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L4

- The effectiveness of hatipnal.military strategy or‘ﬁilitary
campaigﬁs are often evéluated in terms of intelligence.suéceés
orifailure.-.Examples of intelligence’“failufés” inclﬁde thef
fall of the shah éf Iran in‘1979, Iraq’s invasion of\KUwait in
Aggust»1990, and terrorist attacks - most‘récéntly in‘Kenya‘and
Tanzania inSeptémber 1998. A critical, aﬁalytic‘theory and
principles of Human intelligence(HUMINT) operations méy:permit
a comﬁarison'betweén what cénstitutes‘success or failure of
“HUMINT operations; hoWever, such a theory and prinCiples éie:not'
vopenly availabie today in adequate detail.  The goal of ﬁhis
projecﬁ is to better'understand how to plan‘and exécute‘
intelligehce operatibns;f This study proposes a theer>of HUMINT
.bpefétions that helﬁs explain why and how inﬁelligénde |
pperations»are succeésfﬁl. This pfojéct wiilvéhowvthatyﬁﬁrough
»the;uSe of certaih pfinciples of intelligence operations;HUMINT.
. operators Can.reduce’whét Carl Von Clausewitz Calléd thé fogidf:

war.
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A THEORY FOR HUMAN INTELLIGENCE OPERATIONS .

© “We have to get back into the business of having deep long-term penetration
of intelligence probiem s, of havmg a strategic look into the future.” \
~ —John Mills, Staff Director of the House Péermanent
Select Committee for Intelligence, 5 October, 1998

| An)essential eiement'of thevUnited StateszNational Security
“Strategy and militaryrcampaigns is timely, accurate |
bintelligence; Strategic? androperatiooal-level‘military
: operations are ofteﬁ‘evaluated in terms of intelligenoe’succeSS
or faiiore. ‘ExampleS‘of inteiligence“failures" inciude the
_fell.O£ the Shah of'Iranbin“l979, the Iragi invasion'ofKuweit'
e:in.Augost'1990, and terroriet attacks,’mosﬁ recentlyin,Kenya'

, end Tanrania in Seotember 1998. To carry out our “Shape;
:Respond,‘Prepare Now; National Militarytépretegy, inteliigence-
efforte must provide national decision—ﬁakers_with the best;
most complete informatioﬁ available.

‘A oritical, analytical theory of intellrgence operations and
iﬁs sﬁpporting principlee allow a thoroughrevaiuaﬁion of what
conStitﬁtes euoceseior feilure of these.operations;.hoﬁever,
‘such a rheory and principlee are not openly availeble in
sufficient detail today..:The goél of this project is to better,
| onderstand how‘to plan aho execute.intelligenceoperations{‘

' This reseerch projeot will show that a theory of inreliigenoe
: Operations and Suoportin§ principles cao reduce tHe erictions ,

 of war to a manageable level.”®



THEORY: CQNSISTENT ACCESS

Intelligence operations’must be based‘on.a”valid theory
composed of sound prineiples.v Current U.S. Army doctrine does
notvprOVide an effective principle~based theory of Humaﬁ
Inteliigence (HUMINT) eperations for use in‘the pianning,
collection, and evaluation of information. If such a theory of
HUMINT operations cen be'developed and proved valid, there is
every 1ike1ihdod that the eame or similar principles will be
effective for other intelligence disciplines. A valid theory
will help explain how and why successful ﬁUMINT opetations are
critical to military caﬁpaigns in‘the broadest‘termS“of planning
and execution.

Human Inteiligence is the oldest} most elementary soﬁrce of
information fof a commander. Of all the intelligence
disciplines, HUMINT ie the_best soﬁrce to derive the ad&ersary’s
“intent.”? Intelligence from HUMINT sources can_be predictive;
HUMINT can generate “actionable” intelligence,tcues for‘the
‘commander’s decisiop-making prodess, Ideally,>HUMINT operators
eollect their information secretly, without their adversary's'
knowledge. |

Access; the ability to get‘to a sourte or obtain information
 from a source,'is the fundamental elementhf HUMINT operations.
Consistent or repetitive access is the goal.>'A HUMINT collector -

mustvhave’access to people, places, and things; without access,




there is no Human Intelligence. Consistent access is a vital
element to all forms of intelligence. - Therefore, consistent
access is the overarching theory for Human Intelligence

operations.

HUMINT PRINCIPLES

A theory'of HUMINT operations must contain a set of rules or
' principles. These principles are ba51c guldellnes that if not
‘Violated should result in a successful operation. Seven;
fpr1nc1ples for HUMINT operations support the theory of
»conszstent access The tradltlonal principles of war' prov1de a’
basis for all theorles and subsequent principles; yet refined
principles serve as a guide for the commander‘and military
p‘planner. Therefare overlaps‘between‘the principles of war‘and
_the principles of HUMINT. The HUMINT principles include
purpose, security, veracity, simplicity, control, reporting, and
Ctime. | | - -
1. Every HUMINT undertaking demands the’principle of
purpose or objective. The ultimate goal of a mission

‘must be stated clearly and in the simplest terms to
“ensure complete understanding by all participants.

”‘2,r The prinoipie of‘security serves to protect ‘the
operation and is indispensable for success. Security
~is the safety net for all HUMINT operations. :

3. Commanders must rely‘on the veracity‘of the
HUMINT information. Veracity demands accurate,
‘ complete, and factual 1nformatlon :

' The prinoipies of war provide general guidance for the conduct of war at all
levels: Objective, Offensive, Mass, Economy of Force, Maneuver, Unity of
Command, Security, Surprise, and Simplicity, FM 100-5 Operations, June 1993.°




4. Operational simplicity enhances the probability
of success by reducing the complexity of movement and
personal interactions, which is tied back to the
‘purpose of the operation.

5. Control is perhaps more important in HUMINT
operations than most military activities. Control
implies a unity of effort among all elements of a
HUMINT operation. Control is also based on the
professionalism and trust of all involved. HUMINT
operatives or agents often work at the end of tenuous
links back to their superiors or support base.

6. The product of every HUMINT operation is the
information gained, the report rendered to the
commander. Reporting is the conveyance of
information, either in person or via communications
links. HUMINT operations only succeed when the
information is delivered.

7. Time is the most precious principle in HUMINT
operations. Intelligence planners must prepare
before the need is identified. Planning,
preparation, execution, and recovery are all time-
sensitive. HUMINT operations, because of the time

required, are long-term activities. Lead-time is
essential to successful HUMINT.

- This research examines three historical intelligencé
operations, from World War II,’thé Vietnam War, andvthe United
StatésM(US) Irag hostage rescue mission. These operatiénal
vignettes embody a diversiﬁy of time, location, and miésion.

The recurring siﬁilaritiés'between these intelligenée operations
éerve to validate the theory of consistent access for Hﬁman
Intelligence.

