion of still-valid, pre-AirlLand Battle doctxine will
set the stage.

Field Manual 30-15, Intellligence Interrogation,

1978, established doctrine as the Combat Electronic Warfare
and Intelllgence (CEWI) concept was making 1ts debut,

providing the division command:r with an "all-sourxce”
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intelligence <collection and analysis capabllity. Fleld
Circular 34-52,Iptelljigence Interrqgatien, will become a
field manual eventually and will replace FM 30-15.

In 1978, doctrine allowed for the use of
ir.nrregators at bLbattalion in order to exploit immediate
type operatiors or in an independent mission. Doctrine also
suggested the use of "provisional"® interrogators at
battalion. These would come from assigned personnel who
speak the necessary language and who could study the field
manuwal for procedural guidance in interrogation, as other
interrogators from brigade or higher levels may not be

available.>
FM 34-80, Briqgade and Battallon Intelllgence and

Electronic warfare Opexatjions, published in 1985, contalined
doctrine relative to the AirLand Battle. This manual

likewise provides for interrogation support at the maneuver
battalion, but only on a limited or "contingency
basis." Rather, interrogation support to battalicn, such as
questioning Enemy Prisoners of War (EPW) on matters of
interest to the battalion, 1is usually done at brigade or
higher. Further, any interrogators sent to the battalion
remain wunder operational control of the brigade or the
divisional Military lIntelligence (MI) battalion.?

At the brigade level, doctrine <calls for the
divisional Mi battalion to provide interrogators in "direct

support" of the brigade. These interrogators perform a

variety of functions, 1including screening and interrogating
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PVWs, detainees, and refugees, and conducting "limited
translator and interpreter support." The focus of brigade
interrogation 1ls information of immediate tactical value and
speedy reporting. This interrogation usually occurs in the
EPW collection point in the brigade support area.?

There are also interrogators assigned to the armored
cavalry regiment and separate brigade in the supporting MI
companies. The regiment or separate brigade may keep
interrogators in "general support” (i.e., in support of the
force as a whole), or they may place 1interrogators in
"direct support” of squadrons or battalions. The focus on
speedy exploitation 1is the same as in a divisional
brigade. The armcred cavalry regiment and separate brigade
may doctrinally receive interrxogation augmentation frem the
corps, as discussed below. Presently, the army authorizes
five interrogators at the regiment or separate brigade.*

Divigional interrogators, assigned to the
Intelligence and Survelllance Company of the MI battalion,
conduct s-.reening, interrogation, and 1limited document
exploitation at the division EPW collection point, wusually
in the division support area. Based on the Iintelligence
tagk organization, these interrogators also provide "direct
support” to divisional brigades, and perhaps to
battalions. Division wusually recelves "direct support”
interrogation teams from the corps MI brigade to assist in
these operations. 8ince the present heavy division has only

ten interrogators authorized, corps interrogation
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augmentation willi probably be necessary to accomplish

division and brigade missions.®

The corps MI br igade includes a Tactical
Exploitation Battalion, and may in the future include
another Tactical Exploitation Battalion from the «reserve
component. None of the latter have activated to date. The
Tactical Exploitation Battalion doctrinally includes an
Interrogation Company. (This company has since disappeared
and interrogators are now 1in the Couanterintelligence
Company.) The interrogators in the Tactical Exploitation
Battalion provide task-organized support to the corps, the
divisions, the armored cavalry regiment, and the separate
brigade. Doctrinally there ate ten five-man
teams. Normally four five-man teams would support
subozrdinate units, one in support of each of two divisions,
one regiment, and one separate brigade. The other six five-
man teams doctrinally would operate in "general support" of
the corps.*

Present organization authorlzes only elight five-man
teams in the corps Tactical Exploltation Battalion. These
are insufficlent in number, although presumably the reserve
component Tactical Exploitation Battalion, when activated
and when arrived in theater, would increase the numbers of
interrogators. As a result, the corps must presently rely
on augmentation from the echelon above corps (EAC)
interrogation unit in order to accomplish its own mission

and its augmentation to subordinate units.”
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Presuming it has the assets, corps may also place
its own ‘"general support" teams at a 1lower echelon, €for
instance at a division EPW collecting point, 1in order ¢to
collect information of interest to the corps. This type of
operation might occur in a situation where this 1s no corps
BPV holding area, or where transportation of EP¥W to the
corps area is too slow for effective interrogation success,
or similar reasons.*

At the echelons above corps (EAC), tailored MI
brigades support theater-specific intelligence needs. One
doctrinal capability, presently deployed in Europe, 1is the
MI Battalion (Interrogation and Exploitation) (EAC). This
battalion provides interrogation support to higher,
adjacent, and lower units. Examples of this support include
interrogation in support of Army component command
requirements, augmentation to allied interrogation centers,
operation of a theater Jjoint |{nterrogation center, and
support to U.S. <corps and other unlts. Doctrinally the
battalion would also provide interrogation or screening
teams to lower and adjacent echelon EPW and refugee holding
areas. These teams would screen EPW and refugees for
referral to the theater EPW cage or interrogate them on the
spot in support of theater requirements.”®

At full strength, the MI battalion at EAC has 14
interrogation and three document exploitation teams, of
approximately eight soldiers each. 1In reality the battalion

has only two of the four companles that doctrine provides.?*®
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Doctrine does not discuss specific plans to support
other interrogation operations outside active theaters of
operations. The specifics of this support are more properly
the province of planning. There are other assets in the
Army at present: the U.S. Arzrmy Intelligence and Security
Command (INSCOM) owns interrogation assets not presently
assigned to MI brigades at EAC. It is reasonable to assume
that these assets would either support theater operations in
wartime, or would support Army, Department of Defense, or
national-level intelligence interrogation centers, such as
the World War II War Department's Fort Hunt interrogation
center.*?*

AlrLand Battle Implications

AirLand Battle warfare as foreseen will have a major
characteristic of speed and mobility. Specific implications
for interrogation operations center on this major
characteristic, on technology, and on communist ideclcgy.

The 1increased speed of operations has a drastic
effect on intelligence at all levels. Based on the speed of
operations, commanders have an increasing need to anticipate
events, in order ¢to prevent the enemy from selizing the
initiative or at least in order to react. This increased
requirement £for knowledge into the future requires that
interrogation operations be alert ¢to the (probably
infrequent) capture of PW with detailed knowledge of future

operations. It also requires an ability to exploit that
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PW. This task may be made more difficult if the PW 1is a
deeply indoctrinated higher-ranking communist offlicer.

Increased speed of operations will also affect the
perishability of interrogatién operations, making the quick
exploitation of PWs necessary to allow the collected
information to serve the supported commander. This
requirement may force to decentralize interrogator assets,
that is, to move them forward on the battlefield.

An increase in the mobility of forces since World
var 1I, a factor related to the increased speed of
operations, can be an advantage and a disadvantage to
incerivgation operations. Mobility can assist the
interrogation process when capturing units swiftly evacuate
prisoners by vehicles to collecting points in brigade and
division support areas. Mobile enemy forces also pose a
danger to forward EPW collecting points.

