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To

J. Bowyer Bell
(1931-2003)

who immersed me in his real world of terrorists
while | introduced him to war gaming and the theory of deception.
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Perceived practical considerations of greed and survival do sometimes
override religious, moral, or ethical factors to produce deceptive
behavior. (Case 1)

* 0 between any
two contemporary armed entities 8 / /
) 00 - (Chapters $@-nd $ - :

One example: In 1945 the Soviet Army conducted a vastly more
deceptive campaign in Manchuria than did the Japanese defenders
(Case 87). Another example: In the period 1928 to 1948 the battle
doctrine & practice of the Chinese Communist Army (PLA) was
far more deceptive than its main enemy, the Chinese National Army
(Case 21).

* + + *

* - Within each culture + 4+
*

High, medium, and low levels were found in every culture at different
times and regardless of its level of technology. The reason? Because
deception is amind game, it is played only between or among humans.
And this condition will remain as long as machines such as computers
lack artificial intelligence (Al). (Case 20)
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[*) + /) +) + +
0- (Chapter 4)

m Historically (prior to the mid-1900s) this learning came mainly
from trial-anderror experience in combat, as with Washington
(Case 25), Monro (Case 4), Zhukov (Case 9), or Dayan (Cases 60
F% :-

m Or from observing others, as with Wavell (Case 10).

m Or by being inspired by reading military history or biography, as
with MacArthur (Case 71), Yadin (Case 57), and Schwartzkopf’s
planners (Case 87).

m Or by transferring & applying deception theory from some non-
military discipline to the military domain, as with R.V.Jones (Case

Xiii



19) in applying practical jokes) or Dudley Clarke (Case 88) in
applying conjuring theory, or Barkas (Case 12) and Fairbanks
(Case 51) in applying cinematic special effects.

m Beginning around WW1 these methods for learning deception
have been slowly supplemented by formal teaching & training
(Chapter 4), specifically as with camouflage and other deception
units (Cases 12,14, & 80).

0.2. Planners as Individuals

This study also supports 10 general conclusions about
+

m Deception planners are first & foremost single individuals.

Those studied in this paper range from novices to experienced experts.
(Cases 1t0 21).

m Excellence at deception is independent ofeithef rank or branch of
service—military or otherwise.

All three military services have contributed (including their naval
equivalent ranks)—from 3 lowly lieutenants, through 2 captains,
8 majors, 6 lieutenant colonels, 10 colonels, 4 brigadiers, 5 major
generals, 8 lieutenant generals, 11 generals, up to 2 field marshals.
Civilians contributed 4 intelligence officers, 1 bureaucrat, 3 defense
ministers, and 6 heads of government (presidents, prime ministers, or
dictators). (Chapter 2)

m The chief deception planner will often direct a small team of
deception planners (seldom more than 5 or 6) whose members
are drawn from varied backgrounds and specialties. (Chapter 2.4)

m They usually—perhaps always—bring to this art a talent for
deception based on a prior understanding of deception, however
vague. This understanding comes from either the study of military
deceptions or from personal experience with deception in non-
military fields. (Case 19)

m They have an acute awareness of the incongruities amidst
congruity, both in their own camp as well as that of the enemy.
(Case 19 and Chapter 11.1)

m Some will learn deception from personal experience in war.
However, as few have the opportunity to plan much less command
in many battles, this can be avery slow trial-and-error process.
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Frequent practice in real situations against real opponents clearly provides the
most effective learning experience. However, even the most battle-experienced
military commanders seldom get the opportunity to design and direct more
than a dozen deception operations in an entire career. The most experienced
senior commander of WW2, Soviet Marshal Zhukov, designed only about
40 battles. German Field-Marshal Rommel commanded in only eight, two of
which were in World War . British Field-Marshal Alexander and U.S. General
MacArthur directed a few more, one of MacArthurs having been in the
Korean War; General Patton less. With such limited opportunities to learn by
trial-and-error, it is not surprising that so few generals and admirals manage to
become expert at the deception game.

Much has been learned about deception by studying deceptive military
operations, but only because they are so well documented. More can be learned
by studying better experienced deceivers, particularly magicians because they
have, by far the most experience (in both frequency & depth ofsophistication).
For example, professional conjurors such as David Copperfield or Ben
Robinson typically give two performances a night, each show containing
around a dozen separate tricks, that is, miniature deception operations.
Consequently, the average magician performs more deception operations in
one week than any single military commander or counter-intelligence officer
ever has in alifetime career.

Moreover, the typical professional magician generally performs deceptions
much more frequently than any other type of professional deceiver. The
conjuror’s closest competitors are card sharps and con artists. But, they plan,
carry out, and get feedback on deceptions at amuch lower rate than magicians.
Even so, their rate of practice exceeds that of any military deceptionist.

@-H- 00 ++ *

The main findings of this study illuminate several major weaknesses in our
theory and data. To strengthen these, research on the following four questions
is recommended for future research:

G >4 4)2* 4 0 =0) M

This is the simplest research question. It also has the simplest answer—
increase the number of case studies, that is, enlarge the data base. But,
dollar-wise, it is expensive. The 88 case studies presented here may seem
large, but it is only an “opportunity sample’; therefore carrying no statistical
weight. At best, it pretty well covers the range of most typical types of
deception planning situations. But that is avery strong start in tackling any
research problem.
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10.

Analyzing the PATTERN of the REAL thing to be hidden to discover
the specific characteristics (“signatures”) that must be deleted or
added to create another pattern that will suitably dissimulate it.

Doing the same for the FALSE thing to be shown to create a pattern
that will suitably simulate it.

At this point the planner has designed a desired EFFECT together
with its concealed METHOD.

He must now explore the means available for presenting this effect to
the target. If the deception assets available for the job are inadequate, the
planner must either get them or abort the plan and go back to step 4 or 5.
If no plan seems feasible, it is desirable to so inform the Commander and
recommend that he select an alternative goal.

Having designed the effect and the method, the planning phase has
ended and the OPERATIONAL PHASE begins.

However, the planner should informed of developments in steps 8-to-10
in order to be able to effect modifications or take advantage of unexpected
developments.

Selecting the CHANNELS through which the various false
characteristics are to be communicated.

For the deception to succeed, the target must accept (“buy”) the
EFFECT, perceiving the projected illusion.

Deception will fail at this point only if the target takes no notice of the
presented effect, notices but judges it irrelevant, misconstrues its intended
meaning, or detects its METHOD. Conversely, the target will:

m take notice, ifthe effect is designed to attract his ATTENTION;
m find it relevant, if the effect can hold his INTEREST;

m form the intended hypothesis about its meaning, if the projected
pattern of characteristics is CONGRUENT with patterns already part
of his experience and memory; and

m fail to detect the deception, if none of the ever-present characteristics
that are INCONGRUENT are accessible to his sensors.

XIX



We must significantly reduce our vulnerability to
intelligence surprises, mistakes, and omissions
caused by the effects of denial and deception on
collection and analysis.

c ( 00 /2@@'

In 1883, writing in the Naval Institute # * Commodore Stephen B.
Luce called for the creation of a more extended course ofstudy on the art ofwar
for naval officers. A year later, the Naval War College was created with Luce as
its first President.

Following World War |1, Fleet Admiral Chester W. Nimitz, as Chief of Naval
Operations, and General of the Army Dwight D. Eisenhower, as Chief of the
Army Staff, separately created the Naval Intelligence School and the Army Stra-
tegic Intelligence School. Both leaders were concerned that no good, extended
intelligence training had been available to the intelligence officers under their
commands.

In 1962, the two schools would be joined as the Defense Intelligence School,
which in the years to follow would become the regionally accredited, degree-
granting Defense Intelligence College, the Joint Military Intelligence College,
the National Defense Intelligence College, and—today—the National Intelli-
gence University offering baccalaureate and master’s degree programs on the
art ofintelligence.

It was my privilege to serve as President and to lead this intelligence institution
ofhigher learning from 1994 to 2009. A research center, auniversity press, an in-
ternational center, and a science and technology in intelligence center were cre-
ated. Curricula changes and introduction of more highly credentialed faculty
were all part of the college’s steady advancement to university status.

In 2002, R. Kent Tiernan, Vice Chairman of the Director of Central Intelli-
gence’s Foreign Denial and Deception Committee called on me to propose that
the college add a Denial and Deception Advanced Studies Program to the cur-
riculum. My response on the spot was positive. What could be more important
to the study ofthe art of intelligence?

National denial and deception embarrassments were fresh in my mind. In May
1998, for example, the Government of India had caught the U.S. intelligence
community by surprise when it tested nuclear weapons at its desert test site.

XXl
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This report covers the entire range of military deception planning in support
of large-scale strategic operations to small-scale tactical ones. Moreover, it
also covers the range across land, sea, aerial, and space environments. The
assumption is that the planning process, the thinking behind deception plans,
is relatively independent of both their scale and their military environment.
This assumption— strongly supported by previous studies— is one of several
hypotheses to be re-explored in this study.6

A central question is what is the role ofthe Commander? And at whatever level
of command he or she may sit. How does that person effect the “bodyguard
of lies” that can protect the overall military goal? Encourage or discourage
deception? Actively participate in the deception process? Or favor types of
operations that make deception planning harder or easier?

The report surveys and analyzes the published accounts of military deception
planners (plus occasional reference to interviews by the author). Its main
purpose is to identify the planners by their background, relevant training
and experience, place in the organization they served, what constraints the
Commander gave them, who initiated the plan, how they planned, what
they planned, how they got approval, and their effectiveness in translating
these plans into operations. Only secondarily and briefly does it evaluate the
success or failures of the actual operation. Thus, this study tightly focuses on
the thinking and procedures of individual planners rather than on the battles
that flowed from their plans. To do that would require an order-of-magnitude
greater effort with, | believe, little additional payoff.

The cases examine only explicit statements about the planning process. They
exclude inferences that could be drawn by working backward from known
results. They also exclude any inferences obtainable by working forward
from knowledge of the institutionalized organizational structures of specific
deception planning teams. To include either type of inference would require
greatly expanding the number of case studies. But that would be at the cost
of what | judge to be unacceptability vague and uncertain speculation. By
way of partial compensation, Chapter 7 gives 12 cases of deception planning
at the institutional level, in an attempt to capture that broader context where
deception planning goes far beyond the original individual planner.

6  See particularly Whaley, Stratagem (1969/2007), Chapter 5, which did comparative studies of
deception & surprise in a) strategic versus operational levels, b) land, sea, air, & amphibious
environments; and c) whether in offensive or defensive modes.
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relevant contemporary perceptions of the decision makers and substitute their
own ex post facto reconstructions of “fact”> Nor can these writers universally
plead the censors red pencil. Many, particularly those who published in the
1920s, 1930s, and from 1970 until today, have worked relatively uncensored
and with sufficient access to the relevant sources.

