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TO: Reviewers of '"Political and Military Intention Estimation'

FROM: Frank J. Stech

DATE: 21 August 1980

Many of you expressed an interest in learning what other
reviewers wrote about the intention estimation monograph., The
enclosed technical memorandum to ONR attempts toc summarize
the many reviews so far received,

I hope you find your own criticisms fairly and accurately
expressed, If not, I am confident you will howl back; please do.
In particular, if you are dissatisfied with the overall revision plan,
. or if you feel certain important things are missing, please share
your observations with me, as you did so forthrightly before,

It is important to note that I no longer intend to revise the
monograph into a "handbook'' for analysts--your voices (and others)
were heeded on that score. A handbook approach may be yet in the
works, but the revision of the monograph will aim at the cormnmunity
of experience rather than an inexperienced audience. The group I
aim to address is fairly represented by the names in Table 1 of the
enclosed tech memo. ' :

Let me take this chance to thank you again for your help with
this effort, and to ask your forgiveness for this impersonal memao.
I hope to keep you perscnally informed as we make progress on the
problem of intention estimation.

4630 MONTGOMERY AVENUE - BETHESDA, MARYLAND 20014 . TELEPHONE: (301) 951 -0808
An Equal Opportunity Employer, M/F
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PROPOSED REVISIONS OF

POLITICAL AND MILITARY INTENTION

ESTIMATION

Technical Memorandum
80-1

by
Frank J. Stech




] EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
At the request of Mr. J. R. Simpson of the Office of Naval Research a

review was undertaken between November 1979 and June 1980 of the monograph

"Political and Military Intention Estimation: A Taxonometric Analysis," dated

November 1979. This monograph was written by Frank J. Stech of MATHTECH under
ONR contract N0O0L4-78~C-0727 and is available from NTIS (aécéésioﬁinﬁmbef'

ADA-081486). This technical memorandum summarizes the results of that review
;;*:;;;;;_;;;tions: (1) Highlights, (2) Major Revisions, (3) Minor Revisions.
This technical memorandum can serve as the basis for a complete revision of
the monograph. '

The monograph”s reviewers (see Table 1) agreed that the subject of
intention estimation was Important and that its treatment in the monograph was
useful and interesting. Many reviewers recommended that this monograph (when
revised) be published and widely circulated in the intelligence community and
in the social sclence community. Several reviewers saw the monograph as
filling a long-standing need for an analysis of the organizational cognition
of the intelligence press. There were no "damming” reviews nor
recommendations that the work on these issues go no further.

Several major revisions were proposed: greater conceptual unity
between various perspectives on estimation. a more critical (less even-handed)
review of the literature, clearer definitions of key terms, more attention to
prescriptions that might offset the diagnosed weaknesses. Section II of the
tech memo assesses these proposals and suggests how revisions could be made to
deal with each.

A variety of minor revisions were proposed on what might be termed
“"technical details” (e.g., issues of historical statisties —-— who destroyed
more of the enemy”s planes, the Israelis in 1967 or the Nazis in 19417).
Because these revisions can be made simply and directly, they are merely
listed (except where some discussion seemed necessary) in Section III.

A few of the reviewers”™ recommendations were rejected. In each case,
a déscription of the recommendation is followed by the arguments against it.

The reviewers were widely agreed that the monograph was clearly
written, unique, and demonstrated a thorough review of the lirerature
available on this topie. 1In every case where a reviewer recommended the
monograph be sent to another reader, it has been. There are at least 80
copies now in circulation, of which about 20 were sent in response to
reqﬁests. This memo will be sent to the ten primaryﬂ;ggigwe;swﬂmahlelenmm%
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I. Highlights

Ten detailed written critiques and fourteen verbal critiques of the
nonograph were received (Table 1). ’

The "glowing highlights” from reviewers” comments are listed in Table
2. Many reviewers urged that the monograph be published as a book and several
suggested that Sections 4, 5, and 7 would make interesting journal articles.

Different reviewers highlighted different aspects of the monograph for
positive comment: the unique application of disaster theory, the emphasis on
cognitive elements of estimation, the analysis of intention estimation
successes, the analysis of the "Ultra syndrome” (reliance on a rich source of
information), and the review of failure theories were singled out by various
reviewers for praise. )

Table 3 summarizes the major revisions recommended by the reviewers
which should be incorporated in the monograph. These are explained in detail
below in Section II: Major Revisions.

PRI S it prreim R T PR RS *“"i’”"“-""‘%i
: | %
Obtained under the
Freedom of Information Act
by the Nautilus Institute
Nuclear Policy Project ;
:

Lo
o
:v':iuinUWlmh:ﬂ’MmW%..

it R




Table 1. Reviewers of "Political and Military Intention
Estimation™ by Frank J. Stech

Written Critiques

Dr. Richard K. Betts
The Brookings Institution

Dr. Judith A. Daly
DARPA

Dr. Baruch Fischhoff
Decision "esearch

Mr. Richards J. Heuer, Jr.
Carmel, California

MG Doyle E. Larson, USAF
ESC /

Verbal Critiques

Professor Dorwin Cartwright
Mr. William E. Colby
Ambassador Raymond Garthoff
Mr. Arthur Hulnick

Mr. William Koplowitz

Dr. Dan Maxim

Dr. Sayre Stevens

Professor Garry P. Brewer

School of Organization and Management

Yale University

Professor Robyn M. Dawes
Psychology
University of Oregon

Dr. Michael Handel

Center for International Studies
Harvard Unjiversity

Professor Edward E. Jones
Psychology
Princeton University

Professor Barry Turner
Sociology
University of Exeter

Dr. Ray Cline. i
Mr. Matthew Gallagher
Ms. Cynthia Grabo
Professor Klaus Knorr
Mr. James McConnell

Dr. Walter Pfortzheimer
Dr. Barton, Whaley
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Table 2. Some Positive Comments by Reviewers of "Political and Military
Intention Estimnation” by Frank J. Stech

“certainly impressive."
Richard K. Betts

"a first class plece of work. It covers an enormous range and does it with
taste and skill. It brings together in one place, finally, loads of material
that has always needed agsemblage. It is balanced and fair in its treatment
of many contentious topics, issues, and personalities. It ought to be
produced as a book." '

Garry P. Brewer

“informative and very well written."

Dorwin Cartwright

“excellent, educational and beautifully written study . . . thought provoking,
an excellent and useful summary and survey of most of the relevant literature,

and innovative.”
Judith A. Daly

“"overall impression . . . highly positive . . . exceptionally well-written . .
« Interesring . . . a fascinating report. I hope that it will be disseminated
not only to the intelligence community, but to those of us in cognitive
psychology as well."

Robyn M. Dawes

e e
7

" “far and away, more lucid and interesting than most techniecal reports . .

. ¥&"Fine plece of work . . . very carefully done.”

you might turn it into a book . . . “all respect to you.” It needed to be

done and it looks like you“ve done a masterful job."
N ./:

’ Baruch Fischhoff FA . )

Matthew Gallagher e A
"I could add nothing on the subject.” {
Raymond Garthoff

"I am impressed with its coverage. It should be a useful reference’ fér anyone
working in this field."