This study is limited to historical examples of HUMINT

'simply to narrow the scope of the project. "Further, this study




' uéeS‘éhly uﬁcléssified sburce materials in order to provide
: unreétricted acCéss'for all readefs.‘ Thé limitation of ﬁsingk

:bnly'unclaésifiéd’materialé does nét diminish ;he goal of
'gpfeéénﬁing a‘theqry for HUMINT operatiéns.  Se§tioﬁ One is a
'review of currént U.S; Army, U.S; Marine Corps and’Jéinﬁ'
Sefvices aoctrihe Céncerning‘theory and principlés of'
:inteliigence opefatiéns.‘ Séction‘de contaiﬁé théfﬁhree
>historiéai mission summaries.‘ SectioﬁrThreé'prbviaes an
.analysis of the éeléétéd operétions, illuéﬁrating the théory of
consistent accéss aﬁd its attending-principles;‘ Section Four“
K aséesséslehexﬁalidigy of the proposéd théory of:HUMINT o |
operatiohsand provides recpmmendationé‘for further-sﬁﬁdy énd‘

‘doctrinal changes.




SECTION ONE

REVIEW OF DOCTRINE AND LITERATURE

A review of current doctrine will éstabliéh a baseliné erm-
which to evaluaﬁe the.theory of conéistent acéess. ‘Fof the :
purposes of this study, U.S. Afmy, U.S. Marine Corps‘aﬁd Joint
Service manuals have bethreviewed. Selectiohs from aéademic
literature are also éddressed tb offer cher perspectiveé
regarding intelligence principles and théory.

Thé Army’s basic resource is Field Manual (FM) 34-1,
Intelligence and Electronic Warfare. It presents a wide rangé
df concepts and ideas. Many intelligence concepts refer tb
elements contained in the theory of consistent access, but are‘
not presented as a single overaréhing theory for HUMINT
operations. Thé prinéiple of time is mentioned in a vériety of
contexts. “Sound doctrine and trainingwhich‘focuses'
intelligence downwardly . . .[must] deliver intelligéﬁce on
time, every time.”> FM 34-1 also states that “the intelligenée
effort [must] begiﬁ long before that first day. Focus

n4  Time

’intelligence on the tactical and operational needs early.
‘and timing are ;ritical for HUMINT operations! The'timeliness
of information has a ﬁajor impact on the décisions made by a
military commander or policy maker.

Field Manual 34-36, Special Operations Forces Intelligence

and Electronic Warfare Operations echoes FM 34-1 with regard to




tiﬁe‘as‘a factor_fo£ intelligence éperations. i“Cemmanders need
nroperly‘executed ana nineiy-collection,'proeessiné, and
kdiSseminetion of inteiligence and cembat informetien‘across'the‘
operational-eontinuum.”5 FM 34—36‘also addresses the'need for“ 
acbﬁrady; “timely and.acCurate intelligence permitifofces‘te
achieve“the'ir‘objectivee.”6 BCthvof these sources address HUMINT
‘eperétions in general ﬁerms(vﬁere as a capability than}an
,epe#ational‘element COnductinglmissions in support of the
commander . They provide genefal guidencevar pianning'and
‘lexecuting intelligence operations. -
YU.S.‘Marine Corps;intelligence doctrine isbuilt on a
pfineiple—based general theory for intelligence. Mafine Cofps
vDoctrinal‘Publication (MCDP) 2, Intelligence erticulates
7'princi§ies that, when taken in aggregate, form a theery‘ef"v
vintelligence. MCDP~2 lists “ChafacteriStics'of:GQOd
Intelligence” thetinClude objective;,thorouéh,‘accnfate/‘H
Eimely, usable, releVenﬁ; and available.’ These‘charaeteristicsn
aptly define'good intelligence. MCDP-2, like its Army
E counterpart, descfibeshintelligence s0o a'comﬁenderfCane
efnnderstand and evaluete incoming intelligence reports. Both
Services emphésize whan inteliigence is; however,,they dé‘not

adequately address how to conduct intelligence operations.

Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) Publication 2-0 Joint Doctrine

for Intelligence Suppoft‘to‘Operations offers a goodv




introduction to military intelligence for commanders and staff
officers. “Intelligence operations are Organized efforts of a
commander to gather and analyze information on the environment

78  Joint Pub-2-0 describes

of operations ana the adversary.
“Seven Attributes of Intelligence_Quality: timeliness,
usability, completeness,‘objectiviiy, feadiness, accuracy, and
relevence."g These attributes function as.prineiples,lbut Joint
Pub 2-0 goes on to state that “ehe principles of wafware the
basis of intelligence for Joint Operations; The principles,of
inﬁelligence are develebed from'Joint and Service dectrines,n
theory, histefy; and the lessons'learned from the successes and
failures of wars and opera'{:iox‘ls."’10 Joint Pub‘zéo further
etatesbthat the “Central [Intelligence] Principle‘[is] Know the
Adversary.”“i Lastly, Joint Pub 2-0 details seven “Basic
Intelligence Principles” and 17 supporting principlee for the
Joint intelligence staff officer. “The JointiForce Commander
(JFC) is responsible; Synchroniée Intelligence with Operatidns}
Use the same approach for peacetime, Military Operation Oﬁherv'
Than War (MOOTW), and war; The J-2 sheuld particiﬁate from the
outset; Ensure-ﬁnity of intelligenee effort; Recognize | |
Counterintelligence as a source of‘informatien; Prioritize
component intelligence requirements. ”*? |

Joint Publication»2—01 Joint lntelliéence Suppbrt to

Military Operations was written for the joint intelligence staff




‘offieer. It.provides guidance for Collectibn Manégersﬁend
_Commenderéf. The “principles” listed in Joint Pub 2-01 focus
more on the managementlof intelligence operations than the
| operations themselves. These principlee include: early:
identifieation‘ef [intelligence] reduirements; prioritization ef
requirements; mnltidisciplinev'ﬂapproach,4‘-task.organic‘asbsets.”13

lvThe AsSiétant Secretaryoﬁ Defense for Special Operations“
and.Low Intensity‘Conflict published a White Paper in l994 ”
‘entitled:“Intelligence Snpport to Operations Otner Than.War‘
‘(MOOTW)i”'Althongh limited te_MOOTW, it.dQes addréSs‘important
concepts for HUMINT operations. .The White‘Papefllists four |
”intelligence fundamentals; ﬁplan early; knew‘the situatien,ithen
move forces; early warning requires new indicators; plan‘early‘
for fequifenents for potentially mid- to longetermoperatiOné_uM'

Tne military ServiCes and‘the Depertment of‘Defenee treat

‘HUMINT and the larger intelligence operations with Varying‘
'degrees‘of deteil and scepe. 'Generally,‘military doctrine"
ﬁperides broad guidelines for commanders and Staff,‘ Snecifié
;operatienal know—how is achieved througn training and

experience.