Unfortunately the record is incomplete, the blank squares in my mental
“guestionnaire” greatly outnumbering the filled-in ones. Until the 1960s most
military and intelligence historians were simply unaware of deception as a
significant factor in winning or losing battles. And since the early 1970s only a
few have become more than amateurishly aware ofthis factor. Even the military
commanders and staff officers who contributed the deceptions are usually
unable to fully articulate much less consciously understand exactly how they
thought about and planned them. Consequently, with few exceptions (such as
the realistic RED-BLUE war games at Fort Irwin), most case studies leave far
more questions unanswered than answered. And other studies pose new and
perhaps unexpected questions.

There is, of course, the ever-present problems of exaggerated, mistaken, and
downright deceitful sources. This is particularly true of memoirs where the
usual legitimate memory tricks too often get magnified by deliberate lies, as
with Col. Richard Meinertzhagen who lied whenever he thought he could
succeed. The only reliable test of truth is by independent corroborative
evidence. Because | prefer to exclude cases that did not meet this criterion of
verifiability, all but two or three of the cases presented here have at least one
independent source of confirmation.

Finally, | deplore invented dialogue as fit only for historical fiction and even
approach “remembered” verbatim conversations with the same caution |
would undocumented memaoirs. In this case | have included several cases
of “remembered” dialogue when it is the deception planners themselves
speaking, because these passages probably come as close to their thinking as
we can get.7

7 A footnote on style: Editors and close readers will note many inconsistencies in titles and
spellings. Titles and ranks of individuals are those held at the time under discussion, so that
Rommel appears under his progressive ranks from lieutenant to field-marshal and Wavell
moves up from plain mister through a knighthood to the peerage. Similarly, rank and unit
designations, conform to local and temporal usage, such as American lieutenant generals
and the British hyphenated lieutenant-generals. Abbreviations also conform to contemporary
national usages.









by the somewhat imaginative accomplishments and tactics of Generals Lee
and Longstreet and, particularly, of Generals Stonewall Jackson and Nathan
Bedford Forrest. His chapter, “Intelligence Department’, from the 1874 3d
Edition, proved sufficiently timeless to be reprinted 89 years later by the CIA
in its in-house classified journal.8

Further distinguished imperial service brought Lieut.-General Sir Garnet
Wolseley to Egypt to suppress the Urabi Revoltled by Ahmed Urabi.9Mustering
his joint British army at the Mediterranean port of Alexandria he first tried
a straight 110-mile thrust south along the Nile valley and river— toward the
rebel-held capital, Cairo. After five weeks of unsuccessful attempts to force
his passage by that direct route, one stoutly defended by the well-entrenched
enemy under Ahmed Urabi, Wolseley switched to an indirect strategy— to
capture the recently opened Suez Canal to the east of Cairo and then move
upon Cairo from behind. Advised by Ferdinand de Lesseps on this point,
Urabi had completely discounted this as a realistic option for their enemy.
Consequently, Urabi left the Canal undefended and Wolseley easily captured
it by September 6th

On the 12th having quickly staged his main force at the southern Canal port of
Ismailia, he set out from there. His attacking force comprised two divisions of
British infantry, a brigade of British cavalry, with an Indian brigade acting as a
flanking force— a total of some 18,500 troops and 70 cannon. They advanced
west along the railway and feeder Sweetwater canal toward Cairo, which was
about 70 miles distant but over almost flat and easily traversed flat and hard
desert.

Urabi hastily set up a poorly dug-in blocking army of about 15,000 Egyptians
with 60 cannon at Tel el-Kebir, between Cairo and the advancing British-
Indian force. Although the British force was better trained, as the attackers
against even a lightly dug-in force of comparable strength, they would seem to
be at a marked disadvantage.

Wolseley now planned to reinforce the strategic surprise ofhis indirect approach
on Cairo from the Canal side by gaining tactical surprise as well. The tactic
would be the conventional and therefore expected full-frontal attack on the
rebel line. However Wolseley intended to make it an entirely unconventional

7 This was an almost unheard oftactic among large forces comprised
of several separate units whose coordinated movement required the kind of
close communication that was then possible mainly through visual means—
namely in daylight.

*  Studies in Intelligence, !0 6!B#1 )/, 5).5"B!
) 9 % 7< < < ? $ 8 All Sir Garnet: A Life of
Field-Marshal Lord Wolseley # & ? )/B,! Wikipedia, H 9
.D< C #< 32 "++)!
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CASE 2:

Lieut.-Col. G.F.R. Henderson, the Reliefof Kimberley,
South Africa 1900
The Commander's chiefoflIntelligence emulates Stonewall Jackson.
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10 Whaley (1969), 26.
11 A P Wavel,( O Voll (London: Harrap,1940), 80.
12 Wavell (1941), 80.
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Swinton was an intelligent, genial man with a keen sense of humor (selling
cartoons to # and other magazines) and a minor flair for practical
joking. This latter talent had emerged by age 14, when early in his one term
at Cheltenham College he devised an ingenious ruse to induce Intelligence
feedback: 4

| soon discovered a specimen of the unpleasant type ofyouth
who is very friendly with lonely new boys so long as their
pocket-money lasts, and in confidence worms intimate family
secrets out of them, which he retails to other boys, to the
confusion of the innocent newcomer. | suspected him, and
bought himices so long as | could afford to do so. | also supplied
him with some confidential and scandalous and entirely bogus
“facts” about my family. When this fictitious information came
round to me— there was no doubt as to its source and | had a
very satisfactory settlement with my false friend, which repaid
me for all the pocket-money | had expended on him.

In 1899, 31-year old Captain Swinton went offto his first war— the Boer War,
which was then raging in South Africa between the Dutch settlers and the
British invaders. As an acting major he commanded a 400-man battalion of
the newly and locally raised 14 Railway Pioneer Regiment, whose task was to
rebuild bridges blown by Boer commandos. Now, in MayVnd earlyJune 1900,
Swinton devised his first military ruse.’5

As, at that period, many supply trains travelling north at night,
with a “guard” of a few half-frozen men on top of slippery
tarpaulins just arrived in the country, had been held up and
captured with all they contained, ... | resolved that we should
have a fighting chance, if attacked. From the naval dockyard
at Simonstown we got up some loopholed bullet-proof plates
to fit behind the green sides of the usual goods trucks [freight
cars]. On board the train we should have ammunition, food
and water and 300 to 400 men all practised in taking action
without awaiting orders. Some were to tumble out on one side
of the train, some on the other, and lie down well away from
the rails. A third party was to shoot from the truck and so draw
the enemy fire, whilst trenches were being dug from which to
carry on the fight after daylight. We were very proud of our
innocent looking supply train, and hoped it might give a nasty
surprise to “Brother Boer”
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HE DENEVED NE Aeserved mgn rewards, ana pusned nis cause at any Superiors
who tended to overlook him as, having a short stature, was both literally and
psychologically easy for most of them to do. He, like Montgomery, made
enemies more easily than friends.

In 1937 Rommel published < ! [The Infantry Attacks]. His book
reported shamelessly on the author’s personal experiences in the Great War.
However, in doing so, it proved that his experiences directly inspired much
of his thinking about tactics. Specifically simple ruses but, more importantly
Rommel’s firm belief that the commander must seize the initiative at
the + in order to surprise the enemy. The book became a
best-seller in Germany.

In fall 1939 Major-General Rommel headed Hitler’s battlefield headquarters
during the Polish campaign. There he was impressed most by the mobility of
the tank units. Next February, the General Staffwished to assign him command
of a mountain infantry division, but Rommel went directly to the Fiihrer,
requesting and getting command of a panzer division. Rommel gave ten copies
of his book to his unit commanders to make sure they would understand the
unorthodox style that he intended to apply to armored warfare. And in May
andJune he followed his own precepts throughout his dashing drive— up to
150 miles a day— across France at the head of 7thPanzer Division that earned
its nickname, “Spook Division”, from the baffled enemy. During the six-week
campaign Rommel’s division had taken 97,500 prisoners (including 20 generals
and 5 admirals), captured or destroyed 458 tanks and armored cars, and 79
aircraft— the most successful bag by any Wehrmacht division. However, the
absolute cost was also the highest for any single German division: 20% of his
tanks and men (42 of his original 218 tanks and 2,594 casualties out of his
original 13,000 troops). Even so, this was awar-winning cost-beneficial strategy
between two closely matched opponents— an investment of 1 armored vehicle
to win 2 and 1 casualty to win 37.

CASE7:
Lt. Col. George C. Marshall, St.-Mihiel, France 1918
# 0&) 11&

)

“Rather think we outfoxed ‘em.”

— Pershing

George Catlett Marshall got his first exposure to deception in 1918 when, as a
lieutenant colonel on GeneralJohn. Pershing’s G-3 (Operations) staff, he did

23
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evidently quite recently, judging from an unfinished meal and scattered papers.
As Stevens would recall: 10

As Wingate and | entered the building, a telephone rang.
“Who could that be?” asked Wingate.

| replied that Gideon Force was not plugged in to any telephone
exchange here. | could only be the Italian line connected with
the Blue Nile crossing.

“You better take the call,” said Wingate, “as you speak Italian.”
“But what should | say?”

“Tell them you are the Italian doctor [who had recently
deserted to Wingate], and that the British have taken Debra
Marcos and are headed for the Blue Nile crossing.”

I took the call and transmitted this information to the Italian
switchboard operator, speaking from one of the Nile posts. He
was appalled.

“Who should I tell this to?” he shouted at the other end.

“To your commanding officer,” | replied. “And my advice to
you, ifyou value your skin, is to pack up and get going.”

The deception worked. The Italians abandoned their Blue Nile
defensive positions [including two forts] and made for the
crossing.

Exactly a month later, May 5th the East African Campaign ended with Haile
Selassi’s triumphal return to the Ethiopian capital of Addis Ababa. Next
February, Wavell, now C-in-C India, requested Major Wingate’s posting
to Rangoon. There, at Wavell’s instigation, he formed and led the Chindit
guerrilla-like Long Range Penetration Groups until his death in an airplane
crash the following year.10L

++ $F Accidental Journalist: The Adventures of Edmund Stevens, 1934-1945
# %8< 42& ' 4 % ( "++0, 3*.3) J% 7 T % %<
88 ! 5 4 F Haile Selassie's War: The Italian-Ethiopian Campaign.
1935-1941 #6 M F& 8 $% )*B, -3*!
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106 Hoopes(1985), 276-277; Verbatim Report (1971), 2, 14-15.
107 "Report to the Joint Security Control", 25 May 1945, as quoted in Hoopes (1985), 280.

46



FUSAG ruse would place “principal reliance on ... radio counter-measures,
display of dummy landing craft and ... release ofinformation by what is known
as ‘special means’ [i.e., double agents].”18 The fact that the crucial influence
was probably Col. Dudley Clarke who was simultaneously presenting a similar
plan at higher level (the LCS) does not discredit the Americans input.

Ingersoll was now a convert. One British psywar expert later wrote that “with
Ingersoll it was love at first sight, and he became one ofthe foremost American
exponents of the art of deception.”1® Professor Eldredge told Ingersoll’s
biographer that:110

Any problem, he would just think a bit and come out with
something. This was damn irritating for a college professor. He
was always three moves ahead of you. 1'd say: ‘Shut up for a
moment and let me think.” But I'll say one thing; he was out to
win this war for the United States. Ingersoll was the trickiest,
most elusive person I've ever dealt with. I’ve never met anyone
who was such a bright guy who was such a goddamned liar.
He'd say anything to get what he wanted.