While communications meaas have increased over World
var 1I, 80 has the capabllity to conduct electronic
countermeasures (jamming) of division and brigade radio
nets. Generally speaking, the means of communication
available to interrogation teams has improved only
marginally since World War II. 1Interrogation teams still
rely heavily on wire landline and telephones or on short-
range FM radio at division and brigade. 3Since interrogation
reports at corps and higher levels are likely to be lengthy,

interrogators at these levels will probably transmit short,
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perlishable spot reports by electronic means, and the rest by
courler or mail arrangements.

Distances on the battlefield have increased over
World War II. This.is due mostly to increases in range and
quantity of £firepower and the advent of tactical nuclear
weapons, all of which make massed forces an inviting
target. This will affect interrogation as prisoners now
have farther to travel to the rear, therefore possibly
increasing the time lapse between capture and interrogation.

Finally, it is reasonable to assume that the Soviet
system has "politicized" the Soviet soldier today more than
was possible in World War II. This means the Soviet scldier
may have a deeper sense of loyalty and commitment to his
fellow soldiers and his nation, resulting from 1long-term
indoctrination with communist ideology since birth, than his
World War II counterpart. This may make the potential enemy
soldier more resistant to U.S. interrogation.

Comparjson of Hiastorical and AixLand Battle Opexations

The comparison of historical World War II and modern
AirLand Battle {nterrogation operations concludes that,
first, there are similarities in the echelons at which
interrogation occurs. Second, there are differences in the
manner of concentrating interroyation assets.

Similarities

Historical lessons from both U.S. and German World

War I1 operations validate the present doctrine of

organizing for intexrogation at battalion 1level (on an
1438
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exception basis), brigade (World War II regimental level),
and division. .

The U.5. Army continues to plan on interrogation at
corps level, as it did in World wWar II, while the Germans
interrogated more on an exception basis at
corps. Nevertheless, some interrogation occurred in both
armies at corps level. The Germans may have bypassed corps
because of insufficient interrogator personnel, or in order
to relieve the corps of operating a PW collection point, or
because they interrogated in more detall at regiment and
division, or a combination of all three reasons.

Modern U.S. doctrine does give corps the flexibility
to send 1its teams to other echelons (lower ones 1in this
case) to explolit PW of interest to the corps. World War Il
doctrine made the same provisions. Given the implications
of rear battle and other missions beside operating the corps
EPW holding area for corps Military Police, the deployment
of corps "general support" interrogators to forward division
EPW collection points is reasonable. Communications back to
the corps 1s perhaps the biggest problem in this mode of
deployment.

History and modern doctrine both provide for
interrogation above the corps level. 1In World War II, both
armies had 1interrogation at the field army level. The
Germans had mobile teams (although perxhaps not on the
Eastern Front), and the interrogation center st Eremde Heere

Qat (Army High Command level). The U.53. Army operated
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mobile teams, one detalled interrogation center in France, a
combined lnte:rogation operation in England, and another
center back in the United States.

At echelons above corps today, there are provisions
in doctrine for U.S. Army participation in theater joint and
allied interrogation centers, as well as support to the Army
component headquarters in theater. Doctrine aside, it |is
reasonable to assume that the Army will participate in Army,
Department of Defense, and national-level 1interrogation
centers in the United States.

Differences

The philosophy for organizing interxrogation assets
appears to be cyclical. When compazring World War 11
peacetime and early wartime doctrine to the later wartime
practice, it is apparent that interrogation .assets
decentralize, or move closer to the battlefield , e.g., to
regiment and battalion, as the war progresses. 1In examining
modern peacetime doctrine, it 1s arpparer.t that the
interrogation assets have centralized, or moved farther away
from the battlefield again: there are ten interrogators at
division, forty at cozrps, and more than 100 at echelons
above corps organlzatlions.

There are no doubt many very good reasons for
this. Training and resource costs are two. The U.S. Army
has, wittingly or not, made a concession to support this

cycie by writing doctrine to provide for downward

150




A BB L ORI B ) Y T EIR LS 2 4 GO T 8 RS S5

o
‘u

LA

N =%

Yy
Q

Frinmr ot aii

Bi
&
o

augmentation, e.g., EAC to corps, corps to division, to
bring interrogation assets closer to the frontlines,.

Regardless of the reasons, there are presently very
few interrogators avalilable to support brigade and division
interrogation. It is reasonable to assume that in the later
stages of any future war the number of interrogators
assigned to (as compared to augmenting) brigade and
division echelons will increase.

Given the World War II experience, however, there is
no doubt a period of some confusion and delay as
interrogation assets decentralize or move forward. Both
interrogators and the units they support must become
familiar with working relationships. 1Interrogators must
come to understand the intelligence requirements of 1lower
levels 1like brigades and battalions, or the procedures
commonly practiced there. The supported commands must come
to understand the capabilities and limitations of
interrogators. We have seen this before, as when the
Germans falled to make good use of their requirements
system, and when both German an¢ American Iinterrogators
lacked military skills and knowledge.

Sumpary

Generally speaking, 1interrogation doctrine under
AlrLand Battle provides for interrogation at each level
found in World War II experience. These 1levels ‘nclude

maneuver battalion through theater, 3Jjoint, and combined

operations,
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AlrLand Battle Interrogatlon doctrine centrallzes
interrogation assets at higher echelons of command, however,
than was done 1in World War II. These echelons are the
division through the echelon above corps. The doctrine also
plans for employment of these assets at least one echelon
lower 1in wartime. All of this 1s consistent with the pre-
wartime or early wartime organization and doctrine of the
U.S. and German armies in the World War II era. During the
war, however, both armies decentralized their interrogators,
moving them down toward regiment and battalion levels.

The implications of AirLand Battle, especially the
increased speed of operations, may; nasten the return of
interrogators to brigade and, in some cases, maneuver
battalion level. By the same token, the increased speed of
operations may not provide the U.S. Army sufficient time to
successfully change its interrogation orientation once the

war begins.
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CHAPTER 6 ENDNOTES

*U.S. Army, Field Maaual (FM) 30-15, Intelligenge
interrogation (1978): 3-32.

3U.S. Army, Filed Manual (FM) 24-80, Brigade and
&
{1985): 2-20, 2-41. Hereafter cited as FM 34-80 (1985).

3y.8, Army, Field Manual 34-1, Intelligence and

(1984): 2-25 to 2-

26. Hereafter cited as FM 34-1 (1984). FM 34-80 (1985): 3-
30 references the BPW collection point.

“FM 34-1 (1984): 2-39. U.S. Army, FM 34-30, Military
Intelligence company _ (Combat Electronic Warfare and

dutelliqence (CEWI) (Axmored Cavalry Regiment/Separate
Brigade) (1983): 2-7. Information on the authorization of
five interrogators in the regiment or brigade from telephone
conversation with Captain Stewart, Department of Tactics,
Intalligence, and Military Intelligence, U.s. Axrmy
Intelligence Center and School, Fort Huachuca, Arizona, on
12 March 1987. Captain Stewart cited as his source the Army
of Excellence L-series Tables of Organization and Equipment
(TOE).