' PROFESSIONAL/ACADEMIC SOURCES
There~is a great deal of profesSional and academic
literature available on intelligence. Much of the writing views

lintelligence from political and foreign policy perspectives/



dealing with questions about the use of inﬁeliigénce
capabilities, their aims, how national intelligehce'Should be
controlled, and who should contiol it.‘~fheré is a substantiai
amount of information concerning Human Intelligepce. In some
works it‘is labeled as espionage, covert action (CA),
clandestipe éperations, and “black” programs.

Among the wealth of information}about intelligenée, there is
little ﬁhat addresses principles of HUMINT operations. Roy
Godson writes that the ‘first’ principle of CA “should be one
part of a pblicy that has been well thought out. Ends, with
means reasonably calculated té'achieve them, must be‘thought
through.”15 He uses ﬁhe Ends—Ways;Means analytical model!ﬁ
Godson focuses on the necessity.to justify'the use of CA as a
viable course of action to achieﬁe nationai or military gdals.
Godson’s other central principle'is that “éovert ac;ion muét |
usually be coordinated with and supported by diplomatic,

;16

military, and economic means.” He states that CA is not a

“magic bullet,” but only one of several‘tools aVAilable to
achieve the objéctive, or end. | |

Much of the literature‘is>critical of the intelliéence
services. Ernst Voikman is a consistent critic of U.S!
intélligence. His assessment of the intelligence performance of
the Office of Strategic Services, the Central Intelligeﬁce_ |

Agency and the “rest of American intelligence was equally‘ 7

10




poér[iw Volkman sees America’s poor intelligeﬁcé performanqe 
in ﬁerms of an ehd prodﬁct.‘ He believes U.S. inteliigencé
‘bservicés) excépt’for éiyptographic suécesSes, éfeidistracted‘H.
frém'trqevipﬁelligenée cOliectién.. Volkman sees that-“reai
intelligencé" isiieafning the capabilities and inténtiéns>0f a
belligefehﬁ.\ He giVéé limited credit to Richard Helms and Allen
Duiles’for théir efforts agéinst»the Sovietﬁnion early iﬁ'the

: Cola Wér. Volkmanlistsvtime aﬁd‘patience as essentiai
ihgredients necessary to build agent neﬁworks.18 Béth) in his’
‘opinioﬁ, theVUnitéd Stateskdoes not have; or make usé'éf.

| Additioﬁal cfitiéism against Human Intelligeﬁce, its use ahd
- value, cdmes from Majéi Général Sir‘Keﬁneﬁh Strong, former
Assistant‘Chiéf of Sfaff‘for Intelligencé; Supreme”Headquértérs,
Aliied Expeditionary Force (SHAEF). Regardiﬁg “spies,” df
HUMINT;‘he “aiways hgd déubts’about the usefﬁlness of sécrét
services and secfeﬁ égents, especially in the militéfy.fiéld.”u
General‘Stroﬁg goés‘On to point ouﬁ that siénificant leéa‘time
is required to plécevan agent “in the top eChelbhséf another
~nation’s bureaucratic hierarchy” to acquire crﬁcial',

0 Time, then, becomes a‘redurring theme for Human

infoi‘niation.2
Intelligenice operations. Lead-time, patience, planning ahead

and thorough planning all téke on the status of HUMINT

principies.‘

11




SECTION TWO

HISTORICAL SUMMARIES
I. Operation SUQSEX 1944
This Wofld War II operation summary centers on an
intelligence agent tasked to collect inforﬁétiop on Gefman
forces defending northern Francé béfore‘the Normandy Invaéion'on
6 June 1944. Jacques Voyer joined the French Army in July 1940
in England at the age of 177 By 1943 he was an experienced
intelligence operative, havihg éerved»for 18 months in Project
'BROADWAY as a wireleés—telephone (W/T4radio) operator and “agent
de liaison” with the French Resistance.m' Jacques Voyér
volunteered for the American Office of Strategic Services (OSS)
‘in October 1943. ‘On‘June 27”‘1944,Lnear Chartres, Frahceﬁ the
German Geheimstaatspolizei‘(GESTAPO) executed him for espionage.
Jacques Voyer was a pért of thé U.Ss. Intelligence‘operation
known as Opéraﬁion SUSSEX. | | “
| Genéral Situétion
In the spring of‘1943 the Allied forces in the
Mediterranean were preparing to invade Sicily, aftef having
defeated the German Afrika Korpé in Tunisia. On the Eastern
Front the Russian Army was slowiy pushing the Gexmahs west into
central Europe. Joseph Stalin was pressurihg fresident Franklinv
Roosevelt and Prime Minister Winston Chufchill to open a seéond

front against Germany in the west. 1In the Pacific, General

‘12'




'MacArthur and Admiral Nimitz continued tneir relentless
campaigns against the Japanese. In Washingten,lD;Cithe'Joint
Chiefs bf Staff (JCS) issued Directive 155/11/D directing the
creation of 0SS as an'operating‘agency'in the War»Departnent.”’
President Reesevelt appointed William J. Donovan, a decerated
tWorld'War‘l veteran, to'nead America’e newest intelligence
eervice} The 0SS was authorized to collect secret intelligence
and conduct operations in enemy oecupiea or eontrolled‘
eountriee, inclnding sabotage, guerrilla warfare; and enpport:te
resistancevgroups.23 The 0SS leadership felied heavily‘dn‘the
_experienee:of the British Secret Intelligence‘Service (SlS)l aIt
was thisnlong—standing relationship that resulted in‘sevefal
"~ successful combined intelligenee operatiens. Operation SUSSEX
.was the first. | |
Operation SUSSEX

6peration SUSSEX was a tripartite operationplanned and
‘conducted by Ameriean, British andthench seeret intelligencef'
?services to collect and report strategic andxtaetical military
intelligence prior te'and after the Normandy Invasion. The
SUSSEX‘operationiincluded 96 agents organized in 48 two-man
teams, each with an Qbservei and a radio opefatoi*.24 The agents
‘were recruited fron‘the French Army, trained in Englana, ana |
then parachnted‘inte‘France. Thefirst.operational teams |

deploYed on 9 April 1944.' SUSSEX agents deployed to the

13




American and British military sectors of Operation NEPTUNE, the
actual code word for the Normandy invasion; the Germans

compromised the code word OVERLORD by penetrating the British

Embassy in Ankara, Turkey‘in iate 1943.% The Secret
-Inteiligence (SI) Branch of 0SS, London Bﬁreau, controlled the
teams in the AmeriCan sectof. These teams were code-named
OSSEX. The British SIS-controlled teams were code-named ‘
BRISSEX. The last SUSSEX team was reco&ered in Septembér 1944 as
Allied armies in France attacked east toward Germény.