Eldredge had also earlier characterized Ingersoll to me as the most imaginative
member of their small team, a lively gadfly bubbling over with ideas for
deception. True, most of his ideas were wildly impractical and these were
quickly rejected by his team-mates. According to Eldredge, the team worked
well together. They simply overlooked Major Ingersoll’s monumental ego that
led him to presume he was the real chief of section and Colonel Harris a mere
figurehead. They valued his enthusiasm as a goad to keep trying harder to work
up schemes as devious as Ingersoll’s but more practical. 111

Ingersoll noticed that the British Army used wood to fabricate their dummy
tanks, trucks, and guns. By careful carpentry and painting, they could not be
distinguished from the real at even at fairly close.112 Ingersoll later recalled:113

Watching them being put together, it amused me to think of
them as toys and thinking of them as toys put an idea into
my head: Why couldn’t they be manufactured as such— as
inflatable toys? Why not make heavy rubber ones which could
be blown up by compressed air?
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undersigned were completely convinced of the effectiveness of
strategic deception as an offensive weapon. The FORTITUDE
operations had the dual mission of achieving surprise in the
invasion [by concealing the time and target area] and of
rendering a decisive number of enemy divisions ineffective
following the establishment of the initial beachhead— by
pinning them away from the battle area for a minimum of
thirty days. These large objectives were achieved.

It is the final appreciation of the undersigned that Cover and
Deception is a weapon of very great value. It is doubtful if
another can be named which can do the enemy more damage
with the expenditure ofless personnel and material resources.

With D-Day under their belt, Harris’ Special Plans Section rejoined Bradley’s
Twelfth Army Hq on the Normandy beachhead. Col. Beck left to take command
of the 14 Infantry Regiment and Maj. Ingersoll began casting about for some
other staffassignment; like many other OVERLORD-FORTITUDE strategic
deception planners they presumed their services were no longer needed.
They were wrong, now being switched to tactical deception and reassigned
to Montgomery’s headquarters, working directly under Col. Strangeways who
now headed deception for Monty’s British 21¢Army. They began moving into
France. Then, when Bradley replaced Montgomery as commander of Allied
forces in France, Harris’ Special Plans Section went back to Bradley’s U.S. 12th
Army. 121

The 23 Hq Special Troops were brought over to Normandy and launched
its first deception operation against the Germans on July 1& This operation
was officially titled ELEPHANT,12 obviously in good-humored honor of
Ingersoll’s earlier doubts about the value of deception.

Eldredge and the others found “that Ingersoll was great fun to be with” despite
his trouble-making eccentricities. Among his more valued contributions were
his self-appointed chores of preparing the nightly martinis and providing local
French women.13

121 Hoopes (1985), 299-300.
122 Official History 23rd (1945), 7-8.
123 Hoopes (1985), 300.
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On August 19th Eisenhower decided to unleash Patton for his famous and
controversiall2 long eastward streak. This would leave Bradley’s southern
flank virtually undefended, so Bradley called on his Special Plans Section
to give cover. Ingersoll explained that, “We can put a whole [dummy] corps
just south of it, sir. All I will need is a company of infantry with real guns— to
keep infiltrators out of the areas where we’ll be setting up.”15 Accordingly,
part of the 23dwent to Patton’s Hgq where, when Patton began moving east,
they remained to simulate, instead of the promised corps, a single left-behind
division. This hocuspocus division was a combination of inflatable rubber
dummy tanks, appropriate loudspeaker sounds, and the misleading chitchat
of the 23rds crew of radio operators. The 23rdwas left to defend itselfwith its
own rifles plus some local French Resistance fighters, the infantry company
Patton had promised having failed to materialize. Patton’s liaison officer later
explained: “The general says to tell Ingersoll that his boy scouts would have
learned more about what a real war is like if they had been shot at.”1%

We shall meet Ingersoll once more (Case 45) when he plays out his last and
most inventive deception, the Two Pattons Ruse.

CASE 19:

Dr. R. V.Jones, 1930s-40s
)4 # (
*)- # &

Dr. R. V.Jones was a world-class practical joker. He is a pleasure to read and a
was a bit unnerving to meet. | have never been certain | believed his plausible
explanation ofwhy he was wearing wristwatches that showed the same local
time. As a double-check? Like aman who wears both belt and suspenders? But
then he’d have needed a minimum of three watches to be reasonably certain
which one was off. No, he said apologetically, the secondffiad been a gift from
his daughter. Perhaps. \

As Professor of Natural Philosophy at the University of Aberdeen in Scotland,
Jones has been called “one of the few really brilliant experimental physicists

"B ' < <% % 1 ( 8 <
7% (7 A 19 8 %
% F F 719 8 %F  %F
8 ( % %8< I'H 7> F
% 1 ( 7 7
%% 8 8 8 % 7 <
F7 8 F 1 ( '95 7 A % !
7 478 8 '95 % % 15 %7
F H 1 < F % )oB 8
% 77 « ..
4 78 7!
"3$  #)*3, -++!
I'$ #)*3, -+!

50



*351 ( o)) :
) + ; 0D )+

) , + (E * 0, M (.
*v + *v *v+)'B* , ) )
) ) ) *) )
)
0 D) ., *’ ( , *
) E + () ,,M "' ( )* *<8)
O . BE* & o, ), <7
Do) 4 G D))
()YH)r+* ., M) ) 4 *
M (N+ ), 4 0,0 *) -=
( )+, T+ N (0)
,, M ) O A, ,+ * 'B
) () + ) *.)
) ) ‘0 ) E + )
- ) ) ) ) v
) * (0] 16
> ) )t
. ) ) ) +
« ) *'?) * D
)))y Mo, )
) ) YOR )
) ) ) "M
) * D** ( + 3 )
+) + )
) ) ) ) . (?)
) * b )
) D I P
’)) *% ) E D
A )
* ) +
o ) 10) ) ) )
) )+ + ) 0
+ ) , *. JO0O
)y ) ) "> (. + BE* ) )+ 'O
( ) Oy )y ) ) )+
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Norman Moss, "The Theoretical Joker," The Sunday Times Magazine, 18 February 1973.
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Jones illustrates his theory with two examples. First, his early telephone hoax
described above. Second, by the occasion when the target was the German
Navy in 1943 when Jones and his colleagues persuaded them that their
then alarmingly high rate of U-boat losses was due to a fictitious airborne
infrared detector. The real device (an improved radar) went unsuspected
for several months while the Germans frantically developed an anti-infrared
paint and hastily recoated their U-boat fleet. The paint was superb; it would
have camouflaged the U-boats—if the British had been using an infrared
detector.1%

In 1957 Jones restated his theory as ‘no model can be perfect unless it is an
exact replica of the original—and even then the perfection is spoilt by the
fact that now two exist where there was one before.”1¥% This seemingly simple
insight has enormous practical value for all detectives of deception. Let s listen
while our theorist spells out this implication:137

The ease ofdetecting counterfeits ismuch greaterwhen different
channels of examination are used simultaneously. This is why
telephonic hoaxes are so easy—there is no accompanying
visual appearance to be counterfeited. Metal strips [dropped
from one aircraft] were most successful [at simulating an entire
fleet] when onlyradar, and that ofone frequency, was employed.
Conversely, the most successful naval mines were those which
would only detonate when several kinds of signal, magnetic,
hydrodynamic and acoustic, were received simultaneously. A
decoy which simulates all these signals is getting very like a ship.
From these considerations, incidentally, we can draw a rather
important conclusion about the detection of targets in defence
and attack: that as many different physical means of detection
as possible should be used in parallel. It may therefore be better
in some circumstances to develop two or three independent
means of detection, instead of putting the same total effort into
the development of one alone.

If anything, Jones underestimates the power of his concluding point. | would
suggest that it holds true in most circumstances. Multiple sensors will almost
always prove more effective than a single one, even when each is less precise.
The problem is one ofboth cost-effectiveness and theory.

We shall meet Dr.Jones on two other occasions in this paper where he applies
his skills to specific cases.
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CASE 20:
Sun Tzu—The Chinese Tradition of Deception,

c.350BC-AD 2010
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138 Incidentally, this famous maxim is usually misattributed by Westerners to Sun Tzu, who never
wrote it, or sometimes to Mao who only approvingly quoted it. The earliest of many citations |
find dates from the 12thorl3thcenturies when it appeared in Chang Yu's commentary on Sun

Tzu, Chapter 3 ("Offensive Strategy"), Verse 13.

139 Gary J. Bjorge, Moving the Enemy: Operational Art in the Chinese PLA's Huai Hai Campaign
(Fort Leavenworth, Kansas: Combat Studies Institute Press, 2003). Based on Dr. Bjorge's
unprecedented access to the archives and former participants in both Communist and

Nationalist China.
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with guerrilla warfare as its only viable military mode, Mao quickly rose in
the leadership because his asymmetric strategy applied Sun Tzu’s principles
to guerrilla realities to produce— after much trial and error—the most
consistently successful operations against the Nationalist Government. On
the other side, the Chinese Nationalist army under Generalissimo Chiang
Kai-shek, by keeping rigidly to Western-style “direct” strategic & tactical
doctrine, was unable to cope with Mao’s flexible rules. In 1949, Chiang and the
Nationalists were driven into exile on Taiwan.

CASE 22:
The Warrenpoint Double-Ambush, Northern Ireland 1979

The Irish Republican Army (IRA) had been running rather unsophisticated
deceptions against the British until 1979. Their successes had been much more
a matter of effective use of the dissimulative half of the deception equation
(tight security and other forms of hiding) rather than the simulative half.
The Warrenpoint ambush would raise the level of sophisticated deception
a notch— and with it a lesson learned for all subsequent ambushes by other
terrorist organizations.

The Warrenpoint ambush was a guerrilla assault on British Army forces by the
Provisional Irish Republican Army (IRA) on 27 August 1979. It resulted in
the British Army’s greatest loss of life (18 killed) in a single incident during
Northern Ireland’ entire era of “The Troubles” (1968-1998). This operation
was typical of double-ambushes that used IEDs in that it had two distinct
phases:

Phase One— wherein the ambusher selects a section of roadway known to be
afrequently traveled enemy supply route and sets a roadside bomb:

On 27 Aug 1997 in the late afternoon at 1640 hours a single 500-pound
fertilizer bomb hidden under bales of straw in alorry parked at the side of main
road leading through the small town ofWarrenpoint was detonated by remote
control as an army convoy ofa Land Rover and two four-ton trucks drove past.
The explosion caught the rear truck in the convoy killing six members of 2rd
Battalion, the Parachute Regiment.