SFM 34-1 (1984): 2-34. Information on the
authorization of ten interrogators in the heavy division
from telephone conversation with Captain Stewart, Department
of Tactics, 1Intelligence, and Military Intelligence, U.S.
Army Intelligence Center and School, Fort Huachuca, Arizona,
on 12 March 1987. Captain Stewart cited as his source the
Army of Excelleince L-series Tables of Organization and
Equipment (TOE).

*U.Ss. Army, Fleld Manual (FM) 34-23, Military
Intelligence ~Battalion (Combat FE'ectronic Warfare and
Intelligence) (CEWI) (Tactical Exploitation)(Corps) (1985):
18-20.

FM  34-1 (1984): 2-41 to 2-43. Information on the
authorization of forty interrogators in the corps tactical
exploitation battalion £from telephone conversation with
Captain Stewart, Department of Tactics, Intelligence, and
Military 1Intelligence, U.S. Army Intelligence Ce..ter and
School, Fort Huachuca, Arizona, on 12 March 1987. Captain
Stewart cited as his source the Army of Excellence L-series
Tables of Organization ané CZquipment (TOE).

8U.S. Army Intelligence Center and School, Field

Clrcular (FC) 34-25, Corpa Intelligence and Electropnic

!aL£aLn_QnnLa&Lgna_LsgaLdlnanins_nxninl (1965): 2-13.
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°FM 34-1 (1984): 2-44 to 2-45. uU.S. Army Intellligence
Center and School, Fleld Circular (FC)34-52, Intelligsnce
intexrrogation (1986): 8-2, 8-4 to 8-6.

19U.8. Army Intelligence Center and School, Field
Circular (FC) 34-124, ili j 10

(1985): 2-4 to 2-8. The 18th MI Battalion, stationed in
Burope, has only the Headquarters and Headquarters Company
and the General Support Company pPresently assigned. Aall
other units organic to the battalion come from the Reserve

Compounent.

*iThere are 1limited assets in the INSCOM Operxations
Group.
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CHAPTER 7

CONCLUSIONS

This chapter provides a summary, conclusions, and
recommendations for further study. The summary discusses
the research and analysis of historical experience. The
conclusions, based on the comparison of historical and
modern operations, answer the research question and included
questions. The recommendations address areas developed
during study research that merit further study.

Sunpary

The World War 11 experience of the U.S. and German
Armies in interrogating prisoners of war was very
similar. The organizatizn for interrogation was similar,
with interrogators available at regiment, division, corps,
field army, and theater. Both armies also used methods for
providing interrogation support to the governmental or
national level. The Germans attempted to provide
interrogation at battalion level, but never fully achieved
this gonal.

Both armies decentralized interrogation by moving
their interrogation assets forward, with a focus on thz
regiment and division rather than higher echelons. Both
armies then used intelligence requirements in some degree to
guide the interrvgation process. These regquirements

provided some centralized direction to the decentralized

interrogation uperations.
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The major differences between the two armies were
the number of personnel employed as {interrogators (the
German Army was more austere), each army's approach to corps
level interrogation, and the German use of "production-line"
techniques in explolting cooperative Soviet prisoners of
war.

Both armies viewed their interrogation operations as
having been of undisputed value. Both armies experienced
times when the situation negated other «collection assets,
but interzogation provided reliable intelligence
information.

In terms of shortcomings, both armies assessed a
need for better language, cultural, and military training
for thelr interxrogatnrs. The Germans found intelligence
requirements for interrogation to be a problem, but improved
that during the war. The U.S. found that interrogation was
not the predominant sourcc in collecting information for
armored forcas exploiting into enemy rear areas.

The sampling of interrogation reports provided some
generalizations about the types of information <collected,
the relative timeliness of the information, and the target
echelcns. First, information on ecnemy identification,
location, and strength predominated. There was also an
abundance of other information in the samples which does not

lend itself to easy catagorization: industry, economics, and

armaments are examples.
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Second, the samples included predominantly current
information from regiment thronuqh corps, after which level
the information then became mostly historical. At corps and
field army there was some predictive 1information in the
samples.

Third, £ield army and below interrogation samples
usuvally focused on copposing units one or two echelons
lower. Strategic interrogation £ocused on the military,
industrial, and economic base. These target levels were
approprliate to contemporary intelligence doctrine. One
reason for this doctrine was to speed the prisoner to tbhe
rear for interrogation at the next higher level.

The study considered factors unique to World War 1II
and to Airland Battle, and then compared historical
experience with modern doctrine. The results of that
comparison form the basis for the conclusions which follow.

Beseazch Question apd Included Questions

In presenting the conclusions, it will be useful to
review the research and included gquestions. The research
questlion is: How should the U.S. Army organize to conduct
interrogation of prisoners of war in a mid-intensity
conflict, based on an analysis of World War 1II U.S. and
German Army intezrogation of prisoner of war experience?

The included questions are:
a. Is the concept for interrogation in Airland

Battle doctrine consistent with the historical experience of
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the U.S. and German Armies in World war 1II {interrogation
operatlions?

b. Is the present organization for
interrogation under AirLand Battle doctrine consistent with
the historical experience? .

c. Can 1interxogation operations contribute
significantly to the intelligence effort in AirLand
Battle? 1In order to answer this question, the study
addresses the following specific questions:

(1) Was {interrogation valuable in U.S.
and German Army World War Il experience?

(2) Will the AirLand Battlefield
appreciably change the value of modern interrogation?

(3) Can interxogation support Close
Qperations (traditional "frontlines" battle), Rear
Operations (battle in friendly =rear areasj, and Deep
Operations (battle in the enemy's rear areas), as envisioned
in AirLand Battle doctrine?

(4) Can interrogation support the
specific intelligence requirements of commanders at brigade,
division, corps, and echelons above corps?

(5) Does the positioning of interrogation
operations relative to the point of capture affect the
timeliness of information collected?

(6) Can interrogation assist in

identifying enemy deception plans?
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t. Did the U.S. and German Armies encounter
problems in World wWar II interrogation operations which may
affect the U.S. Army today or in the future?

Conclusions

AlxLand  RBattle _dogtrxine  foxr _ interrxogation ig
conceptually copnsistent with U.S, _and German Wozld War II
axperiance. In later wartime doctrine and experience, both
armies provided interrogation at battalion (as an
exception), regiment, division, corps, field army, theater,
and national or governmental 1levels. Both armies had
arrangments for joint service interrogation. The U.S. Army
cooperated with the British in combined
interrogations. Modern doctrine for interrogation - at
battalion (as an exception), brigade, division, corps, and
echelon above corps (theater, Joint, and combined levels),
accommodates the lessons from World War 1II.

Ihe peacetime organization for interrogation is not
consistent with latex wartime experjengce. In otaer words,
AirlLand Battle organization for interrogation reflects
earller rather than later World War II doctrine. World
War Il experience showed that a trend to decentralize assets
developed over time.

The present centralized approach forces each echelon
from armored cavalry regiment or separate brigade through
echelons above corps to provide support to lower

echelons. In some cases, interrogators will probably move

two levels lower in order to accompllish the misslion.
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Thlis 1inconsistency in organization 1s signiflcant
for three major reasons. These are the expected delay in
wvartime efficiency, the initiative required at brigade and
division in AirLand Battle, and an insufficient number of
interrogators.