Supreme Headquaiters, Allied Expeditionary Forces (SHAEF)
received all intelligence messages transmifted byvthe SUSSEX
téams. These reports were then dissemiﬁated to the allied
armies in the field. SUSSEX teams transmitted nearly 600
intelligence messages'duripg the operation. The SUSSEX
operation marked the beginning of U.S. intelligence collection
by its own HUMINT agents in Eufope. Prior to the ‘SUSSEX
operation, most intelligence reports diséeminatéd by 0SS,
London, were obtained from.Bfitish and other,allied intelligence
services or from other OSS’outpoéts around'the‘world. As well
as being'the first, SUSSEX represents the greatest contribution
made by 0SS London to Operation NEPTUNE.

| The OSSEX Plan
In the fall of 1942, discussions bétﬁéen OSS,‘Lbndon,

British SIS, and the French intelligence service, Bureau Central

14




'de‘Reﬁseignements et d’'Action (BCRA).censidered tfipartite
.operations. An American goal was an_independent intelligeﬁce
systeﬁ‘oﬁ thecontin'en’c._;"‘6 Cn 29 May 1943 Colonel b;K.E. Bruee,
bSSZChief of‘Mission Londbn,‘receiVed a‘tentative proposal by
British SIS for a joint mission to conduct intelligence
‘eperations dufingbthe Nofmandy iﬁvaSionﬂi This proposal involved'
‘peolingpotential French recruits in'Englahd for "joint training -
andfmahagement."; OSS'Headqﬁarters, Washingeon;'D.C. approved”
this tentative~pfojeet and discussioné begaﬁ beﬁween’SI and SIS‘
-eo fo;mulafe a definite plan. |

Cn 19‘June 1943, Lieutenant Colonel "D"VT of SIS submitted aj
draft‘of the “SﬁSSEX Plan” to Colonel Bruce. It described the
,projeet “in'general terms to recruit a special unit coheisting
‘of Ffeﬁch nationals with knowledge of particular areas and o

727 Teams

' localiﬁies,‘and preferably With military experience.
‘f would infiltrate Freﬁce two months before D~Da?.' On 5 duly 1943
ehe‘Commanding General, Eufopean Theater, United States Army
kETOUSA) approved the “SUSSEX J01nt Tralnlng Program‘"‘ The'

" American-British training school started its first claeses en‘BQ
'November 1943. Prospective agents received extensive training
that ieeted‘from nine to ten weeks.‘eThe recruits were taught
'hilitafy vehicle and aircraft identifieation; the principles‘of'
'obsérvetion and reporting, tradecraft, map reading}’encryptiOn—

N The OSS Waxr Diary refers to all Brltlsh Intelllgence officers by the initial
of thelr last names to protect their identities.

15




decryption codes, armed and unarmed combat, and parachute‘
training.”: The radio operators learned how ﬁo use and maintain
their equipment. Field ﬁraining_exefcises followed the |
instruction course. |
An American radio station; known as “ Station VICTOR,” was
established at Hurley,.England, to coﬁmunicate with the
American-controlled OSSEX teams after their infiltration into
France. Air insertion for agents was arranged with the Air
Dispatch Sectioh of Special Operations (SO) Bfaﬁch of 0SS
London, SIS, and the United States Eighth Air Forcé.'
Team VITRAIL
Following a pre-arranged time schedule,.the SUSSEX teams
parachuted onto their selécted Drop |
Zones (DZs) in France. From there

they made their way to their

respective target areas. One

American-controlled OSSEX team and

) i N N
BOBABDAY gl

two British-controlled BRISSEX teams First OSSEX Teams into France.

successfully infiltrated into France on the night of Sunday, 9
April 1944. On the following night, two OSSEX teams and one
BRISSEX team were dropped in. The American target areas were Le

Mans, Chartres, and Orleans.

The first radio message received came from OSSEX team code-

named VITRAIL on 10 May. Jacques Voyer was the observer for
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Team ViTRAIL. The first intéliigence information came from
/'OSSEX‘Team JEANNEloﬁ 16 May. It'eontained five items of 
4intelligence‘including map coordihatee of two munitions dumps,

g the location of abGerman,demOiition scheol,'a report of the
‘ forcéd»e&acuation of civilians froﬁ a village, andzeonfirmation
that‘another‘munitions dump in a specific location did het"e
‘exist.?” By May 31°%°%, of thirteen SUSSEX teams, six were knowhxtol
:be at‘ﬁheir planned dest;nations with their equipment and hed
:eetabiished radie'contact with their control statiOns.joe'

By D—day; June 6°%%, QSSEX teams at Chartres;‘ofleans, and
Melun transmitted fifteen ihtelliéence messages. Theee teams
: identified Gerﬁan units,‘repo;ted trod? mevements, the lecatien
of:enemy‘air bases, fueluand munitions dumps, and descfibed the
results of allied bOmbing‘attack's.‘31 All meseages”wefe.received
by Station VICTOR, decoded,'end passed on to-SHAEF’aﬁd to the
0SS Field Detaehmente located wiﬁh the Field Army G;2S. Copies
;of OSSEX ﬁessages in‘their original form, afﬁer3decoding>wefe
aleo sent to thejéié and the BCRA. |

OSSEX Team VITRAIL deployed on 10 Aprii and operated near

Chartres. The team was’ very active} it establiShed‘an'efficient_
civilien reporting netwofk,;and sent 14 intelligence messages
eduriﬁg the menth of its activé'operatibn. Jecqueeroyee was the:: 
ffirst‘agent to’locate and report the ﬁovements of the Penzer |

Lehr Division oﬁ 8 June.*? This Division was part of the German

17




armored reserve force that cqunterEattackéd the Allied invasion
armies. “The value of this piecé of information alone was’
‘sufficient to justify all the wdrk that had‘been put into the
SUSSEX project.”?*® “Major General Strong, Assistant‘Chief of
staff, G-2, SHAEF ébmﬁended the exceptionally able and useful
series of reports received from teaﬁ VITRAIL in Chartres.”34
Team VITRAIL’S mission ended on 10 June when the GESTAPO
arrested Jacqﬁes'Voyer. He was trying to identify Gefmaﬁ units
moving in a convoy near Chartres'when he was ‘arrested. He was
later executed on 27 June. Voyef’é‘radio.oberator joinéd
anothér OSSEX téam for the remainder of the operaﬁion.

The success of Operation SUSSEX led to follow-on 0SS

‘missions in France and Germany. The OSS achieved-sigﬂifiéant
distinction in gathering and reporting vital intelligence‘to the

U.S. Army in Europe. The success of the 0SS set the stage for

future U.S. Human Intelligence operations.
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II. PHOENIX Project 1971

Thiéiqpefational summary is set in ﬁhé Vietham Wari In i971
efférté by'the Government of Vietnam (GVN) and itsiU.S}=advisors
to “pacify” the Viéﬁnamese éountryside reached their péék,
3Captain (CPT) StuértbA. Herringtén served as én advisof:td the
'GVN PHOENiX‘Progr$m.< His success as é PHOENIX Pfoject;Advisof
in Duc Hﬁe Distriét waé due in large pérﬁ to'his intuiﬁive
‘undérstanding of the prinCiples of Human intelligéﬁce
‘Qperations. His asseéément,‘ahalysis,‘and plan of action
;signifidantlyvreduqed the strength and power of<Vietéong
infrastrﬁcturé (VCI) in Duc‘Hﬁe, a iong;time Viétcbng

stronghold.