After the first explosion the British soldiers, believing they were also under
fire from IRA snipers, began firing across the close-by maritime border with
the Republic of Ireland. This response managed only to kill an uninvolved
civilian, an Englishman, and injure his cousin. There were conflicting reports
of whether the soldiers had actually come under sniper fire or had mistaken
the poppings of ammunition cooking offinside the burning Land Rover.
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Phase Two— wherein the amhusher has prepared a second eventfor the real
target, the emergency response team:
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To conceal his army’s small number, Gideon ordered a night attack on the
enemy camp. To pretend that he'd been heavily reinforced, he ordered his
approach march be heralded by blowing as many extra battle trumpets as could
be found, each simulating a new unit. To add to this illusion of numbers, he had
his few soldiers carry lighted lanterns and bang away on pitchers to simulate
the noise of a large force in motion. Thinking they were being attacked by an
overwhelming host, the Midianites fled in alarm. Not only had Gideon created
an effective dummy army, he had taken advantage of the dark to create this
illusion mainly by deceiving the enemy’s sense ofsound.14
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“Such achoice ofdifficulties.”

cC (/+ * J& $"

Quebec fronts on an open plain and is backed by a formidable bluffhigh above
the St. Lawrence River. In 1759 the besieged French commander, the Marquis
de Montcalm, deployed his army to face the open plain, feeling protected by
nature to his rear.

The attacking British commander, Major-General James Wolfe, learned
from scouts and his own reconnaissance on September 9ththat a narrow and
somewhat difficult but not strictly impossible goat trail led up the bluff. This
indirect approach offered the best chance for a surprise attack. Wolfe decided
to take it.

Wolfe and his main force scaled the Heights of Abraham during the night of
the 12th-13th His advance party, disguised as hunters and speaking French,
surprised and captured the small enemy guard post at the top. At daybreak,
Montcalm discovered the British Army arrayed against him at his rear. Wolfe
fought and won the Battle of Quebec on ground of his choice, dying there
himselfin his hour ofvictory. 4

140 A modern military analysis of this battle is A. P. Wavell, "Night Attacks: Ancient and Modern",

( Vol.20, No.2 (Jul 1930), 325- 329
141 Stephen Brumwell, % (Montreal:
McGill-Queen's University Press, 2006) 249-290; Chrlstopher Hibbert, *0 (New
York: 1959), 114-133; C. P Stacey, * 0 8:D9% ) + (New York: 1959);
and B. H. Liddell Hart, 6 (Edinburgh: Blackwood, 1927), 206-274. A
well-sourced summary account is, " "Battle of the Plains of Abraham" (accessed 11
Aug 2010).
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Lt. Gen. Washington, Yorktown 1781

A commanderproves his mastery of the strategic lie.
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entire army in the Colonies. Washington had won a decisive battle at a cost of
around only 300 American and French casualties.

Washington was a truly Great Captain, but not one that later generations
would either learn from or emulate. The reasons are simple. He left no clear
outline of his strategic planning, and most historians of the American War
of Independence grossly underrated his overall competence. They tend to
see him as either merely lucky or as a master of Fabian strategy and tactics,
ever-retreating to preserve his army until the British simply got tired of the
chase and gave up. The research by Dave Palmer showed otherwise— that
Washington was indeed “First in war.” And another more recent study shows
that, by applying the same skills and cunning to national politics, Washington
also proved himself “First in peace.”1%6

| would nominate the campaign that culminated in the decisive Battle of
Yorktown as one of the better examples of whatJohn Arbeeny, Fredric Feer,
and William Whelan call “Operations-based Deception (OBD)”

CASE 26:

Maj. Gen. Sherman, The March to Atlanta 1864

The Commanderplans a campaign ofdeception by randomizing his left-
right options.

In 1864 Yankee General William Tecumseh Sherman made his decisive 180-
mile drive to Atlanta. Throughout this advance, Shermans logistic tail was tied
to a single railway line. He had to advance and attack along that line, a fact that
the Confederates knew and that he knew they knew. Yet in every engagement
but one—a costly frontal attack at Kenesaw Mountain— he surprised the
awaiting defenders as to the place of his attack, defeating them each time.
Moreover, although he was the attacker, Sherman inflicted larger casualties on
the enemy than his own forces sustained. How was this possible?

Ateach battle, Sherman had only one option, but he exploited it to the full— the
old right/left option. Although his line of advance was narrowly constrained,
he retained at the spearhead the alternative of attacking either to the right of
the railway line or to the left. He literally, as he wrote to General Grant at the
time, placed his enemy on the “horns of a dilemma” 147 Right flank or left, he
always succeeded in using tactical deception to conceal which side it would
be.18And having done so he then, to conclude Liddell Hart’s imagery, impaled
Johnny Reb on the chosen horn. Interestingly, while Liddell Hart modestly

146 Joseph J. Ellis, His Excellency: George Washington (New York: Knopf, 2004).

147 Sherman to Crant, letter dated 20 September 1864, in William T. Sherman, Memoirs
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1957), 115.

148 Liddell Hart (1954), 149-153; and Whaley (1969), 129, 136-137.
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Americans, it seems, accepted the motto “It’s not whether you win or lose, but
how you play the game.” They preferred their heroes to lose by conventional
means than win by cunning.

CASE 29:
Winston Churchill creates adummy fleet, 19141%

“In wartime, Truth is so precious that she should
always be attended by abodyguard of lies.”

—  Churchill to Stalin, at the Tehran
Conference, 30 November 1943

Three years before the Great War, First Lord of the Admiralty Winston S.
Churchill had contemplated his first exercise in martial deception. His idea
was a dummy fleet for the Royal Navy to deter the German High Seas Fleet
and lure its submarines into traps. When the Great War began in 1914, he
launched this interesting scheme. On October 314, he ordered that:1%

It is necessary to construct without delay a dummy fleet. Ten
merchant vessels ... should be selected at once. They should
be distributed among private yards not specially burdened
with warship building at the present time. They are then to be
mocked up to represent fast battleships ofthe First and Second
Battle Squadrons. The actual size need not correspond exactly,
as it is notoriously difficult to judge the size of vessels at sea,
and frequently even destroyers are mistaken for cruisers.

We are bearing in mind particularly aerial and periscope
observation where deception is much more easy... Very
little metal would be required, and practically the whole work
should be executed in wood or canvas.

He explained: “Even when the enemy knows that we have such a fleet its
presence will tend to mystify and confuse his plans, and baffle and distract
the enterprise of his submarines. He will always be in doubt as to which is
the real and which is the dummy fleet.” It would not matter if the Germans
did discover that the phantom fleet existed because they still would not be
sure which fleet was real and which was false, or at least not in all cases. And

155 Churchill (1923, U.S. ed), 308, 550; Churchill (1924), 576-577; Editors of the Army Times,
The Tangled Web: True Stories of Deception in Modern Warfare. Washington, DC: Robert B.
Luce, 1963. (1963). 55-60; Alan Moorehead, Gallipoli (New York: Harper, 1956), 122; Admiral
Viscount Jellicoe, The Grand Fleet (New York: Doran, 1919), 171-172 and photo.

156 Churchill (1924), 576-577.
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For the remainder of WW1 and as Prime Minister in WW?2 after the fall of
France and until final victory, Churchill was a firm advocate of surprise and an
ever-impatient seeker of the initiative. And he freely lent his voice and clout in
enthusiastic support of all willing practitioners of deception.

CASE 31:
Gen. Freddy Mercer, Neuve Chapelle, France 1915
The British 1stArmy artillery chiefrecommends a tactical surprise.

The Great War quickly changed from a war of manoeuvre to trench warfare
and, finally, virtual siege warfare. Assaults on prepared, fixed defenses were
immensely costly and the few “victories” became measured in mere yards.
The element of surprise was forgotten and deception unlearned. The British,
French, and German generals misplaced their faith in ever bigger battalions
and increased firepower.

To cut the slaughter of over-the-top charges by lines of infantry into the face
of massed machine guns and artillery, the generals conceived the tactic oflong
artillery “preparation” to “soften up” the enemy’s defenses. This tactic was ill-
conceived, having the ironically self-defeating consequence of teaching the
enemy to dig in deeper, alerting him to the place of the next attack, and giving
him ample time to shift his reserves to that part of front for the inevitable
counterattack.

The notion of doing something to restore the element of surprise originated
with General Freddy Mercer, artillery commander of British First Army.
Recognizing the problem his own artillery was creating, he came up with a
creative solution: cut way back on the artillery preparation— to four days.
On February 10thhe made this recommendation to the commander of First
Army, General Sir Douglas Haig.183

Mercer’s suggestion was most timely as Haig was currently busy planning the
first Allied offensive ofthe new year. Haig took to the idea but added a creative
touch of his own?164

It would, | think, be of more effect to compress the [artillery]
fire into a terrific outburst for three hours ... and follow it by
a sudden rush of our infantry. This will take advantage of the
element of surprise!

Note Haig’s naive use ofthe exclamation point— like aMarquis of Queensbury
boxer suddenly discovering the advantage of the “sucker punch” Haig’s one
bright thought is no reason for us to follow those modern revisionist military
historians who attempt to resuscitate his ragged reputation. There was much

163 John Terraine, Ordeal of Victory (Philadelphia: Lippincott, 1963), 139.
164 Haig, Diary, 10 Feb. 1915, as quoted in Terraine (1963), 139.
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Commander Unwin and the Wooden Horse, Gallipoli 1915
% British naval officer draws a lessonfrom history.
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question. In this case Roberta Wohlstetter, a brilliant historian and skilled
intelligence analyst, was so preoccupied with the question of surprise that she
overlooked the 14 bits of evidence of deception that passed before her sharp
eyes. Each of these 14 bits was dismissed in turn as just so much “noise”; they
did not suggest to her the new category of deception that they were. But here |
am drifting off into the fascinating problem of how to detect deception rather
than how to plan it.

How then was the Pearl Harbor deception planned? The Japanese had not
institutionalized deception planning the way the British or, later, the Americans
had. Indeed they did not have specialized deception planners. Sometimes it was
a subsidiary function of Plans, other times of Intelligence, and occasionally of
the Commander himself. In the Pearl Harbor case, the persons involved were
limited to the Commander and a few key members ofhis planning staff.

As Commander-in-Chiefof the Combined Fleet, Admiral Isoroku Yamamoto
kept the naval part of the deception planning entirely to himself and key
members of his staff. Yamamoto was a power unto himself, more so than in
an other navy. The Pearl Harbor attack plan had been his idea and he virtually
forced it upon the rest of the Japanese naval bureaucracy. And, having done so,
he kept the others in the dark as much as possible and for as long as possible
about the specifics ofhis attack plan. It is clear from Professor Prange’s detailed
reconstruction of Yamamotos Pearl Harbor planning conferences that he was
throughout preoccupied with the need for surprise and impressed this on all
his staff. Specific deception plans he left to his devoted staff.4%4

Although Yamamoto did not immerse himselfin the deception planning, he was
acutely aware of its value as the best guarantee of his paramount dependence
on surprise. And not just dependence on the “principle” of surprise, but his
belief that surpise could be created from deception. His biography virtually
guaranteed this.4®b

CASE 83;

MacArthur s Deception Planners, 1942-51

General Douglas MacArthur encouraged deception planning in his commands
in WW2 and the Korean War. However he accomplished this without a
specialized deception planning team. Instead, this function was imbedded as
an integral part of his personal staff, particularly his G-3.