The present centralized approach will probably cause
the Army a delay in achieving full wvartime efficlency 1in
interrogation. The delay will result from the anticipated
wartime change from centralized to decentralized
interrogation. Such a change encumbters command, control,
and communication channels. The Army may be unable ¢to
afford this delay for reasons previously stated. The delay
itself rpresents interrogation units and 1ntelligence staff
officers with a difficult training requirement in peacetime.

For example, interrogators and their commanders
must know how to support several subordinate units

(brigades, divisions), such as 1in knowing their standard
operating procedures for EPW handling, intelligence
reporting, intelligence requirements, and the 1like. This is
because there are insufficlent interrogators to hold any in
reserve; brigades and divisions perform reserve misgsions,
however. Staff officers at brigades and higher must know
how to efficlently control interrogation. Interrogators
from higher echelons operating in direct support of a 1lower
echelon may also have a difficult time in reporting
information of interest to the parent command's intelligence

staff, due to a lack of communications links.
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As concerns initiative, the later World war II
organization for {interrogation allowed commanders at
regiment some initiative because they controlled
interrogation assets. AlrLand Battle doctrine fosfers
initiative; decentralized 1interrogation operations would
give brigades an ability to act raplidly on information
gained.

The number of interrogators presently authorized,
due to centralization and reductions in the interrogation
force below even doctrinal levels, is a critical
problem. It means that we are preparing for AirLand Battle
with fewer interrogators available to division than the 12th
Army Group and the General Board recommended at the end of
World wWar 1II. This takes into account intexrogators
avallable (that is, authorized) at corps and echelons above
corps that would or could augment the division.?

In this age of joint and probably combined warfare,
interrogation will also support Joint and combined commands,
if not with interrogators, at 1least with 1intelligence
derived from interrogation. For example, in the European
theater, where the EAC inte.ligence organization supports
the theater army (which is the army component command),
there are many interrogator requirements. EAC interrogators
may have to support theater-wide EPW collection points, such
as those of allied forces, in corder to best support the army
component and the higher unified command intelligence needs,

in addition to the doctrinal augmentation to corps and below
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units. The 1likely result of all these requirements i3 <the
dispersion of 1limited interrogators thinly across the
theater.
Interrogation of Prigoners of War can make g
alanificant contribution to the AlrLand Battle intelligence
system. This conclusion =vms up a series of related
conclusions stated below. The conclusion presumes adeguate

resouzrcing and application of the process.
a. Intexrogation of Prisoners of War was
valuable in historical expexjence. The U.S. and German

armles of World War Il placed great reliance on the

interrogation of prisoners of war as a source of
intelligence. Postwar studies variously described it as
providing between thirty-six to ninety percent of all usable
intelligence, and as being the most important and reliable
source of information.

b. Ipterrogation will De valuable in AlrLand
Battle. The value of interrogation historically should not
change under a~ticipated AirLand Battle conditions. There
are no factors unigue either to World War II experience or
tc the predicted AirLand Battlefield which would serve
reasonably to eliminate interrogation as a valuable source
of intelligence. As the German historical experience
demonstrates, interrogation can continue to provide
wvorthwhile intelligence in situations where other systems

can no longer function properly.
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iv rations. Sampling of interrogation
results in World War II situations resembling both close and
rear operations showed that most information collected was
on the frontlines or the area immediately beyond it, within
the knowledge of the i{ndividual combat soldier. Less
frequent in the samples, and understandably more difficult
for interrogation to collect, 1is information about the
enemy's depth. The difficulty stemmed from the so dier's
lack of knowledge of events outside his echelon, except in
rare cases. These cases usually are the capture of a staff
cfficer, cdurier, or general officer from higher (and thus
rearward) echelons, who have and can speak about information
beyond the immediate battle area. These can certainly
support Deep Operations intelligence requirements, but are
likely to be rare (they were historically, apparently).

While a postwar study on German intelligence gave
the impression that interrogation at division could provide
information not only on the division and corps f£front, but
also far to the enemy rear, the samples do not bear this
point out. The U.S. 12th Army Group's experience showed
that armored divisions or other fast-moving exploitation
forces often maneuvered beyond the area where frontline
intelligence assets (notably interrogation) could support

them with information.?
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Interrogation of Prisoners of War primarlily
contributes to Close and Rear Operations b? providing
information on enemy identifications, locations, and
strength. This contribution reflects the sampling of
historical data at tactical, operational, and strategic -
levels.

The most frequent catsgory in the tactical samples
was identification information (numezical unit designation,
unit subordination or composition, and similar
topics). The U.S. regiment, divisions, and both armies'
corps had identification information as the largest
category. In all samples the one single largest item of
information was numerical designation of enemy units. While
some unit identifications can come from unit 1insignia,
emblems, and bumper or turret markings, the guestioning of
prisoners concerning specifics of a unit, such as its
composition or subordination, goes beyond the fact of mere
identification.

The second most predominant categories were enemy
stren3gth and location information. Strength information
included numbers or amounts of personnel, weapons, and
similar items. Location information included sectors,
command posts, weapons, and adjacent units. German
divisions had more information on enemy strength than any
other category. Location data was second in freguency 1in

five ot the six tactical samples. These types of
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information are potentially of great use in targeting and in
planning.

The smaller samples from field army and theater
level provided information on strength, identification, and
locations as well. The field army, an operational level,
had more information on enemy strength in its sample than
any other ilnformation by far. 1Identification (second) and
location Iinformation (third) were less frequent. At the
theater (or strategic) 1level, the small sample had

information on industrial information predomi ntly, then on

military installations. These categories encompass

a”
.
\
~
>

identification, 1location, strength, and capabilities (such

o S

as chemical warfare, weapons, and mobilization) information
on a strategic level.

d. Interxogation can gsuppoxt the speclific
information needs of brigade through EAC commanders. At

different echelons, interrogation produces different

SRR

.
&

results. Interrogation at the following echelons will
likely provide the following types of information in
frequency, target echelon, and timeliness as shown £from

historical samples:

AN Y

LA
:n Brigade _or armored cavalry regiment interrogation
W

ey will probably provide a preponderance of current
M

:z: information, the largest set of which will be unit
h’:

~ identifications (numerical designations, unit subordination
>

Lu

and composition), followed closely by enemy strength and

location data. Thils information would predominantly target
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opposing enemy companlies, followed by battalions and platoon
levels.

Division level interroggation will probably provide
us with information that is between sixty-five and ninety
percent current. The largest category of information will
be unit identifications (unit subordination and compoesition,
morale, unit history and route to the front), followed by
enemy strength and location {information. Company and
battalion information will predominate.

Corps interrogation will probably provide three-
fourths of its information as current, the rest historical,
with some predictive information. The corps focus will Dbe
mostly tactical, but may verge on operational or
strategic information. The tactical focus will Dbe on
brigade, regiment, and Dbattalion 1levels. Identification
information will be first, followed by location and strength
information.