The Genéral Situation
”By 1967'President Lyndén‘Johnson was lobking\fOr‘aﬁy
*:meaningful way to win thé war. Ih:that same‘Year.he appointed
 Robert.W!;Komer as‘aﬁ ambéésaddr to head U;Sl support tbithé_“ﬁ.
GUN's pacifiéation;programs.‘ Ambassédor Komer'éerved as Genefal_“
William Westmoreland’s' civilian deputy. ‘He coOrdinated all
'American bacifiéation efforts, both'civiliah and military, in

support of the GVN; but in actuality, Bob Komer ran‘the show.*>

' General William Westmoreland was Commandlng General Mllltary Assistance :
Command, Vietnam (MACV) from 1964 to 1968. ‘ :
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Bob Komer ehumerated three key guidélines that directed
pacification efforts:

e Ppacification was first and foremost a Vietnamese problem.

e The American advisory program to support the Vietnamese
pacification efforts would have a single manager at each
level, representing a single official voice, and each level
would be responsible for 1ntegrated mllltary/01v11 plannlng,
programming, and operatlons

e The [U.S.] deputy for pacificétion waé'ndt a political
adviser or mere coordinator; he was 1nstead to operate as a
“component commander 36

Komer’'s newly re-organized program was called Civil

Operations and Revolutionary Development Support (CORDS) . Komér

had General Westmqreland’s complete assistance. "With few

exceptions, all American [pacification] programs outside of

Saigon, came under operational control of CORDS."*’

The PHOENIX Program
Robert Komer also creaﬁed‘the contfoveréial PHOENIX Program,
aimed at identifying and eliminating the Vietcong uhderground
infrasﬁructure.38 “The‘namé PHOENIX was a translation of Phung

Hoang, a mythical Vietnamese bird of omnipotent powers.”*’ This

was a “massive and sophisticated‘intelligence” Operatibn

designed to identify énd locate the VC political undergfound
organization.*° It was a nation-wide opefation conducted at the

local level by GVN military, police,’and civilian officials.

American advisors assisted at every level.
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Wiliiém Coiby, Robeft1Komer’S'sﬁccessor in Vietnam,‘stated

‘that the PHOENIX prégram brought "better systems of’

" inteliigence, beﬁtef systemé‘qf treatment of the people wé did
capture, as'well.as a better systems of'behavior on.thé pért”of
:the"forces of the gOvernﬁent the Vietnam fighfing the‘Sécret 
:eneﬁy‘apparatus}f“j The ieality of'the‘PHOENIX'prOgram‘was‘often
‘'sloppy executionbby the national police and loéal“militia units.

 Tﬁé?ewere‘also périodic abuses;Americanyanti-war prOtééters’

}labeléd the PHOENIX:Projécﬁ an "assassinatién‘program."
'ﬁeverﬁheless, its most noteworthy‘success was synthoniziné both‘:

‘}U;é. and Vietnamese intélliéence efforts.*? |

_Accordiﬁg to Herrington, the PHOENIX prograﬁ made good

sense conceptually.

“Since the Vietnamese government had several organizations
‘in each district that where engaged in gathering information
on the VC, why not open a central office in which all of
these organizations would be represented? Each organization
would then be responsible for funneling all of its o
information on the Vietcong insurgents into this office.  As -
the information on hand about a given individual'accumulated,:
a file or dossier could be opened up on them. Eventually, '
the amount of information on the "target" would assume such
proportions that the police or the military would be able to
‘capture, kill, or recruit him (to defect or to remain in ‘
place as an informant).*? . :

‘ The'planned endstate of the PHOENIX Program was the ‘néutrali—

zation’ of the Vietcong.
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Tan My Village
Tan My‘Village included six outlying hémlets and numbered
about 4,006 peopfe in Duc Hue District. Ffom informationv
gathered by CPT

Herrington and his small

PHOENIX staff, they
estimated that ten
percent of the Tan My

villagers were Vietcong

sympathizers. Another

" Duc Hue District

twenty percent were

deemed loyal to the gdverhment of South Vietnam; These
villagers lived close to the main road or near the government
outpost in Tan My. Thevrest were neutral; people who could ndt
be counﬁed>on'to assist eifher side.** It was agéinst these
people that the.VC targeted théir éfoselytizingf indoqtrination,
and terror téctics. Captufed vC décuments described Tan My as a

"model revolutionary village."*

Tan My wés a good location for.
coﬁmunist revolutionarY'forces. éwamps.surfOundihg the village
on three sides‘weré ideal for VC hideouté. There was1one only

. one réad into the village-hamlet complex that simplified

security for the VC.*® The GVN 58" Regional Forces Group which

operated in Tan My was very careful to avoid contact with the
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. VC.A Theirlambush patrols and security sweeps avdided‘thé}miﬁéd
"~ ‘and bdoby—trapped Vvaunkef complexes.?’
In January iQ?l»CPT StuaftiHerringtoh was aééignedvto Team?
43, Haﬁ‘Nghia ﬁrOvince, as thé PHOENIX-édVisorfor Duc Hue
 Dist£ict. His efforts in the spring and summer of 1971 cfipéled
AEhe VCi in‘Tan My village.“He went on to reVitalize the PHOENIX
'tprbgram in Duc Hue aﬁd the larger Hau Nghia area.
The Intelligence Cémpaign'

CPT Herrington quickly asgeséed that the GVN,PHOENiX‘Program:v 
| :in Duc Hﬁe‘was>1argely ineffective."With theiurgihg‘df the

‘Sehior U.Ss. é&viéﬁr for Hau Nghia Province, Colénel {CoL) Jack
Weséinger(‘CPT Herringtoﬁ began an intelligence oﬁeration‘ |
- designed to idéntify‘members of the VC infrastructure in‘Taﬁ My
”fﬁillége. 'Operating:more as‘a“police détectivé than Army
intelligence officer,Ihe“learned as much as he éould'about_the
 VC in Duc Hue. Hisxprimgrysqurce was é VC defectér néméd
‘iNguyen‘van Dung, better known‘by his communist party alias, “Hai
Chua.”*® After nearly tﬁo monthg of debriefings; éPT Herrington‘Q
_had”a good picturé of the Vietcong infrastructufe and why ybung
men éﬁd wbmen joined ﬁhe revolutionary'cause. o

 ~CPT‘Herrington exploitea éhe ve defectorsvwho had Eﬁrned
jtheméelves in to the GVN under its Chieu Hoi foéen Arms)
»pfogram. The GVN kept rallied VC ﬁor several months aﬁ Chieu‘

'Hoi Centers for “vocational training and resettlement as loyal
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‘citizens’ of South Vietnam.?®’ Neither the CIA nor the U.S.