Alexander L. George

"I hope that you will be able to publish your research as a book soon.”
TN RS AR
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“the review of successful estimates was a particularly useful addition to the
literature. Section 4 is a useful collation of perspectives on intelligence

failure that I will very likely make required reading . . . at the Naval
Postgraduate School.”

Richards J. Heuer, Jr.

"most engrossing . . . unusually clear and well-written. . . would not only be
extremely useful in the intelligence community but appropriate publication

might establish your report as a fertile document of applied cognitive science
in the academic community.”

Edward Jones

"a useful and comprehensive review of the literature on the subject. I have
placed it in [the National War College] library.”

LS CREEY
Ned Lebow
"remarkably comprehensive analysis . . . a very impressive document."

Paul Slovic

"an impressive document . . . extremely thorough and wide-ranging review and
dissection of the literature relating to “organizational cognition. ™

Barry A. Turner
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Section 2:
o

o

Section 3:
0

o
o
Section 4:

0

O
0

Section 5:

Section 6:

Section 7:

Section 8:

Table 3. Major Revisions Recommended

Definitions .

Clearer definitiog%ggpwintentions.

B N ———

Deeper analysis of relation between "intentions”

and "capabilities.”

Intention Estimation: Can it be done? Should it be done?

Expand to an "agenda" for entire monograph.

Greater attention to "surprise.” e
Move .forward. = g £
A : ' i " Obtuined under the i
: Freedom of Tnformatinm: ot
; : the Nautilus te. 2
Why Estimates of Intentions Fall . h%hmharpmmyii,,h }

Use disaster theory as: framework. 3&
- Add sumnary of.. lessons learned.”

“Avoid hindsight bias in "explaining” failures.
Assess criteria for "failure” judgment.

Approach failure theories more critically.

Expand analysis of deception.

Disaster Theory
Move theory to Section 4.

Expand treatment of aftermath in Yom Kippur case study.

Intelligence Failures, Disasters, and Kuhnian Science
Clarify relations between failures, disasters, sociology

of science, and successes.

Examples and Analysis of Successful Estimates of Intentions
Define criteria for success.
Add summary of "lessons learned."

Expand treatment of hypothesis testing.

Add other success stories.

Explaining Weaknesses in the Estimation of Intentions
Use taxonomy more explicitly.

Greater emphasis on reforms and remedies.



o Utilize failure and success "lessons learned.”

Section 9: Diagnosis of Weaknesses in Intention Estimation
0 Add third column for "offsetting remedies.”

Section 10: Problems and Prospects for Prescriptions

0 More eritical review of reform literature.
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) E. o - .
ITI. Major Revisions Recommended by is..
Nuclear roiuy .. ...

Section 2: Definitions. 5 (.
Brewer, Heuer, and Simpson found theMHEftnitings“of““fﬁtent and

"intention” unclear. Brewer recommends carrylng the definitions through the

paper, periodically updating them as each section brings new information to
bear on "how to estimate intentions." Via this definition-bullding exercise,
a unifying thread, now lacking, would bind the various sections together.
Several reviewers noted the lack of flow from section to section, and
the need to integrate the different perspectives (success and failure,
diagnoses and prescriptions, theory and practice). However,'Brewer’s
suggestion that the definitions serve this role does not seem very useful.
Several reviewers expressed distaste for definitions (e.g., Dawes, Fischhoff).
The point of the monograph is not to define but to analyze the estimation

process. Rather than use definitions as a thread running through all

sectlionsg, it would be more appropriate to use a summary description of how
each section bears on the estimation of intentions. That is, each section
closes with a summary that outlines the new things learned in that section
about the process of intention estimation.

Simpson suggests a much stronger and clearer definition of

"intentions” be attempted. Such a definition can be drawn from the George

material and can be directly related to the decision-theoretic coneegts which

Simpson sees as related to intentions and actions. Heuer also calls for a

clearer distinction between (1) poals/values, (2) intentioms, (3) plans.
Revision of the monograph should include an extended definition of

“intention” which relates that concept to (1) perceptions-ef-values, (2)

e b —

be\eeptions of risks and 1ikelihoods, (3) motives, (4) goals, (53 plans, (6)

I

»eetions. Greater distinctions need to be drawn between the actor”s decision
processes (e g.: planning, estimating, integrating) and the actor”s reactions
to the environment (e.g., perceptions, data gathering, plan executions).

Figure 1 outlines a conceptual model, based on George, which displays

intentions as a decision process intervening between actlons and

. estimations.
‘\N_

T

The revision of the definition of intention should also highlight the
fact that the term intentions is used 1oose1y in intelligence and in

‘psychology and there is thus a need for a careful framing ‘of the intention

formation process.

Figure 1 shows that the perceptions of capabilities (i.e., resources),
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the estimates of the capabilities of one”s own side and of the opponent, and
the integration of values with feasible capabilities are all part of the
formulation of the decision problem. Since the estimation of capabilities is

a central aspect of intention esti@isifn, greater elaboration of this relation
was recommended by Betts and Handel. '

Since several reviewers object to beginning the monograph with
definitions, the revision should move the definitions to a point further back
in the text. This is discussed further under Section 3.

Section 3: Intention Estimation: Should it be Done? Can it Be
Done? -

This section should be expanded and should come immediately after the
introduction.

Several reviewers urged that the monograph open with a clear agenda
which spells out why an analysis of intention estimation is needed, what the
monograph attempts to do, and how the treatment of the subject of intention
estimation in the monograph is organized. Section 3 can be revised and
expanded to provide this outline. '

‘ Brewer offers several recommendations for expanding on "why study
intention estimation." He recommends an analysis of how intention estimates
relate to the overall foréign policy decision process and why problems exist
with intention estimation. In other words, why are intention estimates
important? .

Betts suggests that a more detailed analysis of the relationship
- between surprise and intention estimation is needed. Avpiding surprise is

perhaps the primary reason intentions are estimated, so a greater analysis of

how intention estimates relagg‘té“;;;;;iée;%;;; how surprise and foreknowledge
relate to ﬁbiicy decision-meking would respond to the suggestions of Betts and
Brewer.

Fischhoff recommends organizing the discussion of historical failures
and surprises into a "tutorial” early in the monograph. This “"tutorial™ might
point up the problems caused for decision-makers by bad estimates of
intention. This would make the "should it be done" discussion more forceful.

Betts suggests that the case made Iin favor of intention estimation is
too long. Some points admittedly may be labored but the opinion.of others
that a clearer case is nceded for why intention eétimationhis important tends
to weigh against Betts. This section should use the historical data to show
why intention estimation 1s needed, what happeﬁsdﬂgﬁhgﬁm ,*dpnﬂm$adl&@iand

5
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when it is done well, and to describe how it relates to policy
decision-making. This treatment responds to “should it be done?" The
treatment of "can it be done?” can introduce the failure and disaster
perspective, the success analysis, and sketch the cognitive, éocial, and
organizational aspects involved. This revisions would thus provide the agenda
for the rest of the monograph. Definitions of key terms (see Section 2 above)
could be brought into this section as needed, thus dealing with definitional

problems.

Section 4: Why Estimates of Intention Fail: Strategic Surprise and
Intelligence Failure.