404 Gordon W. Prange, At Dawn We Slept: The Untold Story of Pearl Harbor (New York: McGraw-
Hill, 1981).

405 Ken Kotani, Japanese Intelligence in World War Il (Oxford: Osprey, 2009), index under
"Yamamoto".
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Most of his senior staff praise the “Old Man” for working closely with his
planners and his tact in dealing with them. His airforce chief, General George
C. Kenney, summed this up:4%

In a big staff conference, or in conversation with a single
individual, MacArthur has a wonderful knack of leading a
discussion up to the point of a decision that each member
present believes he himself originated. | have heard officers
say many times, “The Old Man bought my idea,” when it was
something that weeks before | had heard MacArthur decide
to do. ... As a salesman, MacArthur has no superior and few
equals.

He relished this role. Indeed he created it by encouraging the petty personal
jealousies and bureaucratic infighting that marked his staff to a degree not
found at other WW?2 Allied GHQs. He played the Machiavellian divide-and-
rule game as well as his President.407

MacArthur had a remarkable talent for considering his and his enemy’s
available options as a conscious and rational planning process. His physician
and aide, Col. Roger O. Egeberg, M.D., describes this staff planning process
precisely.48

When they and MacArthur had agreed on a near-term
objective they would gather to discuss the ways in which it
might be attained. MacArthur would hear these planners out,
ask questions usually broad, and at the end of the conference
which might last hours or all day or lop over onto the next day,
he would say “Thank you very much, gentlemen,” and then for
a day or two he would ponder the problem himself. While we
were in the jeep together he might in a way ask me questions
and then answer them. From some of these interchanges |
got a clear picture of the connection between chess and war.
He might say, “Now if we do this which Steve [Chamberlin]
suggested that they might do this we should answer in one
of three ways” and he would outline what they might be, and
the same for the other alternatives and then he would go to
the Japanese answer to the 6 or 7 possibilities. By the time he
had done this for a day or a week, he would call his staff in,
established the strategy which was amazingly frequently the

406 General George C. Kenney, The MacArthur | Know (New York: Duell, Sloan and Pearce,1951),
64-65, 69.

407 D. Clayton James, The Years of MacArthur, Vol.2 (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1975),
593-598.

408 Roger Olaf Egeberg, “"General Douglas MacArthur," Transactions of the American Clinical and
Climatological Association, Vol.78 (1966), 165.
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invasion of Czechoslovakia. Thereafter the old lessons of Manchuria were
largely forgotten in the Soviet and Russian military. lIronically, as we’ll see
below (Case 87), they would inspire the American planners of Operation
DESERT STORM, in the first GulfWar of 1991.

CASE 85:
The Israeli Deception Planners, 1948-1986

Since 1948 (see Case 57) the Israeli Army (Zahal) has been in the forefront of
those few armies that make systematic and effective use of deception. It draws
from four traditions. First, the Old Testament with its many examples ofcovert
intelligence and battlefield ruses such as Gideons lights and trumpets (Case
23). Second, the agent network in Palestine in 1915-1917 with 15Jews of the
Zionist intelligence service, “Nili’; led by the remarkable Aaron Aaronsshon,
a major inspiration for the modern Israeli intelligence services.413 Third, the
Special Night Squads authorized in 1938 by Wavell and recruited by Orde
Wingate, which mark the beginning ofthe Israeli Army (Case 14). Fourth, the
indigenous self-defense groups set up, first in Poland, and brought to Palestine
by the likes of Menachim Begin.

The Israeli General Staff ran war games and counter-terrorist games on a
regular basis since 1974.414 For example, the 1976 Entebbe Raid was gamed
out beforehand, even though that elaborate rescue operation in far-offUganda
was planned on only 5 days notice. Although the job is deemed important,
working directly under the Chief of Staff, the permanent gaming staff was (at
least until 1980) small: 1 colonel, 4 majors, and 1 secretary. In its first five years
it designed and ran over 90 games. These ranged from simple “pencil-and-
paper” games, through command-post exercises (CPX), up to large scale field
training exercises (FTX) and typically lasted one or two days.415

In summer 1979, the General Staff gamers assisted in the design and
administration of the senior-level two-day KINGFISHER game at Tel-Aviv
University held in conjunction with the International Seminar on Problems
in Political Terrorism and Combatting Terrorism jointly sponsored by the
Office of the Prime Minister’s Adviser on Combatting Terrorism and Tel
Aviv University’s Center for Strategic Studies. Later interviews with three
participants as well as a reading of the official report show that deception
planning was a significant part of the game, whose scenario was focused on

413 Whaley, Stratagem (1969), 81-82; Anita Engle, The Nili Spies (London: Hggarth, 1959); Efraim
Dekel, Shai: The Exploits of Hagana Intelligence (New York: Yoseloff, 1959); Meinertzhagen
(1959/1960), 5; Wikipedia, "Nili" (accessed 13 Oct 2010).

414 Interview in 1980 with an Israeli General Staff Officer. | do not know the post-1980 status of
Israeli gaming.

415 Information in 1979 from one of the Israeli General Staff gamers.
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a hypothetical skyjacking in the Middle East. The KINGFISHER scenario is
reproduced below as Appendix D-6.416

In addition, until at least the mid 1980s, every strategic political-military plan
was also gamed out by the Prime Minister’s own special gaming staff, which
was created and directed by the recently retired colonel (Yaakov Heichal) who
had pioneered the General Staff games. This has been the case since shortly
before the air strike on the Iragi nuclear reactor in 1981. The players (who
comprised all the planners and senior officers and officials selected to direct
the real operation) found that, without exception, every one of these games
revealed at least one major planning flaw that led to either redesign or, in
cases where that was not feasible, simply aborting the operation.417 Certainly
many and | presume every political-military operation involves gaming the
deception plan along with the real plan. Apparently this is considered good
training for Israeli soldiers, diplomats, and statesmen, significantly expanding
their understanding of deception planning and operations beyond the direct
experience of a few actual operations, whether failed or successful.

While the Israeli Army and Government games were used primarily for refining
Israeli plans, including the deceptive parts ofeach, such games can also be used
to detect potential deceptions ofenemies. Perhaps the Israelis do this now, but
I know that this was not the case at the time of Egypt’s almost total surprise
attack that began the 1973 Yom Kippur War.418

CASE 86:
The KGB’s Role in Political-Military Deception Planning, 1960s

This story was first and best told in detail in the memoir of the then deputy
head of deception operations for the Czechoslovakian intelligence service,
which was then a closely controlled tool of the Soviet KGB. | refer the reader
to that admirable insider’s account.419

CASE 87:

Gen. Schwarzkopf s Deception Planners, Iraq 1991
# ) & *

) &

We saw (Case 84) how the Soviet General Staff evolved increasingly
sophisticated deception plans and operations during the course of WW?2 on

416 Interviews in fall 1979. KINGFISHER Game: Summary of Procedures and Analysis (Tel Aviv: July
1979).

417 Conversation in 1985 with an official of the Israeli Prime Minister's Office.

418 See Whaley, The Maverick Detective: The Whole Art of Detection (draft in progress), Chapter
"Selecting,Teaching, and Training", section on "Gaming".

419 Ladislav Bittman, The Deception Game: Czechoslovak Intelligence in Soviet Political Warfare.
(Syracuse: Syracuse University Research Corporation, 1972).
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need to design a special deception organization to fit their own characteristics
and the peculiarities of their own theaters of operations. Nevertheless | am
venturing to suggest that any such organization will only succeed ifit is firmly
based on certain principles, which | have become convinced from my own
experience are sure foundations for this very specialized work. The aim of this
paper is to present those principles in an objective and impersonal manner, so
that the authorities concerned may avoid the very real danger of blunting this
sensitive weapon by forcing it into place in a rigid military machine. Rather, |
suggest, should the machine adapt itself to turn this new weapon to the best
advantage against the enemy as it has successfully done with so many other
innovations. | have stressed this point at the beginning because | myself have
had to meet a certain American intolerance of the apparently illogical situation
of“A”Force in fitting neither into asquare nor around pigeon-hole. This comes,
| know, from an understandable dislike of “private armies”, and a neatness of
mind which ranges each component ofthe war machine in its appropriate staff
section. | am sure that a more sympathetic view would prevail if there were a
clearer understanding of the conditions under which “A” Force came into the
world and grew up, and | will therefore preface any thesis on principles with an
attempt to describe in briefthe background from which they have emerged.

“A” Force started under two handicaps of which any similar American
organisation is happily free. The first handicap was a lack of precedent:
Deception on a big scale had never been practiced before and it had to prove
its worth at the same time as it was trying to find its feet. As a result the early
“A” Force could only operate freely in the zones of operation of the more
imaginative commanders who, amid the successive adversities of 1941, were
prepared to give a trial to anything which offered them a prospect of help.
This led to the organization extending in an unbalanced way, dependent upon
“selling” itself, and inevitably shaped to suit the personalities concerned. Chief
among the latter was of course General Wavell, who numbered amongst his
characteristics a sense of security-mindedness far beyond anything we know
at the present time. It may well be that we no longer need it to that degree;
but in 1941 he was striving, with pitifully inadequate forces, simultaneously to
recover a shattered army from Greece and Crete, to conquer the vast territory
of Italian East Africa, to invade Vichy-French Syria, defeat the rebel forces
of Iraq, and to launch a counter-offensive against the German-Italian Desert
Armies on the Egyptian border. Small wonder, perhaps, that he placed security
in the forefront of his policy, but to the budding “A” Force it represented the
second major handicap and one which made the “selling” process all the more
difficult. At that time we thought, rightly | believe; that deception would only
succeed so long as the enemy was kept in ignorance ofthe fact that it was being
practiced at all. From this it followed that only the smallest possible inner
circle ofour own people was initiated into it, and every effort was made to hide



from all the rest the fact that any Deception Organisation even existed. Hence
‘A” Force started on the basis of a “Secret Service—and in fact remained so
until well on in 1943— a circumstance which had the greatest influence on its
growth and on the shape it finally assumed. In the early days the Commander of
‘A” Force received his instructions in every case direct from the Commander-
in-Chiefhimself, either verbally or in the C-in-C’s own handwriting, and dealt
with nobody except his Chief of Staff and the two Directors of Operations
and Intelligence. He held, as cover, an appointment on the C-in-C’s personal
staff, and no deception document was ever handled in GHQ” outside the
C-in-C s personal secretariat. When instructions had to be issued by GHQ.
to implement a deception scheme the C-in-C personally addressed them to
the Army Commander concerned with the request that no one but his Chief
of Staff should be informed of their real purpose. In consequence of this
very elaborate protection “A” Force was able to preserve an almost complete
incognito, and it was probably not until 1943 that the enemy began to detect
the existence of a far-reaching deception machinery in the Allied ranks. On
our side the incognito was dispelled to a certain extent during the operations
against Sicily, when certain details of the cover plan for the landings had
necessarily to be disseminated amongst a large force of British, American and
Canadian troops to whom it was probably something of a novelty. Since then
the Germans cannot fail to have realized a good deal of the deceptions that
have been practiced upon them and, although the need for stringent secrecy
regarding deception is still as great as ever, the organizations employed upon
it no longer have to be hampered by the conditions which affected “A” Force
so greatly at the start.