Army counter-intelligence teams>operating in South Vietnam used
heavy-handed interrogation techﬁiques (brutality is eften
wrongly associated with the térm ‘interrogatioﬁ'). Their
interview style of debriefing defectors, placing the defeCtor in
a safe, discrete environment, garnered far more reliable
information than the”abusive interrogations efbless

N v
sophisticated intelligence services.

After developing an in-depth understanding of the VC, CPT
Herrington began a consistent‘program ef recruiting'defeetors‘to
serve as intelligence egents operating against their former
comrades. The first recruit for Herringtonfe Tan My projecr was
a former Executive Officer of a Vieteong Local Force company,
Nguyen van Phich. Phich surrendered to the GVN euthorities iﬁ
.February 1971. He‘was'recruited by COL Weissinger eo work
against the VC in Hau Nghia.So CPT Herrington gained Phich’s
confidence, and planﬁed an intelligehce collection operation to
identify the VC in Tan My. Phich was related, through his
 extended family, to nearly half the popﬁletion in Tan My.°' His
serviee to the re&olution‘was well known in the village. Now as
an agent of the GVN, hany villagers confided in “Uncle Phich”
and he developed a reliable network of informants.®’

South Vietnamese Army-Lieﬁtenant Colonel (LTC) Nguyen van

~

Thanh, Province Chief for Hai Nghia Province, organized
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:offensiveoperationébased on thefintelligeﬁceideVeloped by CPT
. ﬁerrington"thfough Phich. LTC‘Thahh movéd Ehe 3QSthRegional
Eérce Béttalion iﬁto:Duc‘Hué ahd assuﬁed responsibility for the
sécurity of Tan My. LTC Thanh also employed the Arméd
'Propagénda feaﬁ; a platobn—sized force cqmposed'entifely Qf'ex¥
VC_guer;illas,-tobegin'a SyStematic attack;against thé'Tan My”
%C.' Within days of ﬁheir afri&alf elements of the 305@ made
Eonﬁact’with ﬁhe'VC in Tan My;‘<LTC Thanh’s units begaﬁ to
‘uncqvérlthe large VC netwbrk. The.VC fought baék; but §§ainst
>QVe;whelmin§ sﬁrength, géve_ground and withdrewvwesﬁ‘across the.
Vam»co Dung River. Ey duly\lé?liPhich’é network of infbrmants
reported thét the VCvin Tah‘My were in'compl.ete“diéarréy.53
After nearly tWo:months of successful operatigﬁs in ana‘
‘varound‘Tan My,‘the GVN had gained the initiative and was in
éfféctive coﬁtrol of'Duc‘Hue'District.‘ But on é August, the VC
'étfuck back and killed Phich as he slept in a hémlet near the 
GVN’s Tan Myoﬁtpost.i Although operations in Tah My would
.continue, éhich’é death pointed out to éll ﬁhatxthé VC could

"5 Even so, CPT Herrington

still inflict “revolutionary justice.
had demohstrated that the PHOENIX'concept'wés effective, giVen

the interagency cocoperation as'envisibnedsby Ambassador Robert

Komer.



III. ’Opefatioh Eagle Claw 1980 

This operétional sﬁmmary concerns the U.S. éttempt to reséué
the American hostages held by militant Iraﬁians from 1979 until
1981. 1In its investigation after the faiied attempt on 25 April
1980, the Joint Chiefs of Staff’'s commissidn revieWing events
surrounding Operatibn EAGLE CLAW'statéd that’tﬁé “Commander,
Joint Task Force (COMJTF), his staff, and éubordinaﬁe ébmmandérs
were fully aware that SucceQSful mission.accompliéhmenﬁ would be
critically dépendént on pre¢ise.and timely intelligence aﬁd,
moreover, that intelligence would tend‘to drivewthe operation
from conception to execution.”®® Integral to this operétion was
an intelligence effort by both the Ceﬁtral intelligencé Agenéy
(cIA) and the Department of Defense (DoD) to provide information
and support for mission planning énd exeCutioh.v'This
intelligence operation clearly.illﬁstrates the principles of
human intelligence necessary for a sudcessful militéry‘endeavor.

| General.situation

On 16 Jaﬁuary 1979 a‘yéérlong popular revolﬁtion succeeded
in forcing the Shah, Mohammad Reza Pahlavi, to leave Iran,
ending his 38-year fule. Later that year, in an attempt to
force the extradition of‘the Sﬁah from the United States, 500
militant ‘students’ seized the U.S. Embassy in Tehran on 4 |
November, taking 65 Americans hostage. The Iranians demanded

that the Shah be returned to Iran to stand trial for repression,
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miSménageﬁent of_fuﬁds; and embezzlemenﬁ.‘ ThéwU.S. governmént
 refﬁsed.the'Iranian demands. The events that fclléwéd pushed’
U:S. Spedial Operations forcesvbeyond_their capabilities.
| | Operation EAGLEYCLAW
va brief‘SynopSis“‘of ﬁhéyoverall‘plan‘will provide the

neceséary Baékground to ﬁndérstand the magnitude of the: 
‘intélligencé operafiqn thatvpreCeded'the rescue‘attempt. Thél
plan fo?‘the rescue mission was bold énd extremély qémplex.  On

the first night the plan called for two airborne forces, a

‘helicopter force launched
" from the Aircraft"Carrier

- Uss Nimitz, and six C-130

transport planes taking off EXTRACTION
o4 sImE

2EGROS | o s O
MOT (5 Otiera - -

‘_from the island of Masirah

in the Arabian Sea, to land . DESERT |

~at an isolated air strip ' EAGLE CLAW Sites in Iran

‘designa;ed as Desert I. There RH-53 Sea Stallion helicopters
would refﬁel‘for the next leg of the mission. The assault‘

force, flown in on the C-130s, would trans-load into the

“helicopters. From there the heliborne assault force was to fly  5J

to a remote hide site gixty miles outside Tehran desighated as
. Desert II; this was all to be accomplished before sunrise of the
second day. The‘assaultvforce'planned‘to_hide at Desert II

until the following nightfall.
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During the second night, several units were in motion at
tﬁe'sameAtime. A Ranger company was to launch frbm Egypt in C-
130s, and seiée an airfield south of Tehran. This was-to serve
as a transload-extraction site for the assault forces and the
rescued hostageé. The Delta aSsaﬁlt fOrcé was to be driven'into
Téhran guided by U.S. clandestine agents already there. A
convoy of sgix trucks and two vans would ferry the'assault force
to tﬁe American Embassy. The assault wés scheduled to begin at
2300 hours Iranian time. The primary assault‘forcé planned to
attack the Embassy, find the hoétages, and dee them acroés.the
street to a soccer stadium where the helicopters would land énd'
fly ﬁhem to the extraction airfield secﬁred earlier by the
Rangers. Simultaneously, a smaller aséault team‘planned ﬁo
break info the Iranian Fdreign Ministry building and rescue the
three Staté Department‘officials thére. A heliéopter was to
land in a nearby park and then‘fly to‘meet the Rangers. At the
extraction airfield, Air Force C-141 Starlifterjjets were to
land and take the hostages, helicopter crews,rand‘assault force
to safety in Europe. The Rangers wefé to return.to Eéypt via
their C-130s.