The disaster theory should be introduced before the review of failure
theories, and used to organize the literature on intelligence failures. A
summary of lessons learned from failures is needed. More care in specifying
what is meant by "failure" or "success" is needed. A more critical evaluation
of failure theories is needed. <

This section is presently orgigiggd around Allison”s three-part

framework: individual, organization, bureaucratic politics. The lack of

uigggggg;innpamong these viewpoints is one reason for applying disaster theory
to this area. Fischhoff recommends using Turner”s disaster theory as the
organizing framework; putting previous failure theories into the context of
the disaster model. Since it is argued that the disaster model is related to
the sociology of science, which is related in turn to intelligence success,
using the Turne; disaster model from the outset as a framework for the
analysis of failures should help integrate the various perspectives of the
monograph.

In view of the amount of material covered in this section, more
summary statements are needed. At each stage of the review a summary of
"lessons learned” or "cautlonary morals" should be drawn.

Brewer and Dawes draw attention to the tautological dangers in
defining “f%1;E£g:~jg;:fgggggfi_}n this area. Since intelligence and policy

are never perfect, it is impossible to be completely scientific. Nor can the

. o,

analyst use all the methods of science. Retrospective evaluations of
Mﬂh%§59§1gal "failures™ cannot provide the appropriate companisons, i.e., they
'cgpﬁoﬁiaﬁéﬁéfyfﬁéuduestions "A failure (success) compared to what?” Dawes
argues that it would be more reasonable to describe the defects in the process
in ;he.abstract'(e.g., defects in hypothesis tesﬁ}gg)wgggT;QsEMﬁhgﬂwggﬁmthis

na
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process defect seems to play a role in intelligence failure. It is not
possible to argue convincingly, Dawes suggests, that any one flaw causes
failures: we just cannot replay history to find out.

To deal with this problem the process of estimation will bé’described,
within the disaster framework, as having various features which are suspect.
An effort will be made to outline the criteria normally used to label an event
a failure. Disaster theory helps by providing definitions of disasters and
distinguishing them from accidents and mistakes. A cognitive framework (see
Figure 2 and Section 8 below) can help point to weaknesses,as Dawes suggests.

Many of Brewer”s comments on this section are not presently reflected
in the literature reviewed. However, Turner”s critique suggested the

monograph review the work by March and Olsen, Ambiguity and Choice in

Organizations. This theory does encompass - Brewer”s concerns regarding tools

and techniques, the issues of “what to look for” and "why are we looking” and
the relation of information to policy-making. Turner noted the close fit
between his own analysis of organizational behavior in disasters and March and
Olsen”s analysis. The revision of the monograph should therefore use the work
of Turner and of March and Olsen t6 treat the issues raised by Brewer on
further organizational aspects of this problem.

Fischhoff and Larson”s staff officers recommend a more critical
treatment of failure theories, rather than the even—handed . (ambivalent?)
treatment of the monograph now.

Fischhoff also recommends using diagrams to keep track of the overlap
between various failure theories. This should be facilitated by the use of
disaster theory as an umbrella framework of the organizational aspects of
failures, and cognitive framework for individual aspects.

Dawes proposes a series of axioms about why analysts go wrong, e.g.,

Axiom 1: Tt is better to be right than wrong-

Axiom 2: If wrong, it is better to be in the majority.

"Axiom 3: If wrong, it is disastrous to be a dove.

Along similar lines, Brewer recommends more discussion of the Qgighful

thinking “(und stimation -~ f.e., dgzifkbanalyet) and "fgg;ﬁnlr%hinking

(overestimation —-= i.e., hawkish analyst) aspects of fallure. [These are not
dealt with at length in the monograph, but are in other papers, e.g., Stech,
"Self-deception: The other side of the coin” Washington Quarterly, 1980.]

Brewer”s recommendation reltes to that of Dawes: l.e., the nature of the

‘estimate”(possibi} dovish or hawkish) influences whether it gets made at all.

;‘.‘Jq !.M.\m ?W‘AEWIMIMNW‘MIW,\:\, it .
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While the concept of "climate of opinion” is discussed in the monograh,
greater treatment of the issues of over— and underestimation, of hawks versus
doves, and of minority and majority opinion is needed, especially how these
issues relate to each other.

The treatment of deception is diffuse and dispersed through the
monograph. Disaster theory offers a specific "heading”™ under which te assess
deception. Analysis of deception aspects should be reorganized and expanded
in the revision, perhaps in a separate section to follow what is now Section
4.

Heuer makes a suggestion about Section 4 that is rejeéted; that
political decisions and failures in political decision-making do not belong
topether with the individual and organizational aspects of intelligence
failure. Heuer objects to the bureaucratic politics level of failure as
mixing apples (intelligence) and oranges (policy). In view of the case study
by Allison of the Cuban Missile Crisis (reviewed in the monograph), which
shows the interrelationship of policy making and intelligence failure, Heuer”s
argument is weakened. Heuer also seems to neglect the fact that policy making m
and decisions are concurrent with intelligence estimation: they proceed
together and influence each other. Events of one type affect events of the
other type, sometimes negatively, as when collection is curtailed for

political reasons (as occurred in the Cuban Missile case).

Section 5: Disaster Theory

The first part of this section will be used in the revision as a
framework for Section 4 on intelligence failure. The case study of the Yom
Kippur War will follow the section on failures (or one on deception, if a
separate section on deception is added.) The aftermath of the Yom Kippur War
will be described in greater detail to show how the postmortems on the
intelligence failure conform with disaster theory, as suggested by Daly and
Fischhoff.

Section 6: Intelligence Failures, Disasters, and Kuhnian Science

Greater integration of Kuhnian theory and disaster theory is needed.
The similarities and differences between successful intellipgence and science
need to be drawn more clearly. A summary of the science process is needed so

that successful intelligence can be compared to the science prototype.
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Section 7: And Come to Light: Examples and Analysié of Successful
Estimates and Intentions

An analysis of the criteria of "success,” a summary of "lessons
learned,” and an expanded discussion of hypothesis testing are needed. Two
sources on U.S. naval intelligence in the Pacific and Volume 1 of the official
history of British Intelligence In World War II, published since the monograph
vas written, might be used to provide additional “success” stories.

Dawes and Brewer argue that no clear eriteria for succcess exist —-=- an
accurate estimate may be accidental, a lucky guess. Furthermore, a track
record of accurate estimates may be impossible to establish for rare events,
such as surprise attacks. As in the case of failure, no comparison is
possible; no clear answer to the question. “"successful compared to what?" A
clearer deliniation of "successful intention estimates” is needed.

The analysis of successes should conclude with a summary chart that
lists the “lessons learned."

One important distinction between the successful and unsuccessful
_estimators was the outlook on hypothesis disconfirmation. An expanded
discussion of hypothesis testing procedures and tendencies in this section and
in Sections 4 and 8 is appropriate.

Holmes (Double Edged Secrets) and van der Rhoer (Deadly Magic) have

provided memoirs of U.S. Naval Intelligence in World War II. They describe in
detail the intention estimation successes against the Japanese Navy (e.g.,
prior to the Battle of Midway). Hinsley (British Intelligence in the Second

World War: Tts Influence on Strategy and Operations) provides in his official

history an overview of British intention estimation successes up through June
.1941. These sources should be used to supplement the three "success stories”
related in the monograph. For example, the estimate of Japanese plans for the
attack on Midway Island and the British estimate that Hitler did not intend to

invade England provide two interesting cases.