I have tried to picture this background in some detail in order to explain the fact
that “A” force never started as a logical blueprint conception, but developed by
trial and error to fit every kind of condition extending from defeat to victory.
For all its rigidity the British Army is not avery logically minded institution, and
often has succeeded by this process of trial and error in producing something
which “works” no matter how illogical it may appear. The peculiar British
system of brevet promotion is a good example which works extremely well,
though it must seem strangely puzzling to an American. | will not, therefore,
defend the logic of “A” force, but will claim that in shaping itselfinto something
workable it has discovered a few basic facts which must be inseparable, from
any other organization of the same type.

The first concerns the scope ofthe organization sactivities and, in particular, the
directions in which they should be focused. Until this is properly understood
there will be a tendency to muddle deception with psychological warfare and
even to suggest that the same instrument can serve both purposes. A moments
examination ofthe aims ofthe two will show this to be fundamentally unsound,
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Barton Whaley

of creation is an essential attribute in all who are charged with such work. To
expect those who have not this art to produce the required results will lead to
risks beyond that of mere failure.

If this thesis is accepted it is easy to see why one brain— and why one alone—
must be left: unhampered to direct any one deception plan. It is after all little
more than a drama played upon a vast stage, and the author and producer
should be given as free ahand in the theater ofwar as in the other theater. (Also,
of course, in both they must have the necessary qualifications to justify that
confidence). Itis not abad parallel to compare a Commander in the Field with
the impresario who wants to mount a successful play at his theater. He decided
on the type of play he wants— drama, comedy, musical, etc. and instructs an
author to produce ascript. Having accepted the script, he appoints a producer
to mount the play. From that point onwards he may well leave everything
else to those two, and look only to the results obtained. Provided these are
satisfactory, the impressario who is not himself an author or producer, wisely
leaves them to rule the cast, scenery, costumes and all else that goes to make
the play. The wise Commander-in-Chiefwill follow the same example. In his
case the matter is simplified by the fact that the head of his Deception Staff
doubles the roles of author and producer. The Commander therefore tells him
what sort of deception he needs, examines the plans produced for him with
the required aim in view and, once the final version is approved, watches only
the results and leaves all else to his specialist. In both peace and war, however,
the Chiefis the best judge of the results; in both cases he assesses them by the
reactions of the audience (or the enemy), and should interfere in proportion
to the degree in which they fail or succeed to achieve the object he himselfhas
set.

And it is this mention of the “object” which brings me to the last of the
principles | have tried to enunciate. For the theatrical impresario this presents
no difficulty— all he wants is to see the audience moved to tears, laughter or
rhythm in concert with the plan—but to the General it is a problem which
merits most careful thought. His audience is the enemy and he alone must
decide what he wants them to do— to advance? to withdraw? to thin out or to
reinforce? Whatever he chooses, the main point is that his “object” [objective]
must be to make the enemy DO something. It matters nothing what the enemy
THINKS, it is only what he DOES that can affect the battle. It is therefore
wrong, and always wrong, for any Commander to tell his Deception Staff
to work out a plan “to make the enemy think we are going to do soand-so.”
It may be that the plan will succeed but that the enemy will react to it in a
totally unexpected way, upon which the Commander will probably blame the
Deception Staffwho have in fact produced exactly the results they set out for.
It is this boomerang effect which has made many people apprehensive of using
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the deception weapon, and it cannot be stressed too strongly that, if used in
the wrong way, it can prove a real danger. But there is one sure way to avoid
any possible risk, and that is to get the OBJECT right. Given acorrect “object’;
the deception plan may fail but it cannot in any way do harm. Give it a wrong
“object” and it will invariably give wrong results. Our theatrical impresario
after all will not attempt to dictate to the author the plot of the play, but that is
precisely what the General does who tells his Deception Staffthat he wants the
enemy to be made to “think”something. It assumes aknowledge ofthe enemy’s
likely reactions which the Deception Staff should know from experience very
much better than the General. It is for the latter to say what he wants then to
do, and for the specialists to decide what the enemy must be made to think in
order to induce then to act in the manner required. Perhaps an illustration will
explain this best. In the early part of 1941 General Wavell wanted the Italian
reserves drawn to the south in order to ease his entry into Northern Abyssinia.
He considered this might be done by inducing them to reinforce the captured
province of British Somaliland, and he gave instructions for a Deception Plan
to be worked to persuade the Italians that we were about to invade Somaliland.
Deception was new then and on the surface that appeared to all concerned to
be a perfectly laudable object. The plan, innocently ignoring the real object
of influencing the location of the enemy’s reserves, was entirely successful;
but the results were totally unexpected. In face ofthe threatened Invasion, the
Italians evacuated British Somaliland. Not only had General Wavell to draw
upon his own meager forces to re-occupy the country, but the Italian garrison
was freed to swell the forces in the north which were to block our advance at
Keren. Had a different object been chosen, quite a different deception plan
would have emerged and perhaps a quite different effect produced upon the
actions of the enemy.

That concludes this brief review; and | will end by summarizing that to be
successful any deception organisation needs:

a. To be so organized that it directs the whole of its efforts to influence
the enemy’s intelligence staff—and that alone.

b. To be composed of senior officers with a real knowledge of the
intelligence staffthat is to become their audience.

c. To be directed, as specialists in an art, by a Commander and Staffwho
tell them what results they require and who leave them unhampered to
arrange the best means of obtaining those results.

d. To be given an object in terms of the manner in which the enemy is
required to ACT in order to further the operational plans of their own
Commander.

1
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PART THREE:
Analysis & Conclusions

Yes, the game is all over and there is really nothing
more to be done about it. We've had some gay
and some grim moments, haven’t we?

— Col.John Bevan, letter to Col. Noél
Wild, 24 Sep 1945

We have surveyed 88 cases of deception planners and planning. As these
represent merely an “opportunity sample’; no statistical analyses are warranted.
Consequently any generalizations drawn from such a presumably rag-tag
sample should be taken only as hypotheses—all subject to verification or
falsification.

The analysis and tentative conclusions are given in the following five chapters,
titled, successively: The Planning Process, Social/Institutional Factors,
Cultural Factors, Personality Factors, and Selection/Teaching/Training.
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Raymond Chandler, "Twelve Notes on the Detective Story, Addenda" (revised 18 Apr 1948),
as published in Frank McShane (editor), The Notebooks of Raymond Chandler (NY: The Ecco
Press, 1976), 38. Chandler paraphrased himself the following year in his manuscript notes: "[T]
he only reasonably honest and effective method of fooling the reader... is to make the reader
exercize his mind about the wrong problem ... which will land him in a bypath because it is
tangential to the central problem. And even this takes a bit of cheating here and there." See
D. Gardiner & K. S. Walker, Raymond Chandler Speaking (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1962),
particularly pp.68-69.

As condensed from Whaley (1982), 188-189; and reprinted in Whaley, Readings in Political-
Military Counterdeception (FDDC, Dec 2007), 38-40. If this list strikes some readers as obvious
or simplistic, it didn't to two former mid-level Soviet intelligence officers when they read it
recently. They are KGB Colonel Oleg Gordievsky who ran deep cover (“lllegals”) and Boris
Volodarski a GRU Spetznaz officer. Both, according to a mutual colleague, judged it, the most
useful check-list they had seen for its concise yet comprehensive statement of the deception
planning process.
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10) For the deception to succeed, the target must accept (“buy”) the EFFECT,
perceiving the projected illusion.

Deception will fail at this point only if the target takes no notice of the
presented effect, notices but judges it irrelevant, misconstrues its intended
meaning, or detects its METHOD. Conversely, the target will:

m take notice, ifthe effect is designed to attract his ATTENTION;
m find it relevant, if the effect can hold his INTEREST;

m form the intended hypothesis about its meaning, if the projected
pattern of characteristics is CONGRUENT with patterns already part
of his experience and memory; and

m fail to detect the deception, if none of the ever-present characteristics
that are INCONGRUENT are accessible to his sensors.

Effective deception planning must take into account all four of these
contingencies. And awise deceiver will seek feedback, monitoring the targets
responses, to assure that these four contingencies are being met.

8.2. The Things Manipulated

Between 1969 and 19821 developed a9-item checklist ofthe distinctly different
types of objects, facts, or things that persons can misperceive.45 These are the
9 categories of subjects a deception planner can try to manipulate through
simultaneously hiding (dissimulating) or showing (simulating). In other
words, those false elements of reality a deception target can be led to perceive
as real. These nine items are:

PATTERN
PLAYERS
INTENTION
PAYOFF
PLACE
TIME
STRENGTH
STYLE
CHANNEL

A deception planner chooses from this menu as many or as few categories as
the situation calls for and his resources and inventiveness permit.

425 Whaley, Textbook of Political-Military Counterdeception (FDDC, Aug 2007), 116.
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CHAPTER9:

Social/lnstitutional Factors:
Networks, Institutions, & Traditions

Although deception plans obviously take place inside a human head, they
are rejected or accepted, constrained, encouraged, modified, or implemented
through group activity. Ingersoll’s colleagues in Bradley’s Special Plans Section
rejected one weird plan after another until they agreed that an occasional one
made sense. Similarly with both the Twenty Committee and Col. Fleming’s
“D” Division in India in WW2. And, on the other side of the Iron Curtain,
with the plans put forward to Maj. Bittman’s Department for Disinformation
in Prague.

Because of the unique features in the example of the Anarchist committee
planners for their stunningly successful defense of Barcelona at the beginning
ofthe Spanish Civil War (Case 77), it is almost presumptuous to draw a general
conclusions. | can only suggest that committee deception planning of this type
can work only under special circumstances, specifically when the members
1) share acommon goal; and 2) decide by consensus. It is a style of military
planning similar to that found in several guerrilla resistance movements and
among certain tribes that have practiced “primitive warfare” directed by
“councils of war” such as the Greeks at Troy (Case 65). Yet, if we reflect a
moment, this was precisely the style of deception planning and coordination
that would be adopted (by Churchill’s insistence) and successfully practiced
by the British only four years later in W W 2— the executive committee system.
The only differences between the committees of the Spanish Anarchists and
the British gentlemen was in committee size large versus small) and manner
of recruitment (open enrollment versus “old school tie”). It even proved a
congenial style of planning for a few Americans: Gen. Harris’ Special Plans
Branch (Cases 18,70, 80) and Adm. Halsey and his “Dirty Trick Department”
(Case 81).

9.1. Policy Constraints and the Supreme
Command

Even the best laid deception plans of subordinate commands can be aborted
by the Supreme Command when it chooses to redefine the rules of the game.
These rule changes can be either in the political constraints or in the priorities
assigned among the various subordinate commands. We saw consideration
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432 Mure(1980), 274, for Clarke's view.
433 De Guingand (1947), 189.
434 Mure (1980), 10-11, 273, for the views of both Wild and Clarke.
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its specific location has been until recently an historical accident— a matter of
whom the Commander selects or which staff officer takes the initiative.