'The Inteiligénce Operation‘Plan
On 4 November, 1979 General David C. Jones, Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS), appoiﬁted Major General Jamesz.'

Vaught to command-a Joint Task Force (JTF) tasked with rescuing
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x:‘the Americanvhostages from Tehran. The JTF faced a number of

:difficult intelligence tasks, including:

. Finding a ‘remote landlng strip for six C-130 transport planes
and eight helicopters (Desert I). . :

e Ingertion of U.S. agents ‘into Tehran and arranglng thelr
communication with Washington. : :

e ILocating a hide site within two hours driving tlme from
‘Tehran to shield the rescue force during fourteen hours of
‘dayllght (Desert II). :

. Flndlng out exactly, from agent reports and satellite

photography, where the hostages were being held within the

27-acre Embassy compound >7
Each of these intelligence tasks required‘collectlon, analysis,
and collation of data and photo inte_rpretation.58 ‘Although small
in siZe,-the intelligenCe operation was vital for mission
success; The CJCS “described [thebmisslon] as a surgiCalzb‘
’operation,twith a small team assaulting the embaSsy'and getting -
our hostages out.” ’ThevJTthad to develop the capability,for a
rapid‘clandestine insertion intoiTehran, conduct a surprisel |
j‘aSSault into the‘Embassy‘with as little violence and,loss of
life as-pOSSihlel”. Before‘the launch of the rescue mission, the‘l
:JTF planners needed to conflrm details of thelr assault plan.
More 1mportantly,‘they needed to know in Wthh bulldlng the
‘hostages werevheld. :The operatiOn also depended heavily'on:
clandestine support from agents operating'in Tehran.

The HUMINT‘cOllection plan that was executed involﬁed‘aéentsb

from both the Central Intelligence‘Agency (CIA).and the

.Department of Defense (DoD).  The CIA recalled to duty a retired
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clandestine agent for the mission into Tehran. His mission was
to collect information about where thé hostages were imprisoned.
Further, this agent was to observe the American Embassy, noting
the security posture of the guards, their routine, weapons, and
report any other useful information. Hé was to locate a
‘helicopter landing-zone outside of the city, and a placé for the
assault force to hide during daylight hours. He was to procure
indigenous trucks to move the assauit force from DésertvII té
the Embassy. Finally, he was to.find the best routgs through the
city to the Erﬁbassy.6C

The assaultiforce commander levied a controversial

requirement on the intelligence planners. COL.Charlié:BgckWith
wantea Delta operators to verify the CIA intelligence.  Baséd on_
the knowledge that the hostages were kept in.two distinct
locations, two DoD teams prepared for’deployment into Tehran.
The first ﬁeém supported the primary assault force,‘COL
Beckwith’s Delta Forcé; targeted against Embaésy compound.
Retired Army Major Richard Meadows, a Delta Force instructor,
led this fOur—ﬁan team. The second teém supported the rescue at
the Irénian Foreign Ministry'buiiding where Bruée Laiﬁgen, the
Chargé d’ Affaires, and two others were held. The second team
consisted of three operatives} two with Speéial Opefations

backgrounds who spoke fluent German and the third was an Air
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HuFdrCé sergeant, whé had been}born and raised in Tehran aﬁd
époke‘the ianéuage fiawlessly.

.The:two”DoD teahs planned toriﬁfiltrate into Tehran two
‘_Qeéksxbefore the'rescue mission was launcﬁed. ?hey were to,kéep
" the U.S. EmbaSSy-éndvthe Iranian Foreign’Ministryvunder’ |
obsérvation.'Theybweie to vérify also thé primary and alternate
rduteS‘into'thé Cityi On signal they were to serve as guides
frdﬁ Déseft>II td the Embassy. Finallythey.wereﬁo maintain
radio coﬁtact With Washingtdn D.C. |

Priér to'infiltrétion, the DéD HUMINT'teams coﬁduétéd
training including learning Ifanian customs and rﬁaimentary'
~language skills. »They élsb memoriéed city'mapsj Lastiy, they
dé?éloped cover stories for’ﬁheir presence in Tehran.®' These
» éiandeS;ine opérativés presentedvthemselves as Eﬁropeah
‘ Eusinessmen‘using neceSSary documents prdvidéd by Ehe CIA.

Into Téhraﬁ

'Thé'most‘éensitive and dangerous element in‘the'intelligencé
collection operation was infiltfating the agénts in Tehran. The
CIA agent‘first trave1ed to Tehran in January 19805’”Whiie
there;_he.foundand surveyed every site COnsidéred by the JTF
plaﬁneré. “He‘drove:to each site - and_evaluatéd them‘aS‘to
Suitability for theirintended use.‘"‘62 Through a seéond Iranian
‘asset, ﬁheFCIA agehﬁ.pufchased sik trﬁcké and two vans fof_uSe

by the assault force.®® The Iranian asset also rented a
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warehouse to store thgyvehicleé’until the operation wés
- launched. This was all accomplished'by 28 February 1980.

The DoD teams left for Iran after President Jimmy Carter
approved the mission on 11 April 1980; MAJ Meadows and fhe Air
Force.sergeant arrived'in Tehran on 21 April. Once inserted
.they moved freely in the city and‘reported to JTF Headquarters,
by then located in Egypt; régarding the secufity situafion and
the routine of the guards at the Embassy. They were unable,
however, to find out thé exact locations of the hostages within
the Embassy compound. ;On 25 Aprii upon receiviﬁg the abort
signal from Washington, all U.S. agents made their way to
safety.®®  The last agents left Iran by 29 April.

With the mechanical breakdqwn'of three of the original eight
helicépters-and the tragic accident that befell the rescuers at
Desert I, the ill-fated mission ended. " In the mission post-
mortem that followed, it is often overlooked that‘the HUNINT
operation tQ cqllectbinformation and Support the rescue
operation succeeded in every fespect. The“CIA'and military‘
intelligence capabilities, incorporating the principles bf
HUMINT, reinforced the idea that intelligence activities‘often

drive the course of military undertakings.
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 'SECTION THREE

ANALYSIS OF THE HISTORICAL SU'MMARI‘»ES‘
| | Similarifies |

Theuprincipleé‘oﬁ thé consistent éccess‘thediy serVe as a]
framéwork"in which to evaluate each_éperation. These principies
.providé'links betweén eachvvignette used to compare and contrast
eaéh-opératién. This evaiuation_provides a measurejfor‘
deterﬁining sﬁccess or failure.