Intersogation at echelons above ¢orps has many
forms. Generally, interxogation at echelons above corps
should result in operational and strategic isvel
intelligence. This will 1include strength (the largest
category 1in the field army sample), identification, and
location data. EAC interrogation will be largely
historical, but may provide some predictive
information. The target echelons include enemy divisicns,

regiments, and brigades at field army, and divisions and

higher echelons in theater interrogations.
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gapture  gollegct more  historical  information. This
conclusion resulted from the analysis of relative timeliness
in reports sampled. It is important to note that the terms
fcurrent”™ and "historical®" have specific definition in this
study. Tactical echelons have greater need for current
intelligence on enemy forces due to their decision
cycles. While the term "historical™ may have a pejorative
connotation in intelligence. operational ard =trateqgic
planners have need of historical information for their own
projections and to validate previous assumptions on future
enemy intentlons or capabllitlies.?

f. lInterrogation can provide some protection
against _enemy deception operations. While the evidence
developed in this study is not conclusive, interrogation can
apparently aid in countering or discevering enemy deception
plans. The Germans made great use of this application in
World War II by comparing prisoner of war statements with
their extensive in-depth card files on enemy units. By so
doing, the Germars could easily detect anomalies 1in the
prisocner of war statements which did not egquate to other
enemy indications furnished by other German intelligence
sources.

The German claim is a reasonable one. In light of

German experience with Soviet "secrecy" in World War II, it
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X 1s 1likely that the Soviet deception plans recelved limlted
7: distribution. Therefore, most soldiers-turned-prisoners
;V would have little or no knowledge of a deception
: operation. This lack of knowledge would therefore produce
t anomalies for the intelligence staff officex to analyze in -
l% conjunction with other data.
X lnterzogator traiping was a problem historically and
v My _continue to be a problem. As both World War II armies
iE found, the training of interrogators 1in interrocgaticn
l techniques, military and cultural knowledge, and, perhaps
:’ most importantly, language was a difficult problem. Both
? armies used apprcaches which succeeded.The Germans moreso,
;s but also the U.S. Army, frequently used trained staff
. officers to 1interrogate officer or specinlist prisoners
f through an interpreter, the reason being the 1lack of
i military knowledge on the interpreter or interrogator's
i part. The Germans used indigenous persons (usually Soviet
q§ PWs who cooperated with the Germans) and, secretly,
g Jews. The U.S. employed Jewish or other immigrant U.S.
. citlzens who spoke the target language as natives. Both
? armies of course employed interrogators trained in the army. -
» 8 Jati : Fugtl stud
N The Army requizxes further investigation to determine
‘i if there are guffjicient interrogation assets in current
E AirLand Dbattle doctrine and organization to support all
.; anticipated interrogation missions at all intended
J% echelons. These missions izglude the exploitation of
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enemy documents, manning of joint and allied interrogation
centers, and augmentation to lower echelons.*

Interrogation training also deserves further
investigation. The U.5. and German Azmies.ln World War 11
experienced tremendous shortcomings in trained interrogators
as well as in other aspects of the interrogation system,
such as EPV handling. Training problems historically
included the language, cultural, and military training of
interrogators. The determination of discrete training
requirements by echelon may provide interrogators with a
reasonable base’ to prepare for the next war. This could
include essential language training; 1likely intelligence
requirements, e.g., at brigade; military knowledge (order of
battle and the like); and cultural subjects. These may
requlre'Otientation to a specific target EPW population.

Training problems historically extended to the
larger intelligence system as well as to the EPW handling
system. In the intelligence system, intelligence staff
officers must learn to properly task and supervise
interrogation beginning at battalion, but mostly at brigade
and higher levels.?

In the EPW handling system, capturing units and
military police must learn the relationships that
interrogators have to them and to prisoners of war. Since
the system of handling EPW encompasses Military Police,

-
Military Intelligence, combat units, and combat service

support , there may be a need for a comprehensive EPW system
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study. This study might include actions relating to the
handling, administration, employment, exploitation, and
transportation of EPW.*®

Another 1issue relat:d to training 1is that of
personnel — policies which affect interrogator
selection. Given some of the past and present .equirements
for interrogators, for example, it would appear that persons
qualified to conduct interrogations may exhiblt qualities
that would also qualify them to serve as junior officers.”

This study has triefly described historical methods
of communicating intelliyence derived from
interrogatiors. To be successful, 1interrogation operations
must report their findings to the appropriate intelligerce
staff or perhaps several consumers. The type of

communications network necessary to support this reporting

is a fertile subject for further study.®
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CHAPTER 7 ENDNOTES

i12th Army Group and the General Board Study
recommended four IPW teams assigned at aivislion. These
recommendations are noted in Chapter 5 on page 124. There
vere six men in a World War Il IPW team, of whom at least
four were interrogators. Thus the World war II solution
calls for a minimum of sixteen interrogators per
division. Only ten are presently authorized. If four five-
man teams from corps audamented the corps' subordinate
divisions (assuming two divisions), the armored cavalry
zegiment, and separate brigade, the total at division
(fourteen) would still not equal sixteen. Since the EAC
interrogators must augment corps, there will be few
avallable for division operations.

2y.S. Army, 1l2th Army Group, "Report of Operations
(Final After Action Report)" Vol. 1III G2 Section (undated):
160. See also Chapter % of this study, page 124.

3At the operational level, staffs plan in advance and
must make assumptions about enemy activities which will
affect the future friendly operation. 1In this case then,
information that 1is already four days old may assist the
staff {in determining if the conditions for operations they
planned £four days ago are occurring or not. That |is,
historical information may allow the staff to determine the
sSuc .ess of its Intelligence Preparation of the
Battlefield., For this reason, historical {information i:s
important, perhaps moreso than current intelligence, to
operationgl planners. Concerning the worth of "antedated”
information to strategqic planners, see U.S. War Department,
"Sources of Military Information,"” (1946) p.7, and
"Production of Military Inteiligence," (1946) p. 12 for

almost identical acknowledgements that historical
interrogation information was "oi considerable importance
for the production and evaluation of strategic

intelligence."” The latter study, in pages 22 to 31,
provides the types of interrogation-derived information and
their subsequent uses in strategic intelligence production.

“The question 0f sufficient interrogators in mocern
organization arises in Chapter 5 in discussions on the
modern doctrine ana organization; see pages 144-146 and 150-
151.

SHistorical training problems receive treatment in
Chapter Z or pages 31-32 and 36, and in Chapter 5 on pages
126-127.

‘Chapter S npage 126 notes problems experienced by a
lack of appropriate interrogator and military police
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relationships. See also Major Mark Beto, ™"Soviet Prisoners
of War in the AirLand Battle," Military Review (December
1984): S9-72.

7For discussions on personnel policles concerning
interrogators see Chapter 2 page 36 and Chapter S pages 126-
127.

tChapter 4 pages 70 and 73 discuss the German wuse of
telephones and motorcycle couriers.
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APPENDIX A

SPECIFIC FINDINGS FROM SAMPLING OF GERMAN

INTERROGATION REPORTS

This appendix provides the findings from the study's
sample of German World War II interrogation reports. These
findings are the basis of conclusions noted for each unit or
level of reports 1in Chapter 5 of the study.