This arbitrary selection and self-selection is effective only in a small, tight-
knit staff that works as a team in closest collaboration with the Commander.
Prime examples are Col. Henderson, Brig. Shearer, and Col. Fleming who as
Intelligence officers, served their Commanders well as deception planners and
operators. Or General Allenby, Admiral Yamamoto, and Admiral Halsey who
worked closely with staffteams of deception planners and operators.

However, in more diffused organizational structures, which necessarily
includes all large bureaucracies as well as some smaller ones, the best fit seems
to lie within Ops. Let’s consider some expert opinions:

Colonel Noél Wild served in deception for two years with Dudley Clarke’s “A”
Force as deputy director and then for another two years as head ofEisenhower’s
deception unit, SHAEF “Ops B.I1”? He found that Clarke’s approach worked
best, arguing for Clarke that:4%

His object was not merely to induce the enemy to “think”but to
“act”so that deception was an operational matter as opposed to
an intelligence one. He held that Intelligence was only as useful
as the operational use to which it could be put. In this respect,
deception should be kept apart from Counter-Intelligence.

Brigadier Dudley Clarke had a perspective of five years experience heading
British deception planning in the Near East and Mediterranean and helping its
world-wide diffusion. He offers us his own conclusions and recommendations
on this problem:4%

1) Deception is essentially a matter for the “Operations” Branch of the
Staff, and not the “Intelligence” There was a popular misconception
that because Deception involved some ‘cloak-and-dagger” business,
it must be under the control of “I”? | found this a grievous handicap,
first in the early days, and later when | had to argue fiercely with the
Americans when we came under Eisenhower’s command at A.F.H.Q
in Algiers.

2) The “I” Branch, of course, provides Deception with two of its most
valuable weapons— a means ofdirect communication with the enemy’s
Intelligence, and an evaluation of his reaction to our own deceptive
efforts. But first of all there has to be a Deception Plan, and this is just
as much a function of “Ops” as the real plan. Secondly, Deception has
to be implemented by many more sources than those under the control

435 Noél Wild, "Foreword" in Mure (1980), 9.
436 Clarke (1972) in Mure (1980), 273.
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CHAPTER 10:

Cultural Factors

Whenever the target of your deception belongs to a different culture than
yours, problems of cross-cultural communication of the intended deception
will arise. These communication problems can range from the trivial to the
decisive, that is, from minor glitches to complete failure. But wise deceivers
will appreciate this problem, try to discover how it is apt to work in specific
situations, and plan accordingly. Similarly, the opposing deception analysts
will benefit from doing the same.

10.1. Ethical Constraints

Each culture and sub-culture shares a more-or-less distinctive set of ethical
values. These will include attitudes about surprise and deception. A clear
statement of the ethical dilemma and its cause was well put by a late 19th
Century British officer, wiser than most:40

As a nation we [British] are bred up to feel it a disgrace even
to succeed by falsehood; the word spy conveys something
as repulsive as slave; we will keep hammering along with the
conviction that ‘honesty is the best policy/ and that truth
always wins in the long run. These pretty little sentences do
well for a child’s copy-book, but the man who acts on them in
war had better sheathe his sword for ever.

These words were written by the then Colonel (later Field-Marshal Lord)
Garnet Wolseley, who along with General Lord Roberts was one of the two
most successful senior British soldiers of his time. Despite his high authority,
this particular part of his advice was overlooked even by his protégés, thereby
proving his point. Wolseley’swords were not given their full weight until Ww 2
when Col. Bevan’sLondon Controlling Section (LCS) hung them prominently
in its conference room at Storey’s Gate./4l

Wavell saw the matter similarly, complaining early in WW?2 that:42

Possibly because the British character is normally simple and
straightforward, more probably because our military training
is stereotyped and unimaginative, deception of an enemy does

440 Colonel Garnet Wolseley, The Soldier's Pocket-Book for Field Service (1869), 169.
441 Brown (1975), 9. <4
442 Wavell (1942), as reprinted in Wavell, Speaking Generally (London: Macmillan, 1946), 80.
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Three syndromes overlap the social (particularly institutional), cultural, and
personality factors. They are the familiar syndromes or states of mind of “Not
Invented Here”, “Proudly Found Elsewhere’; and “Best Practice” The first is
a sure formula for disaster. The second is often dysfunctional. Only the third
offers at least an effective temporary patch for problems.

The infamous “Not Invented Here (NIH)” syndrome vividly describes
that pernicious tendency of parochial, nationalistic bigots to be so proud of
themselves and their tribe and so disdainful of all outsiders that they routinely
fail to appreciate that they might sometimes profit by borrowing or at least
adapting weapon systems, procedures, tactics, or strategies from foreigners.
Not Invented Here seems to be a particularly powerful slogan among post-
WW?2 American military commanders, service schools, and manuals. So
powerful that even such a relatively mild accommodation to foreign experience
(particularly Chinese Communist, Vietcong, and British) as the current
American counterinsurgency manual, 32D. (co-written by Gen. Petraeus),
seems almost revolutionary.

The “Proudly Found Elsewhere” (PFE) syndrome at least demonstrates a
willingness to replace failed weapons, doctrines, strategies, or tactics with those
of their more cost-effective enemies. Although this sounds logical, it often
proved a poor choice. For example, the Japanese and Chinese governments
became so impressed by the apparent prowess of French military doctrine in
the mid-1800s that they slavishly imposed that model on their own army.

However, the most cost-beneficial strategy is to seek “Best Practice” That is, do
comparative research on the range of each desired product (such as a weapon
system) or method (such as a doctrines or tactic) to discover the one that
consistently gives the most appropriate and effective outcome.
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11.1. The Maria Theresa Syndrome: Break the Rules
to Make Your Own
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Wavell never disobeyed; but he did deliberately keep his masters so

much in the dark about his own devious plans that he was often able to forestall
their expected vetoes.
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450 Quoted in William S. McFeely, Grant: A Biography (New York: Norton, 1981), 105.



BARTON WHALEY

Like T.E. Lawrence before him, Orde Wingate did not hesitate to lie and cheat
his military and political superiors to gain his ends. Col. Ingersoll was formed
in asimilarly ruthless mold. And the OSS X-2 delegates with LCS, Pearson and
Lawler, freely lied about their personal background to win undeserved credit
with their British colleagues.

Peter Fleming risked court martial by his frequent and protracted vanishing
acts. These jaunts into and behind the front lines put him at risk of capture and
interrogation that might have revealed his secrets of strategic plans, ULTRA,
and Deception. SirJohn Masterman flaunted the British Official Secrets Acts
and deftly employed blackmail to publish his + 2 "

Dr. R. V. Jones disobeyed a Cabinet decision that vetoed one of his plans,
which his superiors considered immoral. Jones disobeyed on the thin pretext
that he had not been officially notified, thereby continuing the double-agent
game that cut civilian casualties in London.

Admirals Nimitz and Halsey conspired twice to deceive CNO King on the eve
of their decisive victory at Midway. Colonel Haney let his American guerrilla
leader, “Rip” Robertson, accompany his force behind Korean-Chinese lines in
direct disobedience to higher orders.

Col. Bevan could and did break the rules. As one of his American colleagues
recalled: 48

At one time he had made the decision and started implementing
before ... the Combined Chiefs of Staff had actually made
a decision to do a certain operation. | remember asking him
about this, and to whom he [felt he] was responsible. And |
will never forget his answer. It was, “To God and history.”

And, when General MacArthur conspired to get his brilliantly successful
Inchon operation (Case 61) underway before the JCS could have vetoed it,
he also followed this same route of insubordination— until even he finally got
caught out by his rash decision to go ariver too far.

Bonaparte, Monro, Lawrence, Marshall, Rommel, Wavell, Clarke, Bevan,
Ingersoll, Patton, MacArthur, Haney, and Dayan. They all tossed out the rule
books— and wrote their own. Wavell urged his fellow commanders to be “bold”
and never allow themselves “to be bound and hampered by regulations’; citing
with approval the execution by firing squad of Admiral Viscount Byng in 1733
for giving a helpless enemy fleet time to escape while he fussed about trying to
get his ships into the precise battle order required by the “very long-winded and
complicated instructions lately laid down by the Lords of the Admiralty.”4'2
451 Major Gen. William A. Harris in Verbatim Transcript of Stratagem Conference (1971), 29.

452 "The Good General”, a 1939 lecture published in Field-Marshal Earl Wavell, Soldiers and
Soldiering (London: Jonathan Cape, 1953). 20-21.
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458 Lawrence (1935), 384. Meinertzhagen was unhappy with this passage, “a quite untrue account
of me, almost amounting to libel." Meinterzhagen (1960), 38. In fact, Meiner often overtly
lied; and, although he sometimes did carry a knobkerrie, he did his killing with pistol, rifle,
and—or so he claimed—bayonet.

459 During author's interviews and conversations in, respectively, 1969, 1973, 1973, 1974, 1979,
and 1987.

460 Macintyre (2009), 11ff.

461 Hart-Davis (1974), 281-282.

462 John Bevan, letter to Noel Wild, 24 Sep 1945, reproduced in Mure (1980), opposite 113.

463 Winks (1987), 249.

464 Masterman (1972), 90.

465 Layton(1985), 446, Yamamoto's reference being specifically to the Sino-Japanese version of
chess called shogi.

466 "Military Genius", an article in 23 Oct 1942, as republished in Field-Marshal Earl
Wavell, ) ) (London: Jonathn Cape, 1953), 47.



Montagu, Watts, Barkas, Crichton, Wintle, Eldredge, Katz, Agayants, Bittman,
and Zeira. T.E. Lawrence, usually brooding and introspective when writing,
displayed an “impish sense of humor” with intimates and even in occasional
passages of his " # 0 At least nine of these men even
carried their humor to the point of practical jokes: Meinertzhagen, Bols,
Lawrence, Swinton, Jones, Clarke, Montagu, Wintle, and Katz. Indeed, as
Jones was first to point out,467 practical joking and military deception are
identical psychological processes with the same psychological consequences
to both deceiver and deceived. Katz and Dr. William R. Harris agreed.

Wry wit—carefully limited to private moments— marked the style of
Wellington, Allenby, Marshall, and Dayan. Although usually humorless in
conversation, Wavell (because he was shy), Fergusson (because he was slow),
and Masterman (because he was imperious) wrote with flashes of wit. Others
like Ingersoll and, even more so, Liddell Hart and Rommel took life (and
themselves) a bit too seriously to become noted for their humor, but they
shared with the others an acute sense of the incongruous.

Orde Wingate, wrapped up in his religious vision, was quite without humor;
but he viewed life as aridiculous process with himself as its most absurd actor.
This quality repelled many ofWingate’s commanders but attracted both Wavell
and Churchill, both of whom made good use of this odd man. And Wingate
inspired those who served under or worked with him, including such notably
deceptive generals as Dayan and Fergusson.