:Thére‘afe maﬁy simiiaritiés amohg the three historical
éxamples; TEach operatioﬁ\@as fbcused on é éingle bbjective.
‘fhe'pr;mary mission of all the'agents wés to obsér#e and report._j
The primary cbjective for each ﬁission remained constant! .Team
VITRAIL,‘the Duc Hue PHOENIX Project, and the inﬁélligence
‘operativés'of EAGLE CLAW successfully accomﬁlished theif‘primary
objéctivés;

‘>Securify for each mission was pa;amqﬁnt. Each mission
.entéiledéxtreme risk,,and 6perativés died in two éf the three
 caseé.“Although there is‘a.differehcé between opefational
éeéurit?‘(OPSEC)vand‘pergonalsécufity, breeches.of éithér cén
be catastrophic to a HUMINT operative. - |
| " The informatioh collected during each mission provea ‘

completely reliable._ In each case the HUMINT reports were the
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primary means of acquiring the information gained. Reliablé‘
information drove the commanderé’ decision process.

Each intélligencekoperation wés nbt oVerly complex. The
techniques for infiltration, obéérvation; and reporting were
siﬁple and diréct. Risk and simplicity are not synéhymoﬁs. The
simplest plan may contain eléments of extreme risk; however,
complexity generally increases“the chanceé of faiiure.

Each operation waé well contfolled via dedicated commahd and
control structures. These Missions were not ‘sqlo’ attempts to
"achieve their objectives; they were part‘of a lafgef operations’
designed, prepafed, and executed according to a definitive plan.
Most HUMINT blans undergo intense scrutiny priqr ﬁo lauhch.‘ The -
SUSSEX operatibn was approved by the.JCS; Ambassédors Komer and
Colby supervised the'PHOENIX Program; and President Carter
approved Operation EAGLE CLAW.

Each intelligence operation was‘planned well in ad&ance, and
functioned for é considerable leﬁgth’of time in contrast to its
supported operation. HUMINTVéperations‘require a long lead-time
to be effectivé andrﬁo reduce the ?isk for the operatives. The
SUSSEX teams launched nearly sixty dayé before D—Déy. The
collection’effort froﬁ the PHOENIX account took more than four
months before the first combat patrols entered Tan My villaée.

The first intelligence agent arrived in Tehran in January 1980,

nearly four months before the planned operation.




Finally, each intelligence team or agent had eCCees‘tO'the_
E target area. This wes the conmon aenominator‘anong‘the'ﬁhree
epérations. Repeatedly getting to the objective,end,onceetnere
remaining effeetiVe to cellect the'needed‘informatien were thek
keys nensuccess for Team VITRAIL, Phich, and the U.S;'- |
inteiligenee‘teams in Tenran.  Without consistent eceesevtheSe’
‘n missions wonld heve failed. -

| | | ﬁifferences
»:These three‘operations‘differed in only e few‘respects.
;SUSSEX and EA@LE CLAW‘were traditionai penetfation_missions into
a denied area, Germanfoccupied France, and Ielanic‘ |
'fundamentaliet Iran..‘The PHOENIX operetion wasi ineffeet, e
chnter—intelliéence'Operation. - The PHOENIX agenfs iooked for
en elnsiﬁe enemy,van3underground'shedow government. Although
‘dangefdne} the environment in Tan My Qas semiepermissive for GVN
egents{ The VC remained ont of sight in the presence of GVN |
forces. “
The_ether Significantedifferenee lay in the eeeurity
. measures empioyed to‘protect each operation} Again SUSSEX and
EAGLE CLAW were very eloee—nold opera;ions; very few outside the
_immediate nnits knew ef their planned ectivieies. Security‘is‘a
safety.measnre. It protects agents, the operation,‘and the H
epensoriné organization or nation. The PHOENIX project‘opereted'

in the open. The VC was well aware of its ebjectiVe. PHOENIX
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forced the VC deeper‘: underground. For the VC it became ’a
matter of survival; PHOENIX stfipped away their layers of
security. Either one by one or in small groups, tize vC bin Tan
My were uncovered. PHOENIX pushed the VC into an o‘perat‘ional

retreat in 1971.
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SECTION FOUR

RECOMMENDATIONQ

“The theory féﬁ HUMINT Operations serves as a‘guidipg
'iconCept. fConsiétent acchs,though not'necessarily
‘,quantifiable, is‘the'basic eiément of HUMINT operaﬁiénsi
:Without acceés ﬁosourceé of infgrmatiqn the HUMINT agent‘cani
bnot accoﬁplish'the ﬁission. Thé attending principles providé’é
framework to thhplén and evéluateran intell;gencé,épératidn -
;its success‘or_failure. | |

Thereievance of thié research is tied to inte;ligehce
doctriﬁe. Constant evaluation and re4exéminafion‘of doctriﬁe
-péfm}tﬂimpfd?ements‘aﬁd}fefinement. Doctrine based on valid
'.theory'is Vitél fof success. The Air—Land éattle Docﬁ:inevof
vthe 19éOs was‘the key to victqry in the 1991 Gulf War.‘
InteiligenCe dothine wili be.critiéal to succéss’iﬁ future:;
‘;coﬁfiicts.. Intélligence doctrine, in some respects, mu§t
Fprecedé the development éf ddqtrine for the lethal'fofCes ofithe
Army and ;he other services. |

Tﬁere are tenuous intelligence ddctrinal liﬁksvbetween'the.
serviceé‘and Joint forceé. The consistent access theory for
, HUMINT operations may provide a coﬁmqnality for all inteliigence'
‘?opefations émong thé ser&ices'and at Joint héédquaftersf The"

temporal, geographic, and operational differences of the‘SUSSEX, 

37



PHOENIX, and EAGLE‘CLAWvoperations do not dimiﬁish the'validity
of the consistent access theory and its Supporting principles;
they, in fact, serve to reinfqpce its doctrinal S£rength.

The recommendation.from this reséarch is that the consistent
access theory becomes an essential element of ihtelligence
doctrine. 'Its principies should be used to éuidé commanders and
intelligence planners in the pfepa?étion of intelligence
operations. At times, inﬁélligence 6peratidns‘wi11 ber
" independent of combat or peacetime missions; Yet the
information collected, regardless of the sensor or cqllection
methods, ultimately increééés the commander’s knowledge and is a
‘crucial step in ﬁhe deciéion—making'pfocessf |

Recommendations for further study include expanding the
depth of historical research in an effort to continue the ‘
validation process of the suggested principles and the theory of
consistent access. Another aveﬁue is to test the theory in 4
simulations and exercises. Analyziﬁg.héw the Army‘traihs its
intelligence commanders and staff officefs shoﬁld be integrated
into the development of an efféctive doctrine.'_Ultimatély,‘
weli—de&eloped doctrine is prdOf bfxa valid‘theory, which in

turn generates success.

Word Count = 7,356
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