Section 8: Embarking on The Brain of Pooh: . Explaining Weaknesses in

the Estimation of Intentions

Reorganization of section to reflect a taxonomy of the estimation

process 1s needed. Greater emphasis should be placed on techniques which
offset weaknesses. The features of successes should be contrasted with the

features of failure.

Two frameworks can be combined to create a t b fs})
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- One is Turner”s disaster theory, which is also an analog for the sociology of

science (i.e., applicable to successes as well as failures). The elements of
this framework are shown on the left in Figure 2. On the right in Figure 2 is
a process model of the cognition of estimation. The cognition framework
organizes data and theory on the individual aspects of estimation. Turner”s
disaster theory organizes information on the organizational aspects of
estimation.

Much greater emphasis in the monograph is placed on diagnosing
problems than on preseribing. More balance should be introduced in the
revision by estimating which problems are most crucial and assessing possible
remedies and reforms. An explicit contrast between the "lessons lea}ned" from
failure analysis (Section 4) and from successes (Section 7) can praovide
empirical support for the advice on remedies. Cynthia Grabo”s "Handbook”
provides an extended treatment of just this 1ssu;5PEEEWEE?TZQZQLZ?Z;;*;E_Ehe
practicing analyst. The monograph should indirectly utilize her conclusions
in this area, by focusing on the areas she highlights, but without utilizing

the specifics from her ¢ idential analysis.

Section 9: Dilagnosis of Weaknesses in Intention Estimation.

: As now presented this section lists major problems and their
characteristics. A third column should be added that suggests rewmedies to
offset the problems.

Several reviewers called for more positive advice —-- what analysts and
agencies might do to offset the problems identified in the monograph. A third
column in this section would outline the recommendations developed in Section

8 from the success and failure "lessons learned.”

Section 10: Problems and Prospects for Prescriptions.

A more critical review of the literature on reform is needed. An
analysis of the opportunities for reforms of various kinds is nceded.

Several reviewers called for a more intense critical review of reform
proposals. Such a review would aid in putting the new proposals of the
monograph into context, contrusting the reforms based on the monograph”s
cognitive and organizational approach with reforms based on traditional
analyses. ‘Tﬁis review should attempt to define those areas where reforms of

various kinds are most llikely to succeed by comparing the type of reform

(e.g., organizational) with the nature of forces and pressures that can be
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expected to resist it. A major purpose for this revision is to provide the
potential reformer with. an estimate of the most and least promising avenues
for reform and to outline the nature of the roadblocks which will tend to

limit the effectiveness of reform attempts.

III. Minor Revigions

Many minor "technical details” were noted by the reviewers [especially
with respect to the monograph”s use of the reviewer”s own work]. In most
cases the revislions recommended are a matter of emphasis or of relating one
point to another. Some are issues of relatively minor facts.

The minor revisions are simply listed, except where comment seems
needed.

Section 2: Definitions

Cartwright notes that "information" is often assumed to be "given”
(i.e., cost—~free) rather than "needed" (obtained at some cost because of its
value). He recommends some elaboration of the point that analysts like R. V.
Jones, who can assess in advance the value of information, are in a better
position than those who act as 1f information were a free commodity.

Dawes recommends a less philosophical and a more lively treatment of
definitions.

Heuer suggests a greater analysis of the contingent nature of
intentions and plans be inclvded. Specifically, the mix berween the
situational contingenéies and the dispositional contingencies involved in plan
execution should be detailed.

General Larson’s officers complained of the "intellectual” character

of the definitions.

Section 3: Intention Estimation: Can it be done? Should it be
done?

Betts, Dawes, Filschhoff and Heuer requested that the criteria for
nominéting various episodes ar successes or failures in Table 3.1 be spelled

out more specifically. Several additioms to the table were recommended.

Section 4: Why Estimates of Intention Fail.
Betts recommends footnote 3, p. 55 be revised since Dixon”s thesis is

widely disputed. Betts suggests several semantic revisions for the section

dealing with his own theory (pp. 109ff). He also recommends that greater use
ﬁ:..r b i ! .
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of Janis” book on Groupthink be made (pp. 117ff).

Daly recommends a figure for the levels of theory shown on p. 16l.

Dawes suggests that Jervis” point #9 (p. 71) be related to recent
cdgnitive work by Jones and Nisbett. He further suggests the recent work on
the "MUM" effect be related to Wilensky”s analysis on p. 132.

Dawes and Fischhoff raise the questions of "who gets into the
estimating business?” and "what are their personal characteristics?". While
there is some recent informal opinionating on these issues, there is little
research. Some discussion might be appropriate.

Fischhoff notes the effect of short-term reinforcements on the things
apalysts tend to do (e.g., they tend to estimate capabilities and make daily
reports and tend to avoid long-term estimation). He also advocates a critical
review of failure theories which use "signal” and "noise” loosely. He
advocates eilther applying signal detection theory appropriately, or not using
it at all. He also recommends that the monograph make clearer the
contradictions inherent in the failure literature, using tables or figures for
economy. He further suggests that failure theories should deal with the
issues of whether the relevant hypotheses and the meaning of data were known
in foresight, or only in hindsight. He also recommends a contrast between the
social climate in successful and failure intelligence agencies.

With respect to the phenomenon of "noise,” Heuer draws attention to
the inherent variab%lity of the international environment. Background noilse
makes pattern detection difficult, a point made in Handel”s work and reviewed
in the monograph. Perhaps the point needs emphasis.

Larson”s officers complained of length and repetition, implying the
failure theory review should be more economic and that the theory distinctions

be drawn more clearly.

=, Section 5: Disaster Theory.
‘ ~Betts:qqestibns wﬁéthér the Nazis destroyed more planes in Barbarrosa
than did the Israelis in 1967 (p. 190).

:‘Daly calls_forja”tﬂé;rer pre—~hoc distinetion between accidents and
disastéfs‘(p. 168), and suggests the post—disaster readjustments in Israel be
described, a recommendation echoed by Fischhoff.

Dawes noted the relationship between overconfidence effects and
re jection of outside advice.

Fischhoff suggests some treatment be made of the origins of erroneous
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assumptions.

Section 7: And Come to Light: Examples and Analysis of Successful
Estimates of Intentions. 7
Remarks by Betts suggest that greater emphasis be put on the “track
records” of the successful agencies to forestall the charge that success. was
Just a fluke.
On p. 279 a distinction is needed between Innovation and doctrinal
surprise and professional predictability.
Dawes notes the relation between Wason”s work on hypothesfs testing

and the strategies of successful estimators (p. 313).

Section 8: Explaining Weaknesses in the Estimation of Intentions.

Fischhoff and Jones recommend greater emphasis on counterbiasing
measures. Fischhoff mentions Baysian techniques, Jones process debriefing.

Jones suggested a variety of rephrasings of the review of attribution
literature. He also recommended a review of Snyder”s recent work on biased

hypothesis testing.

Sections 1, 6, 9, 10.