Sth P Divisi I < R

Reports examined are from the period of 6 February
42 through 7 March 42, and represent every \Iinterrogation
report marked as "5th Panzer Division" found in the prisoner
of war report annex of the V Corps intelligence officer's
(Ic) officlal war diary for that period. During this period
the 5th Panzer Division captured 172 Pws.

Types of Information and Frequency

The twenty-five analysis forms generated iircluded a
total of 275 items of intelligence information. Following
are the types of information in order of frequency;
bercentages total 99.9 due to rounding:

a. Strength information: 96 items out of 275,
or 34.3 percent. Includes numbers or amounts of personnel,
ammunition, food, machine quns, mortars, and artillery
information.

b. Location information: 88 items out of 275,
or 32 percent. Includes sectors, command posts, dispersion

problems in the airborne units, location of origin airfields
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from which airborne units started, routes in £flight, and
drop or landing 2zones and unit rally points, crew served
weapons, artillery, and adjacent units,

c. Identification information: 75 out of 275
items or 27.2 percent. Includes unit identification (the
largest category, with 58 of 75 (items; this does not
represent 58 units, but rather 58 unit identifications of
the units {n the area, such as those noted in Chapter §5),
personalia, wunit subordination, morale, history of the unit
and route to the front.

d. Mission information: 11 out of 275 items or
4 percent. Includes mission to defend, attack, other (such
as a support unit mission) and 3 cases in which prisoners
did not know their unit mission when asked (the fact that
they d4id not know their mission is information).

e. Other information: 5 out of 275 items or
1.8 percent. 1Includes treatment of German PWs by the
Soviets and Russian war crimes.

Echelon Order
The examination recorded the level of information by
echelon where possible, wusing "Other" as a category where
the echelon wa3 not specific or did not apply. The results
cf the analysls of these reports concerning echelons 1is
shown by frequency below:
a. Company level: 33.5 percent

b. Battalion: 17 percent

C. Other: 14 percent
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d. Brigade: 12.4 percent

e. Reglment: 8.8 percent

f. Platoon: 6.6 percent

g. Division: 5 percent

h. Corps: 1.8 percent

i. Army: 0.7 percent
iPercentages total 99.8 percent due to rounding.)

Relative Timeliness
The analysis found that, in relation to the time of
capture, =ost information provided fit into the "curren
category (i.e., happened 1in present time or in the 1last
twenty-four hours), followed by historical time (more than
twenty-four hours earlier). The figures are:

a. Current time: 181 items out of 275, or €5.8
percent.

b. Historical time: 83 items out cf 275, or
30.1 percent.

c. Predictive time: 5 items out of 275, or 1.8
percent.

d. Unknown: 6 1ltems out of 275, or 2.1
percent. This category covers all items of information
Cited 1in reports as unknown to interrogated PWs. The time
of the event is unknown because the information is not known
to the PW. (Percentages total 95.8 due to rounding.)

3d 1ng Divisi (Motorized) Lnt ki R

This section provides the 1results of examining

twelve interroqgation reports from the German 3d Infantry
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Division (Motorized). During the period examined, 13
February to 6 March 42, the 3d Division captured more than
thirty-four prisoners.

Types of Information and Frequency

The twenty-six forms generated included a total of
314 1items of intelligence information. Following are the
types of information in order of frequency; percentages
total 99.9 due to rounding:

a. Strength information: 102 items out of 314,
or 32.5 percent Includes numbers or amount of personnel,
machine guns, food, ammunition, mortars, mission-type
equipment (e.g., radios),and artillery information.

b. 1Identification information: 100 out of 314
items or 31.8 percent Includes unit identification (the
largest category, with fifty-one of 100 ltems; as discussed,
this does not represent fifty-one units, but rather fifty-
one unit identifications of the units in the area, such as
those noted in Chapter S5), personalia, unit subordination,
morale, history of the unit and its route to the front, and
the ages of soldiers in opposing units.

c. Location information: 86 items out of 314,
or 27.3 percent Includes sgsectors, location of origin
airfields from which airborne wunits started, routes in
flight, adjacent units (including sister alrborne brigades
waiting to load aircraft!, command posts, and drcp or
landing zones and wunit rally polnts for airborne or

airlanded units.
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d. Mission Informatlion: 17 out of 314 ltems or
.4 percent. Includes mission to defend, attack, and othear
(such as a support unit mission of engineer or intelligence
units).
e. Other 1information: 9 out of 314 items or
2.9 percent. Includes ski and airborne training, effects of
German pyrotechnic deception on Soviet alrborne operations,
civilian draft by the Soviets, and a report of jumping from
a plane without a parachute.
Echelon Order
The examination recorded the level of information by
echelon where possible, using "Other" as a category where
the echelon was not specific or did not apply. The results
of the analysis of these reports concerning echelons s
shown by frequency below:
a. Company level: 27 percent
b. Battalion: 21 percent
¢. Regiment: 1l6. 2percent
d. Brigade: 12.4 percent
e. Division: 7 percent
f. Platoon: 6.4 percent
g. Other: 5.4 percent
h. Corps: 4.1 percent
i. Army: 0.3 percent

(Percentages total 99.8 due to rounding.)
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Relative Timeliness
Most information in this sample was "current" (i.e.,
happened in present time or in the last twenty-four hours),
followed by historical time (more than twenty-four hours
. earller). The following data, 1in which percentages total
99.9 due to rounding, provide the results:

a. Currxent time: 206 ltems out of 314, or 65.¢€

percent.
b. Historical time: 107 items out of 314, or

34 percent.
c¢. Predictive time: 1 item out of 314, or 0.3
percent.
d. Unknown: 0 ltems out of 314.
Y Armeekorps Interxogation Reports
Reports examined are from the period of 18 to 26
Febzuary 42. These reports were in the prisoner of war
report annex of the V Corps intelligence officer's (Ic)
official war diary. The author has made an assumption in
this case that the interrogation reports marked as Abt. Ic
{G2 Section] are in fact interrogations performed by corps
interpreters.
Types of Information and Frequency
The ten forms generated included a total of 242
items of intelligence information. Following are the types
of information in order of frequency:
a. Identification information: 89 out of 242

items or 36.8 percent, Includes in order unit
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{dentitication (the largesat category, wlith 33 of 89 items),
unit subordination, wunlt signal codes, hlstory of the unit 3

and route to the front, ages of soldiers, and perscnalia and

morale.

b. Location information: 67 items out of 242,
or 27.7 percent. Includes in order sectors, adjacent units,
airfields of origin and routes in flight, command posts and
artillery 1locations, dlspersion problems in the airborne
units, landing or drop zones and rally points, and crew
served weapons.

c. Strength information: 49 items out of 242,
or 20.2 percent. Includes numbers or amounts of personnel,
artillery, mortars, food, machine quns, ammunition, losses
of men, and replacements,

d. Mission information: 24 out of 242 items or
9.9 percent. Includes in order mission ¢tz =attack, other
(such as relief of encircled forces or drafting civilians
into fighting units), defense and time of attack.

e. Other information: 13 out of 242 items or
5.4 percent. Includes information on a new Soviet tank,
partisan situation, airborne training, other training, and
equipment.

Echelon Order
The examination recorded the level of information by
echelon where poussible, using "Other" as a category where

the echelon was not specific or did not apply. The results
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of the analysis of these reports concerning echelons \is
shown by frequency below:

a. Brigade: 28.9 percent

b. Regiment: 16.5 percent

¢c. Battalion: 15.3 percent

.

d. Other: 12 percent

e. Company: 9 percent .

. Corps and Division: 7.9 percent each

g. Platoon: 2.5 percent

h. Army: none

Relative Timeliness
The analysis showed that, in relation to the time of

capture, most information provided fit into the "current"
category (i.e., happened 1in present time or in the last
twenty-four hours), followed by historical time (more than
twenty-four hours earlier). The figures are:

a. Current time: 175 ltems out of 242, or 72.3
percent.

b. Historical time: 48 items out of 242, or

19.8 percent.

¢c. Predictive time: 116 items out of 24Z, or
6.6 percent.
d. Unknown: 3 items out of 242, or 1.2

percent. This category covers ali 1items of information
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cited 1in reports as unknown to interrogated PWs. The t.me

woa

"

0of the event 13 unknown because the information {3 not known

to the PW. (Percentages total 99.9 due to rounding.)
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4th Panzexr Army Interrxogation RepoOXts

The next sample of reports came from army level
interrogations in Rurchgapgslager 230 in Vyazma, the Soviet
Union. Repoits examined are from the period of 16 through
23 February 42. These trepresent interrogation reports
marked as Dulag 230 found in the prisoner of war report
annex of the V Corps intelligence officer's (Ic) official
war diary. There are only four interrogation reports in
this sample.

Types of Information and Freguency

The four forms genercted included a total of 80
items of intelligence information. Following are the types
of information in order of frequency:

a. Strength informatior.: 32 iltems out of 80,
oz 40 percent. Includes in order numbers or amounts of U.S.
and British tanks and instructor personnel, food supplies,
personnel and ammunition, men and materiel losses, fuel,
machine guns, and artillery infosmation.

b. Identification 1iaformation: 21 out of 80
items or 26.2 percent. Includes in order unit
identitication (the largest category, with 7 of 21 items=),
unit subordination, history of the unit and route to the

front, morale, and age groups of soldiers.

c. Location information: 13 items cut of 80,
or 16.2 percent. Includes in order sectors ang tarx
tactories, command posts, artillery, ammunition dumps,

artillery, and a map correction.
182
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d. Mission and other information had equal
ffequency:
(1) Mission information: 7 out of 80 items or
8.8 percent. Includes mission to attack and other mission
(link-up with an alrboxrne unit;.
(2) Other information: 7 out of 80 items or
8.8 percent. 1Includes treatment of German PWs by the
Soviets, Soviet civilian attitude toward the Germans, and an
individual officer's schooling and assignments.
Echelon Order
The examination recorded the level of information by
echelon where possible, wusing "Other" as a category where
the echelon was not specific or did not apply. The results
of the analysis of these reports concerning echelons \is
shown by frequency below:
a. Other: 33.7 percent
b. Regiment: 27.S5 percent
¢. Division: 17.5 percent
d. Brigade: 11.3 percent
e, Battalion and Company: 5 percent each
£. Z?czmy, Corps, and Platoon: none
Relative Timeliness
The analysis showed that, in relation to the time of
capture, most information provided fit into tne "historical"
category (i.e., happened more than twenty-four hours

earlier), followed by "current" time (in present time or in

the last twenty-four hcours). The figures are:
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a. Hlstorical time: 42 ltems out of 80, or

82.5 percent.

b. Current time: 30 items out of 80, or 37.5

percent.

c. Predictive time: S5 items out of 80, or 6.2
percent.

d. Unknown: 3 items out of 80, er 3.6
percent. This category covers all 1items of information
cited in reports as unknown to interrogated PWs. The time

of the event is unknown because the information is not known

to the PW.
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APPENDIX B

SPECIFIC FINDINGS FROM SAMPLING OF U.S.

INTERROGATION REPORTS

This appendix provides the findings from the study's
sample of U.S. World War II interrogation reports. These
findings are the basis of concluslions noted for each unit or
level of reports in Chapter 5 of the study.

415th Infantry Regiment Interrogation Repoxts

IPW Team #1f0 supported the 415th Infantry
Regiment. The author 1located ten Ilnterrogation reports
written by the team between 23 February to 7 March 45. The
reports concern groups of prisoners, and themselves reflect
the capture of 1,090 PWs and 94 policemen. One report
covers the interfogatlon of a civilian., Since the reports
are written to reflect dates in the period, it is reasonable
to assume that there are no other reports for this period,
but this fact is not known for certain.

Types of Information and Frequency

The examination gathered a total of 328 items of
information. The types of information, ordered based on
their frequencies in the sample, are as follows (percentages
total 99.9 due to rounding):

a. Identification information: 157 out of 328
items, or 47.8 percent. 1I..210d¢s unit designations (by far

the 1largest type, with 142 out of 157 entries), unit
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subordination, moralg, history of units, and routes to the
front.

b. Location information: 77 out of 328 items,
or 23.5 percent. Includes logistics (ammunition dump,
supply, and medical locations), unit sectors, minefields,
crew weapons, command posts, adjacent units, artillery, and
defensive positions.

€. Strength information: 68 out of 328 items,
or 20.7 percent. Includes personnel strength of units,
antitank weapons, machine guns, ammunition, artillery, and
mortar strengths of units.

d. Mission information: 16 out of 328 items,
or 4.9 percent. Includes defend, attack, withdraw, and
reserve missions.

e. Other information: 10 out of 328 items, or
3 percent. Includes bridge conditions, move of German
factorles, and German war crimes against U.S. fliers.

Echelon Order
Below are the echelons or levels of information in
order of frequency of occurrence in the sample:

a. Company: 43.9 percent

b. Battalion: 21.6 percent

€. Other: 12.8 percent

d. Platoon: 7.6 percent

e, Division: 7 percent

f. Regiment: 6.7 percent

g. Army: 0.3 percent
187




h. There were no entries under brlgade or
corps level units.
(Percentages total 99.9 due to rounding.)
Relative Timeliness

The overwhelming majority of information collected
by the regimental interrogation team was current; almost
none was predictive. 1In order of freguency here are the
results (percentages total 99.8 due to rounding):

a. Current: 92.9 percent (305 out of 328

items) .

b. Historical: 6 percent (20 out of 328
itams) .

c. Predictive: 0.6 percent (2 out of 328
items).

d. Unknown: 0.3 percent (1 out of 328 items).

sth Ing Divisi Int . R !

This section reports the results of examining
division interrogation summaries in the G2 Periodic Reports
from 23 February through lS.Harch 1945. During this period
the 8th Infantry Division captured 3,400 PWs.

Types of Information and Frequency

The twenty-six forms generated included a total of

343 items of intelligence information. Following are the

types of information in order of frequency:

a. Identification information- 131 out of 343
items or 38.2 percent. Included unit identification (the
188
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oy largest category. with 66 3{ 343 items, this does not
. represent 66 units, but cnly 56 unit identifications),
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- personalia, and unit subordination,.