No minor revisions were recommended.
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Mathtech The Technical Research and Consutting Division of Mathematica, inc.

December 31, 1979

Dr. Richard Betts

The Brookings Institution

1775 Massachusetts Avenue, N, W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Dear Dr. Betts:

I am sending you the enclosed report at the request of
Randy Simpson of the Office of Naval Research, I am continuing
research in this area and would be very glad to hear any comments
or suggestions you might have on this report. Our next objective
is to draft a handbook of practical suggestions for intention

estimators.
Sincerely,
j(wh J« 5\{0}1’\
Frank J. Stech, Ph.D.
Encl., Senior Psychologist
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Dick Betts

March 27, 1480

COMMENTS on Frank J, Stech, "Political and Military Intention Estimation:
A Taxonometric Analysis" (Mathtech, November 1979)

Pp.

Pp.

Pp.

Pp.

18-22:

24Ff:

36-37:

39:

55, nd:

109ff:

Is there more that might be said on interdependence of capabil-
ities and intentions? (One of my hobby horses. See pp. 12-14
of my statement to the House Foreign Affairs Subcommittee,
enclosed.)

This is a good review, but do you really need to marshal so
much to justify the case for intention estimation? To me, the
arguments against it--as long as it is not assumed to be a
definitive exercise--can be refuted fairly easily.

Flaky as he is, these days, Ellsberg's description is masterful
and, by my impression, completely accurate.

I found it useful to differentiate "success" according to the

stage of the conflict in question. See my surprise attack MS,

chapter 5, p. 16. Also, why do you classify the German attack
on Poland as a failure, but the attack on Norway as a success?
Finally, related to the point in the sentence before the pre-
vious one, defining success in terms of who won the war is
perhaps an unduly restrictive criterion. Inferentially, almost,
this would mean Pearl Harbor must be counted as a success for
the United States. P.S.: The boxes at the bottom of your Table
3.1 are confusing; what do they really mean?

I think Dixon's thesis is largely bullshit. A fair amount of
military sociology has indicated the reverse; excessively
authoritarian types fall down on the job and are weeded out.
(See Morris Janowitz, The Professional Soldier 1Free Press, 2d
ed., 1971/.)

Pardon my fascination with myself, but I think your criticism

of my thesis is all wrong, based on a semantic confusion about
what "organizational” means. I was addressing the causal impact
of differences in organizational structure, and arguing that
many of the basic pathologies will exist in any pattern of boxes
and arrows on the organizational chart, hence reorganization can
have only marginal benefits for improving the success rate. And
note that I did not deny the marginal benefits of reorganization,
but spent several pages toward the end of my article attesting

to them.

On p. 113 you cite my citation of Wilensky as self-refuting.
But the characteristics at issue--centralization, hierarchy,
specialization--transcend organizational alternatives. They exist
in any organizational pattern. Hence my point stands. By my
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2.

standards the factors you mention on pp. 113-114 have nothing
to do with "organizational," and you begin to confuse structure
with process. On pp. 114-115, again, my point stands; because
pluralism allows the policymaker to pick and choose, his
preference, not the organization chart, is what has the causal
impact--i.e., he could grab what he wanted from the view he
prefers, wherever it emanates from the bureaucracy. Organiza-
tion does not equal function. On p. 116 the "dynamics of work"
I mention are not related to alternative patterns of organiza-
tion; they are the pressures, incentives, and time constraints
that affect all bureaucrats and bureaus, wherever they are
placed.

Pp. 117ff: Why so much attention to Janis and Mann, rather than to Janis'
earlier work (Victims of Groupthink)? Also, more attention,
maybe, to exceptions to groupthink. Collective decision-making
(as Janis admits in his discussion of the Cuban missile crisis)
doesn't always promote risk and the herd-instinect. It can serve-
to restrain hotheads and promote caution. More collective
decision-making in the Third Reich, for instance, might have
prevented WWIT,

P. 131: I don't think it's quite accurate to say Steinbruner and Betts
view organizational aspects as an extension of psychology.
‘Maybe I misread your meaning.

P. 136;: Re Team B, I think Pipes' part of the exercise was indeed a bit
of a hatchet job, but the exercise was defensible in principle.
Team B was not meant to provide an "objective''analysis, in the
sense of "impartial.”" It was to serve a dialectical function,
to challenge the reigning orthodoxy in the IC. Hence political
stacking of the deck, given this goal, was reasonable.

By the way, it occurs to me that an important source is
missing from your bibliography: Lawrence Freedman, U.S. Intel-
ligence and the Soviet Strategic Threat (Boulder: Westview Press,
1977). Also, did I mention the study for the Naval War College
by Victoria Price (3 Pierrepont Place, Brooklyn Heights, NY
11201; phone 212-875-2983) on strategic NIEs? Or the disserta-
tion being completed by John Prados (Political Science Department,
Columbia University). There is also an interesting though con-
fusingly written unpublished paper, "Intelligence, Force Planning,
and Assumptions About Superpower Armaments Competition" by Barry
H. Steiner of Cal State Long Beach (on sabattical this year, I
believe, at Harvard's Center for Science and International Affairs).
You might try to get a copy of Wilfred Koplowitz' syllabus and
bibliography for the course he taught at the National War College.
(He's ex-CIA, now retired somewhere in the D.C. area.) Not to
drown you in my work, but also enclosed are (1) a paper on recent
U.S. IC problems I did for a conference last year, due to be
published whenever the conference sponsors line up a press, and
(2) a case study of intra-war surprises donme for a volume being
edited by Klaus Knorr.
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P. 190: The TIAF success is not even matched, I think, by the 1941
destruction of the Red Air Force. I may be wrong, but don't
think the Germans nailed as large a percentage as the Israelis.

P. 213: For an argument that refutes Jervis' epigraph, see the end of
Sidney Verba, "Assumptions of Rationality and Non-Rationality
in Models of the International System,' in Klaus Knorr and Verba,
eds., The International System (Princeton U.P., 1961).

P. 226: Does the personal involvement of the authors suggest they may
have had some incentive to read more prescience back into the
record, where estimates might occasionally have been right for
the wrong reasons?

P. 275: Jones' Occam's razor is an interesting counterargument to the
recent vogue of enjoining analysts to apply multiple hypotheses,
and to recommeundations of Jervis and R. Wohlstetter.

P. 279: Point about predictable professionalism applies in many wars,
but does not account for innovation, "doctrinal surprise."

P. 362: The linkage of intention estimation to success in estimating
capabilities is interesting, and intuitively makes sense, though
the danger is reading this to suggest that intentions can be
inferred from capabilities. For example, the reader might read
your sentences to mean that since our capacity to estimate Soviet
capabilities increased exponentially after 1960, our capacity to
estimate intentions should have improved too. I'm not sure that's
true,

Pp.366-367: The Team B exercise is not what George means by multiple advocacy;
rather it was a case of devil's advocacy.

Pp.376-377: There is a difference between coordination in collection and
monitoring (what Belden and Betts were discussing) and coordination
in production. The former maximizes coverage; the latter
minimizes sharpness. I wouldn't confuse the two.
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INTRODUCTION

This report deals with intention estimation in the foreign policy
arena and how governmental policymakers and analysts estimate the
political and military intentjons of other nations. While this subject has
received sporadic attention (primarily in the wake of surprise attacks or
t;:ther intelligence failures) it has not raceived sustained or extensive in-
vestigation. 1

However, there are signs that the estimation of intentions has
begun to receive greater official- interest. Former’ U.S. intelligence
officers acknowledge that, although our modern technical collection
systems produce a flood of informa.tion, tranélating this information into
relevant intelligence on intentions for government policymakers remains
a formidable task that technology has done little to simplify ard perhaps
much to complicate. Military leaders in the United States are concerned
‘with the adverse ratio of forces in Western Europe and the Soviet Union's
open, seli-avowed interest in military '"surprise.'" The experience of the
1967 and 1973 Mideast wars demonstrates that tomorrow's wars may be much

faster moving, harder hitting and briefer than wars in the past. Faced

1For example, a comprehensive computerized search of master's
theses and doctoral dissertations uncovered only three dissertations
which included the word "intentions'! in the title., All of these were
historical studies which did not address the subject of intention estima-
tion. Furthermore, no dissertations were uncovered on the topics of
military intentions, political intentions, intelligence failures, the
attribution of political or military motives, or the misperception of
intentions. The fact that the author is aware of at least two disserta-
tions in this area (see Wasserman, 1960, and Whaley, 1969) which were
not retrieved by the computer suggests the search technique is not fool-
proof; nevertheless, the near absence of research in academia in these
areas betokens the need for studies such as this one,.
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with a numerically superior, wily opponent, U.S. military leaders are
deeply concerned with how they-. can "win the first battle." One major

shift in U.S. military thinking overturns decades of adherence to an

—

"estimate capabilities only" doctrine for tactical intelligence officers: -

—-

the U.S. Arﬁ:y's most recent field manual on '"Operations' (which describes

itself as setting forth ''the basic concepts of U.S. Army doctrine,'' and the

""capstone'' of the -Arx;ly's system of field manuals} for the first time states

that "enémy intentions must be considered along with capabilities and

probable actions.'' Intentions have become more important to the U.S.

counterintelligence community as well. The military services have
begun to stress operations security (OPSEC, or the concealinent of one's
own operational plans and intentions from possible enemies), and the
Federal Bureau of Investigation, in a widely distributed pamphlet on
security, asserts (FBI, 1978: 4) that "of particular importance to a
foreign intelligence service is the identification of what constitutes our
vital political, ecdnomic. and military intentions, and the theft of
America's military and scientific secrets.”" But while the estimation of
intentions has begun to be considered a vital elemenc of intelligence and
national security, comparatively little effort has been devoted to
studying it. Furthermore, recent research in areas such as decision-~
making under uncertainty, the social psycheology of attribution, and the
psychology of cognitive processes which relate to the estimation of
foreign intentions has not been applied to this subject. Finally, the
extensive literature on intelligence operations and intelligence failures

and successes has not been mined for information on the task of intention

estimation. This report attempts to start filling this gap by explicitly
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investigating the phenomena of intention estimation.
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There are two main objectives in this study. The firs.t is to
determine how intelligence specialists and policyxﬁakers estimate the
intentions of a foreign nation, and more importantly, how they make
mistakes in doing so. The second objective is to compare the tasks and
ﬁrocesses of intention estimation to research on related cognitive,
social, and organizational behavior to determine where the estimation
tasks and processes are inherently weak and how they might be rein-
forced and strengthened. While the author made no a priori assumptions
about how the estimation process could be improved, it was assumed
from the outset that improvement is both possible and desirable. The
ultimate hope for this research project is that it will lead to useful and
realistic guidance on steps that would improve the intention estimation
process.

This study is divided into ten sections, with this introduction being
the first. The essential working definitions of the key terms used through-
out this study are found in Section 2. The third section examines various
views and opinions (often more implicit than explicit) on the two questions
of whether intention estimation should be done and whether it can be done.
Section 4 begins the work of determining how intention estimation is done
and how it fails by reviewing three models of intelligence failure. These
models focug on individual factors in intention estimation failures,
oi-ganization-factors, or political factors. This section closes with

an examination of the status of a "theory" of intelligence failures.

Section 5 describes a sociological theory of disasters such as dam failures,
mine accidents, large fires, etc., which shows considerable promise as
a woyking model for intelligence disasters. This section concludes with

an application of this model to the Yom Kippur War intelligence failure,



i

B T}ie‘géﬁéf‘aiity'af this disaster model is further supported by Section 6

which relates this theory to Kuhn's paradigmatic analysis of scientific

revolutions tc show tha}: the basic processes underlying the development

of disasters resemble the process of science prior to scientific revolu-

tions. This section argues that pre-revolutionary science, pre-disaster

institutions, anci pre:fa.ilure intelligence agencies share universal

problem§ deriviné from the basic cognitive, social, and organizational
rocesses involved in producing knowledge.

Section 7 complements Section 4 by reviewing successful intention
estimation experiences and contrasting sgccessful intelligence with
intelligence failures. The second main objective of this study is begun .
in the eighth section which relates recent work on cognitive processes
and attribution psychology to the tasks of intention estirnation. The main
conclusions of these comparisons are summarized in Section 9 in a
diagnostic of intention estimation vulnerabilities and weaknesses. The
final section examir;es the problems and prospects of translating the
diagnosis of estimation weaknesses into useful and realistic prescriptions
for strengthening the estima(-:ion process, *

This study was conducted under contract N00014-78-C-0727 for
the Office of Naval Research. The author wishes to thank Mr. J. R,
Simpson of ONR for his encouragement and assistance in launching and
conducting this investigation. Dr, Walter L. Pforzheimer provided advice
on sources in the literature of intelligence and the intelligence community.
Ms. Linda Orloski assisted in collecting material. Ms., Alma Hall
worked above and beyond the call of duty in preparing the figures and

typing this report. To all these people we are grateful.
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The views expressed in this study are those of the author and

do not necessarily represent views held by the Office of Naval Research,

Mathematica, Inc., or MATHTECH, Inc.
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DEFINITIONS
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One problem when we talk about intent is
definition.
William Colby, 1978

Man converts his words into idols that
darken his understanding.

Francis Bacon

Above all, ... insist upon having the meaning
of a word clearly understood before using it.

John Stuart Mill, 1867

This section examines definitions of three key terms used in this
report. It is felt appropriate to begin with definitions rather than adhering
to the tradition of appending a glossary because one finds many different
definitions of such concepts as "intention.' Since these are broad and
ambiguous concepts, with a wide variety of meanings, it is best to begin
by demonstrating that the ground this report covers can be viewed from
various perspective;s.

Intelligence: Intelligence on a foreign nation differs from infor-

mation; intelligence is evaluated and interpreted information which is

,_’-""‘"_“—h“_—_—._m e
significant to a nation’s plans, policies, and operations., Intelligence is

subordinate to the formulation of pelicy and plans, it helps determine

. __’__ﬂ__“,._.ﬂ:.....—-w—-“———-w-u-——--—--—-—-_.____ "'W
feasible policy objectives with respect to other nations and provides a

——

basis for developing methods to attain them. Intelligence in this most

general sense is evaluated, policy-relevant information on another
- ‘—_’_‘—.—d._""—""-'xg\|1 [pap—

X

nation, .