Yoo

Y b. Location information: 123 items out of 343,

. or 35.9 percent. Included defensive sectors, location of
artillery, mires, crew eapons (tanks and anti-aircraft),
command posts, antitank weapons, obstacles, 1logistics
(medical points, trains, and ammunition dumps), and adjacent
units.

c. Strength information: 63 items out of 343,
or 18.4 percent. Included strength of personnel, artillery
ox rocket launchers, men losses, fuel, machine guns, and
replacements.

d. Mission information: 14 out of 343 items or
4 percent. Included other missions (reserve, relief, fight

as infantry), and missions to defend, attack, or withdraw.

e. Other information: 12 out of 343 items or

> 3.5 percent., 1Included information on bridges, the effect of
>

1 U.S. artillery, ferry crossings of the Rhine, and use of gas
ro2

Nt warfare.

Echelon Order
The examination recorded the level of information by
echelon where possible, wusing "Other" as a category where
the echelon was not specific or did not apply. The results
of the analysis of these reports concerning echelons |is

shown by frequency below:




v WL TEISANTD S RS WS S W Lt e v e g

h A!r_"

Jo a. Company level: 35.6 percent

3 b. Regiment: 17.5 percent
if c. Other: 16.9 percent

A d. Battalion: 16.3 percent
! e. Platoon: 6.1 percent

£. Division: 5.2 percent
g. Corps: 2 percent
v h. Brigade: 0.3 percent
i. Army: 0.0 percent
W (Percentages total 99.9 percent due to rounding).
- Relative Timeliness
The analysis found that, in relation to the time of

capture, most information provided fit into the T"current"

_ category (l.e., happened 1In present time or in the last
g twenty-four hours), followed by hiatorical time (more than
;i twenty-four hours earlier). The figures are:

:; a. Current time: 311 items out of 343, or 90.7
év- percent.

N b. Historical time: 31 items out of 343, or 9
by percent.

j%; c. Predictive time: 1 item out of 343, or 0.3
_ﬁé percent.

;‘ YII Corps Interrogation Reports .
-éf This section reports on the sampling of IPW report
Lg; summaries contained in IPW Report Annexes of VII Corps G2

"y Periodic Reports from the period of 24 February 45 through

6 March 45.
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Types of Intormation and Fregquency
The six Eorms generated Included a total of 141
items of intelligence information. Following are the types
of information in order of frequency; percentages total 99.9
due to rounding:

a. Identification irformation: 51 out of 141
items or 36.2 percent. Includes in order unit
identification (the largest category, with 31 of 51 items),
personalia, wunit subordination, and history of the unit and
route to the front.

b. Location information: 34 items out of 141,
or 24.1 percent. Includes adjacent unit locations,
logistics, artillery, sectors, antitank guns and crew-served
weapong, trucks, and tracked vehlicles.

€. Strength information: 27 ltems out of 141,
or 19.1 percent. 1Includes in order numbers or amounts of
artillery, personnel, ammunition, mortars, machine guns, and
trucks.

d. Other information: 17 out of 141 items or
12 percent. Includes information on bridges, ferries and
river crossing, gas tralning, deception, and U.S.
communications security.

e. Misslon information: 12 out of 141 items or
8.5 percent. Includea other missions, e.g., relief and the

mission of a school unit, and withdraw mission.
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Echelon order
The examination recorded the level of Intormation by
echelon where possible, wusing "Other" as a catecory where
the echelon was not specific or did not apply. The results
of the analysis of these reports concerning echelons is
shown by frequency below:
a. Battalion: 25.5 percent
b. Other: 23.4 percent
c. Regiment: 14.9 percent
d. Division: 13.5 percent
e. Company: 9.9 percent
£. Platoon: 8.5 percent
h. Corps: 4.3 percent
i. Army: none
Relative Timeliness
Most information collected f£it into the "current”
category (i.e., happened 1in present time or in the last
twenty-four hours), followed by "historical time" (more than
twenty-four hours earlier). The figures are:
a. Current time: 103 items out of 141, or 73
percent.
b. Historical time: 33 items out of 141, or
23.4 percent.
c. Predictive time: 2 items out of 141, or 1.4
percent.
d. Unknown: 3 items out of 141, or 2.1

percent. (Percentages total 99.9 due to rounding.)
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This section discusses the findings from a sample of

five Military Intelligence Service (MIS) PW Intelligence

Bulletins written in February 1945 by the Mobile Field

. Interrogation uUnit No. 1. Report dates were from 3 to 13
March 1945.

Types of Information and Frequency

The five reports included a total of 118 subjects of

intelligence information; each subject contained many items

of infiecrmation. Following are the types of subject

information in order of frequency; percentages total 99.9

due to rounding:

a. Industrial intelligence information: 33

h
Ex
L%

‘-

items out of 118, or 28 percent. 1Includes information on
factories such as locations, sketches, production, number of
workers, raw material sources, power sources, and bombing
effects or antiaircraft protection.

b. Military installation information: 21 items

out of 118, ¢r 17.8 percent. Includes information on Rhine

x

River bridges, 1logistics installations (such as ammunition

dumps; petroleum, oils and lubricants (POL) dumps; proving

. e

.

{: jrounds, maintenance; and food supply), and defensive
z; installations within Germany.

5’ ¢. "Incidental Intelligence" information
.

EE (sicl: 18 out of 1i8 1i1tems or 15.3 percent. Includes things
%: such as critiques of U.S. armor and allied artillery

warfare, ammunition ana clothing shortages, typhus Aas a
193
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weapon In Cologne, dud bomb3, and the Werewolf organization
(a fanatical Nazi group).

d. Order of Battle information: 15 cut of 1138
items or 12.7 percent. Includes detailed information on
various divisions, replacement units, & reorganization of
the German Air Force, and similar topics.

e. Weapons information: 12 out of 113 items or
10.1 percent. 1Includes a category ot "desperation weapons"
{sic) (such as freezing weapons, a V-bomb against the UESA,
germ warfare bombs, etc.) for Germany's last stand,
antiaircraft weapons, long range projectiles, and mines.

L. Chemical warfare intelligence: 11 out of
118 items, or 9.3 percent. 1Includes information on German
preparednress, measures taken, discipline, gases, training,
and gas munitions dumps.

g. Two categories, the effects of bcmbing and
total mobilization, each consisted of 4 items out of 118, or
3.4 percent each:

(1) Fffects of bombing included
information on Dresden, a chemical factory, and the German
use of dummy installations to deceive allied bombers.

{2) Total mobilization included
information on transportation inside Germany, reclamation of

copper, German railrcads, and the German Organization TODT

{a construction engineering organization).
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Echelon Order

The reports examined had very little information on
Army units, but echelons concerned included artillerxry
regiment and artillery corps; divisions, a corps, and other
army units such as replacement and regulating units,
military districts, and militia. Due to the paucity of
information, the author did not rank order these echelons.

Relative Timeliness

Almost all information in these reporcts was
"historical" by the study definition. Some of the
information, such as on new weapons, hinted at £future
capabilities (which is in a way predictive
information. There was no "current" information, as defined
by the study. This is reasonable, in that the PWs
interrogated by this MIS unit had no doubt been prisoners

for some time.
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