David Kahn (1978: 39-41) makes a useful distinction between

"physical intelligence'' and ''verbal intelligence,' Physical intelligence

e,

is derived from things, physical entities. Natural resources, physical
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: installations, the numbers of weapons available, volume of commercml
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- trade, are the .s.ub_]ect matter of physical intelligence. Verbal intel-
— T i

ligence derives from words: plans, orders, morale, perceptions,

entions, estimates, promises, motives; these are the objects of

I verbal intelligence.

Kahn points out that this distinction does not depend on the per-

-

ceptual means by which information is acquired, or the methods used to
acquire the information, or on the means by which the information was

transmitted. The distinction rests on the object of the intelligence, Itis a

—c

e

useful distinction because war and politics (the main concerns of the con-

sumers of intelligence and hence of intelligence producers) involve a
! physical and a mental component. On the one hand, Clausewitz said "war

is an act of force' while on the other, Sun Tzu observed that "all warfare

is based on deception.' There are two facets of strategy; as Liddell Hart

—y

{1967: 337) wrote, one entails overcoming resistance with force, the

f—_
other's purpose ''is to diminish the possibility of resistance ... by

-

Ws of movement and surprise.”" Both components

achieve political and military objectives, intelligence miust cope with both,

Intelllgence is not necessary tgﬂg;_plo_mmg ar. DBut when it is

e e

' available 11: ""magnifies strength' (Kahn p. 40) or, in modern jargon, it is

__a "force multiplier."” Knowing what physical resources are available to
—*,__..—__._”mm%

the other nation allows the state which possesses physical intelligence to
adapt its own physical resources to the sztuatmn. But physical intelligence

cannot provide the state the time needed for such adaptation, it can only

outlme what adaptatzons are necessary. The mental _component, the

plans a.nd 1ntent1ons of the other, take time to translate into physical

reality: plans are changed more quickly than men and guns can be
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moved, or weapons built. Verbal intelligence gives the state the

needed to adapt resources, and by moving them to the best places,
increase strength, Kahn writes (p. 40):

- The time that verbal intelligence gives a
commander puts his knowledge of the enemy
ahead of the present situation -- in effect, it
foretells what the enemy will do. Physical
intelligence, on the other hand, just reports
on the present situation. The fundamental
difference between them is that physical
evidence merely confirms enemy intentions,
while verbal evidence predicts them.

Intentions: There are two different ways of defining intentions:

as )Jﬁy_sical—ebjeetssqf p&ysical intelligence, i,e., as entities (although

]

these are future entities), or as n}éntal objects of verbal intelligence,
T——

i.e., as statements about the future. It is common to find the two ways
e ———— —

confused: Washington Platt (1957: 62) writes that intentions are ''what

the other nation will do'" but also that 'forecasting intentions ... is in

part an exercise in mind reading." Pettee (1946) writes of ""decisions"

peTenemS T me T e, sSecond physica
Intelligence bearing on strategic decisions
... concerning the overall conduct of war,
the scale and timing of major operations, the
scale and scheduling of production and trans-~

port.

Some definitions clearly fall into one or the other category.

George (1959: 16) defines intentions (emphasis added) as "future %ﬁpns

- decided upon and the ob-jectiﬁ s behind current actions.'" In other

words, intentions are something that has been de'tm:ided upon (mental) for

the future, not the actions (physical) that occur in the future; and the

.

M e e

objectives (mental) behind the current action (physical). George con-

O s s rmpie AT

siders "action" as something different {rom 'intentions;' actions are

"the specific moves undertaken in order to further these objectives.'

10
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He considers intentions and actions.to be closely linked to "na.tiona.l‘

e

pgfl_i_giﬁgi, ' the rules which govern [a state's] uLe_gf military, economic,

diplomatic, political, and propaganda instruments of power for the
SR A

purposes of reaching certeain objectives, domestic and foreign,!" Intentions

are mentally contemplated, decided-upon future actions and the mental

objectives or jusltification of present action. Actions are physical moves.

Fbliﬁd____ig—s‘_a;;umnté.l_:nl%governing action, preéumably influencing

intentions, and used to attain objectives.

In contrast, Jervis (1976: 48) defines an actor's mtent:.ons as "the

-ﬂ—.,_ﬂ_,_’-""'—'-__
actmns he will take under gwen circumstances, ' and he contrasts his
e T hm.—w'——-—
definition with those which 'WM4Q£H+3—WhaMor _plans

._to do or what goals he hopes to reach.’ He describes the "utopian

intentions" of a state -- what it would do in the absence of external con-
‘%\\______
straints, and contrasts these with ""basic intentions, ' which include the

state's considerations of the costs and risks implied by external con-

straints. Jervis writes (p. 48-9) that intentions-cannat be totally
3113 1 "

separated from the cogggptﬂ,w,gfimglmmmmw

Jervis thus adds several mental dimensions to the physical concept of

intention as future action, First, his definition emphasizes that state X

‘acts, not in a vacuum, but in the awareness that states Y, Z, etc., will

e a——

impose certain constraints on X, depending on what they perceive X to

be doing. Second, in formulating plans, state X estimates what the

reactions of Y, Z, etc., might be and what costs to X would result from

these reactions. X must dewetweenwluﬁ_of\_
obtaining its likely ob;ectwes and the likely costs of putting its plans
PRI A . o

into effect. Intentions—somehow reflect state X's.

Y's, Z's, etc., hkely responses, its evaluation of possible costs and

vt

11
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risks, its weighing of possible gains against possible losses,wzllmgness |
to gamble, and its commitment or resolve to gaining its objectives, but
intentions are first still, according to Jervis, actions.

George (1959: 15) defines these mental aspects separately, as

"estimates' and ''expectations' distinct from intentions, actions, and
. e s B R N

e e s
Eolicx. . State X's estimates are what it believes state Y can and will do,

as well as X's predictions of its general future environment. State X's
expectations are what it forecasts about its own actions and their cén-
sequences and outcomes, as well as X's forecasts of ¥'s and Z's policies
and actions. %{pwi Egpditional pretii‘iqgtioniil_el{i b'; X with
varying degrees of certainty. T

Jervis' definition of intention includes what George labels estimates
and expectations. He notes several reasons why state X's actions may not
follow from its own plans and goals, e.g., the expectations and estimates
of state X may be in?,ccurate and, as the future unfolds, state X will be
forced to act in ways it did not plan. Consequently, Jervis' definition
implies that intentions include not just those actions guided by what
state X expects and estimates, but also those reactions of state X to the
unexpected and to things it did not estimate. Jervis implies that state
X's estimates and expectations may or may not be relevant to its future
actions.

Alth.ough Jervis_ makes many useful ocbservations about the
elements involved in perceiving a state's future behavior, he seems to
be wrong in defining (p. 48) intentions as ''the actions he [the actor, or
state X] will take under given circumstances.' Trivial though it is to
say it, state X's actions are its actions, and its intention_s are some-

thing else. We do not know, with Jervis' definition, whether "intentions''

12
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are the object of ;rerbal or physical intelligence, but it seems most
likely that Jervis would associate them with the physical component.
Jervis justifies (p. 48) his definition, and the distinction he makes be-
tween intentions as actions and goals or plans, on the basis that "the
collection of actions the state will or would take ... is what others are
trying to predict." It is true that other states do try to predict these
collections of a.ctilons of state X -- but they also try (and, we will argue
in Sections 6, 8, and 9, they need) to estimate the intentions of state X,
and it is possible and perhaps necessary to keep the prediction of action
and the estimation of intentions intellectually separate.

We are going to follow the guide of the philosopher Anscombe

(1969) and use intention to mean a form of verbal predicti’on and the

P

———C e SRR

object of verbal intelligence as suggested by Kahn. Such predictions
include orders, commands, plans, estimates, expectations, pure
—— - 5 et e

prophecies, as well as expressions of intention, All of these are verbal

-

—_

—"

[
statements about the future, and are thus objects of verbal intelligence.

They differ in terms of their Feferents, their potential accuracy, and

‘. "]

-

their psychological constituents.

When person A gives another person B a command or order, e.g.,
"Get out of the way}' it implies A believes, to some degree, that B can
(is able) and will carry out the instruction. A has reason to believe his
command will be carried out by B. A can make some estimate about the
future state of the world on the basis of his knowledge of B's ability and
interests and the difficulty of the assignment, Finally, A has some stake
in the outcome. Such orders do not necessarily reflect any intention by

A to act. A similar argument applies to requests, pleas, etc,
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If a command to B is explicitly or implicitly ;11ade contihgent
with a predicted action by A, then it becomes a threat or a promise,
depending on whether the action A is predicting is something A thinks
B will want or avoid., That is, A says "If you get out of the way, then 1
will reward you, " or "If ,.,, then I will punish you.'" A is making him-
self the referent of the conti&&rﬁlrediction and hence is indicating a

-\Mﬂ,""
contemplated, decided upon future (in this case conditional) action., In

George's definition, A is making a statement of (conditional) intention
when he makes a threat or promise.

It is important to note the difference between a prediction or
prophecy and an intention. A might say 'l feel I am about to go crazy
and if B is present then I may hurt him." This prophecy is about a future
action A has not decided upon; merely one that A estimates will happen.
It is not intentional action but it is nevertheless a future action which
others, e.g., B, would want to predict.

Jervis would define A's future crazy action as an intention even
though it may be an action which A would try very hard to prevent. This
confusion between a future action a.nd intention leads Jervis (p. 54) to
make some unusual assertions:

Because we have defined a state's intentions

as the actions it will or would take under given
conditions, intentions are sometimes different
from what the state's decision-makers think
they will or.-would do. This definition is use-
ful because observers must try to predict how
the actor will behave, not how he thinks he will
behave. Although one might think that the actor
can always accurately predict his own behavior,
this is not true. Indeed observers may know

the actor's intentions better than does the actor
himself.

What Jervis is asserting about an actor's and an observer's ability to

predict future action is true. But what he is asserting about knowing

14
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intentions is patently false and confusing. As Ans c%wﬁ:igé‘“r‘i??’ﬁ”é“Ei‘““(‘ﬁ".*“")‘)?“‘r“*==Mﬂ"{)
""the queéfion what a man's intentions are is only authoritatively settled
by him." And we cannot agree that observers will not try to predict
how an actor thinks he will behave. Jervis' definition seems more con-
fusing than useful. This suggests one problem with a definition of
intention as a physical object such as action, rather -tha.n as a verbal o;:
mental ol?ject. Ini:entions come to mean behavior that was not

intended, decided upon, or planned, as well as behavior that was. Any-
- thing done in the future becomes an intention.

I state A gives a command or order to one of its agencies, it is,
in effect, commanding itself, and these commands and orders become
part of state A's intentions, an expression of its plans. Similarly if
a state A estimates or expects some future action from some part of
itself, these estimates or expectations may reflect the state's intentions
if the future action is a response to, or result of, the state's orders o»
plans. Of course,: the state may estimate or expect actions or events
will occur of which it was not an agent, that it did not order, or even
desire but which it can nevertheless expect to happen. These estimates
and expectancies would not be part of the state's intentions, i.e.,
mentally contemplated, decided-upon future actions. Similarly, we would
argue that the threats and promises state A makes are intentional state-
ments, but any prophecies or predictions of unplanned events would not
be, even.though the referent of all these might be state A.

The philosopher, Anscombe, author of the monograph Intention

(1969: 6) defines an expression of intention as
a description of something future in which the

speaker is some sort of agent, which description
he justifies (if he does justify it) by reasons for

15
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" acting, reasons why it would be useful or ., St it
attractive if the description came true, not
by evidence that it is true.

This definition seems consistent with ours and George's of intention as
a decided-upon, planned future action, as distinct from prophecies,
expectations, estimates, and the future actions themselves. With respect
to determining what a person's intentions are, Anscombe (p. 9) writes:

In general we are interested, not just in a

man's intention of doing what he does, but

in his intention in in doing it, and this can

very often not be seen from seeing what he

does.
Furthermore, an intention can be "a purely interior thing," if the
individual does nothing or is prevented from carrying it out.

However, actions and behavior are important elements of
estimating intentions, Anscombe notes (p. 8) that:

If you want to say at least some true things about
a man's intentions, you will have a strong chance
of success if you mention what he actually did or
is doing. ... the greater number of the things
which you would say straight off a man did or was
doing, will be things he intends.

Anscombe writes (p. 21} of an intention as a '"forward-looking"
motive, where the intention is what the state aims at or chooses and the
motive is what causes or determines the aim or choice. But he also
notes (p. 36) that "a man's intention in acting is not so private and
interior a thing that he has absolute authority in saying what it is."
There must be some reasonable link between the interior aspect of
intention and the action that is taken in aid of the intention. He quotes
(p. 45) Wittgenstein's observation:

Why do I want to tell him about intention too,
as well as telling him what I did? ... because I

want to tell him something about myself, which
goes beyond what happened at that time.

16
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This is also the reason why intelligence must focus on intentlons, not

By examining both intentions

and what the state does, intelligence learns something about that state

which goes beyond what happened -~ it learns how the state makes the

reasonable link between its interior aims and objectives and its behavior.

courses of action 'open to a military force. If a military force has the

men and weapons available to launch an attaék, and such action is not

ruled out by the environmental factors (e.g., weather or terrain), the

force is said to have an "attack capability.!" The notion of capability

refers generally to unopposed courses of action. Even though the force

R

in the attack example might be outnumbered twenty to one, for instance,
r‘&"‘\—-,r"—“'_"—"—-—-—-_.__..«

it is still said to have an attack capability.

o

courses of action are the force's total capability. Obviously, in

aggregating, mutually inconsistent courses of action have to be con-
T R e

e.g., the force might have an attack capability or a defense _

e ——

sidered:

capability, but not both at the same time.

o

Because it is rarely possible

to determine exactly which subsets of capabilities a forte may have at

any time, all probable courses of action are estimated and a decision is made

as to the more probable courses of action.

are usually ignored by intelligence (see e.g., U.S. Army, Field Manual

30-5, C

po———e

ombat Intelligence, p