What of the other world-class deception planners? No one ever accused
Rommel or MacArthur of being amusing fellows. Rommel, however, was
credited with “intuition”” Montgomery claimed to have “intuition” but this
was a lie designed to conceal from subordinates his detested dependence on
ULTRA intelligence.488Moreover, “Monty”was among the least stratagemic of
senior commanders. He was no Allenby, Wavell, Rommel, or Patton. His rare
successes of stratagem (such as at Alamein) must be credited to his staff.44

A sense of humor, particularly of the more off-beat types, seems to be closely
associated with an ability to plan military deceptions, detect them, or both.
Why? R. V.Jones gave us part of the answer in his essay on “The Theory of
Practical Joking” (1957). There he proposed the startling hypothesis that the
design of military deception operations is not just analogous to the design of
jokes but is, in fact, identical. | believe Dr.Jones was right— and certainly so on
the anecdotal level. Any systematic proofwould have to be based on a survey
ofpast cases but that would be limited to the small proportion ofcommanders,
planners, or intelligencers on whom we have data on their sense of humor.

467 Jones (1957).
468 Winterbotham(1974), 74.
469 See Cases 18 (fn 122), 45 (Alam Haifa), and 46 (Alamein).
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Barton Whaley

When two armies meet on the battlefield, each ofthe opposing
commanders has his own particular plan according to which he
intends to engage his enemy, and the battle develops out of the
two opposing plans. ... In these circumstances, it is extremely
important for the commander to know his opponent and be
capable of assessing his psychological reactions. Senior officers
should be closely informed on the psychological stresses to
which [the enemy] commander is exposed during battle and
shouldbeprovidedwith the necessarypsychological equipment
to enable them to turn this knowledge to advantage.

Rommel even took his own advice. For example, when in early 1941 he arrived
in North Africa to create and lead the Afrika Corps, Rommel carried with him
and closely annotated a translation of abooklet titled ! !

by British General Wavell, his first opponent there.4B8 Conversely, when British
General Montgomery, a quite conventionally-minded commander faced
Rommel, the best be could do by way of understanding his new enemy was to
place a of Rommel in his office.4®

Rommel’s own 1937 military memoirs, < ! % [The Infantry
Attacks], was translated into English by the U.S. Army in 1943. General Patton
was reportedly “electrified” by this edition, reading it again and again until he
knew it almost by heart.40

Others among our deceivers who were highly empathic include Wavell, Allenby,
Marshall, Jones, Shearer, Crichton, and Clarke. Clarke was quite specific, his
favorite maxim being “Put yourself in the enemy’s place.”8l He added that:
“It is a tremendous advantage if the officer in charge of Deception has a good
personal knowledge ofthe enemy.”22And Wellington coined apopular but too
often disregarded soldiers’ phrase when he urged his officers to always look “at
the other side of the hill.”

Field-Marshal Lord Wavell advised students of war to read fewer books on
strategy and principles and read more biographies, memoirs, even historical
novels. These latter, he wrote, let one “Get at the flesh and blood ofit, not the
skeleton.”23

Wavell’s favorite maxim was the lines from a Kipling poem: “Man cannot tell,
but Allah knows/How much the other side was hurt.”48And in a paper issued

478 Richard Mead, C . (2006), 480.

479 Macksey (1976), 244.

480 Rommel (1937/1979 tr), publisher's note, v.

481 Quoted in Mure (1980), 267.

482 Clarke (1972) in Mure (1980), 273-274.

483 "Generals and Generalship”, a 1939 lecture published in Field-Marshal Earl Wavell, )
(London: Jonathan Cape, 1953), 33-34.

484 Bernard Fergusson, 1 (London: Collins, 1952 edition), 269-270.
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happened with hyper-impatient ones like Rommel (Cases 6, 42, 43 or Patton
(Case 54, footnote 122).

11.4. The Prepared Mind: Know Your Subject

| suggest that all persons who consistently and successfully plan deceptions
have precisely one thing in common.Jones calls this both the “alert mind” and,
guoting Louis Pasteur, “the prepared mind”40

What makes a deceiver? Some of us are better at it than others. This quality
is a mix of personality and experience. We could say that some deceivers are
born, others made; but that would be a simplistic view, slighting the fact that
personality is itself a combination of genetics and learning. It is better to say
that some persons choose to engage in deception for the sheer pleasure of
it, others because they must— either their jobs or their survival require it. In
either case, to be a deceiver it helps to have a “prepared mind”

The prepared mind is one open to unusual events. It is not tied to written rules
and someone else’s SOP. It tolerates the absurd, the ridiculous. It notices the
anomalies, the discrepancies, the incongruous happenings that crop up from
time to time and seizes eagerly upon them as food for thought. It is the humor
factory without which we cannot create, repeat, or even appreciate a joke,
seeing the difference between what is funny and what isn’t. It is also, as | have
argued elsewhere, the mental quality essential for detecting deception directed
against us.40 My hypothesis is that this characteristic is the single strongest
correlate with deception planning ability.

489 R.V.lJones, "Chance Observation and the Alert Mind", Advancement of Science (March 1965),
531-544.
490 Bart Whaley, Detecting Deception (draft, 1987).
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Conversely, those who enjoy practicing deception are apt to be found among
practical jokers and machiavellians. On the principle of, “It takes one to know
one,” good detectives are often— but hardly always— good deceivers. But how
best to select such persons?

Perhaps the simplest way to find either type is to put them to “The Gossip
Test.” During and immediately after WW?2 young Francis Crick worked as
a physicist for the British Admiralty. Although he'd been quite successful at
designing improved model non-contact naval mines, he didn’t relish maritime
weaponry R&D as his lifetime career. One day he became aware that he was
always chatting to friends and colleagues about the latest science news about
R&D in antibiotics— penicillin was the current rage. He didn’t have expert
knowledge, but enough enthusiasm to share this bit of medical gossip. As he
would recall:42

This was a revelation to me. | had discovered the gossip test—
what you are really interested in is what you gossip about.

Crick decided to combine his academic & on-the-job training in applied physics
with courses in molecular biology. The conquence was pre-doctoral research
in collaboration with American zoologist James Watson that produced their
double-helix model of DN A and a shared Nobel Prize.

So, clearly, one interviewing technique is to get your candidate to talk about
their hobbies and other extracurricular passions. Do they enjoy
mysteries—puzzles of nature and humankind? Do they enjoy creating
mysteries— practical jokes, deceptions? If neither, terminate the interview. If
both, recruit them immediately, at least as your sorceror’s apprentices.

The psychologist’s Machiavellian] Scale could be one of a few potentially
useful tools for selecting candidates for training in deception or for practicing
it.&B It is a simple paper-andpencil test. Other plausibly useful screening tests
are the Miller Analogies Test (MAT), Wason’s 2-4-6 Task, the Social Inference
Test (TASIT), and the Ickes Empathy Test.

492 Francis Crick, / % ( 42 ) (New York: Basic
Books, 1988), 17.

493 Richard Christie and Florence L. Geis, ) / (New York: Academic Press,
1970).

208



$&-A- * F

-# 8+,)")"$% "$,9:$; + 0 -$ % <#,$0

"#% 0 /09 -" ,9"% , # 88 ,)

S # #,- | " -$ "$ /=
#,"01>?:% 69)# 8), $< %
"$@ /0 $< $ $ #HH#1>?: %
A66". :/ $< $ @9%"-% .+ +

"$,+- # 8 /0 .. 9#H #"01>1
B*$*+# $.$ % # [); "$! ", @ $0
#09)1>(/11 40+ 8+)"M1 )"+
% @ ,B#-+ C: +"%"$, 0

c 1 / ! 8< &@@&:/
44 *1 ? 0-<
0 ) + + 0 -

> (* , )_‘ X Y) )++
¢ H> s (1
?) + N + (+(E , 94 68)
* *19) ) * ) ,
A CHL I ¢ ).
| T+

« =+ T ()
7 +,++ , .+ (7 E E + (



Appendices

72 )

T ?) , *N +
)07 0 )

o 0+ .4 |+ (+

) ) o



+. E

J o+ *
0T7$'5) $IHS
' " #
$ %& %&SB""%

&

[NOTE: This document was the basic German order governing deception
for Operation BARBAROSSA, the planned invasion of the Soviet Union.
It was generated at Hitlers military headquarters, the Oberkommando
der Wehrmacht (OKW). Introduced in evidence at the Nurnberg trials but
not published at that time. It was updated by the document #42 below in
Appendix B.]

[SOURCE: A microfilm of the original document is in the National Archives,
Washington, D.C., Microcopy Series T77, Roll 792. Also published in F. A.
Krummacher and Helmut Lange, 6 [ | J

1 : { = 25 7 K +
(Munich: Bechtle. 1970). 554-557. The following translation was made ¢.1969
by Mrs. Rodica Saidman and myself.

TOP MILITARY SECRET
[stamp]

The Fuhrers Headquarters
15 February 1941

High Command of the Armed Forces [OKW]
No.44 142/41 Top Military Secret/Senior Officers Only
WFSt/Abt.L (1 Op.)

MATTER FOR CHIEFS! [stamp] 15 copies
THROUGH OFFICER ONLY! [stamp] 9thcopy

Reference: OKW/WFSt/Abt.L N0.22048/40
Top Military Secret/Senior Officers
Only of 3 February 1940
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Appendix B:

Chronology of67 Further German
BARBAROSSA Deception Plans, 1941

These 67 implementing and elaborating documents cover the contributions
of specific units of the German war machine. They are listed and separately
summarized in Whaley, %& %&$""% (Cambridge, Mass.: The
MIT Press, 1973), 251-266.
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10.

Barton W haley

(b) Movement wherever possible by day.
(c) Movement on awide front, and widespread patrolling.

(d) Faked dust clouds, simulating the movement of large columns of
transport or troops.

(e) Wherever contact is made with the enemy, the use oftactical deception
devices to simulate considerable firepower and strength.

(f) The spreading of rumours that 20,000 E.A. troops are advancing down
the YAW Chaung axis, and that airborne troops will be co-operating in
advance of them in considerable strength.

On arrival at the IRRAWADDY, preparations will be made for a divisional
crossing, as described in paras. 13 and 14 below.

11. At the appropriate moment this brigade will carry out a diversionary

12.

13.

crossing over the IRRAWADDY. At least one company of infantry will be
employed for this crossing. The deception units with the brigade will be
able to assist in magnifying the strength of our force which lands on the
far bank. This diversionary crossing will take place a few days before the
real crossing by 7th Division elsewhere. To support the illusion that this
diversionary crossing is the real thing, Corps H.Q, will arrange for dummy
paratroops and other deception devices to be dropped from the air on the
east side ofthe IRRAWADDY to assist this diversionary crossing.

Only negligible engineer assistance is likely to be available for this whole
operation, since all available engineer resources will be required for the
main crossing. Spurious Preparations for Crossing at Pakokku.

These preparations will be made by 7thIndian Division, who will send one
brigade and engineers with river crossing stores into PAKOKXU itself. The
activities of this brigade will conform as nearly as possible to those of a
brigade which lIs, in fact, going to cross the river and will include:

(a) Reconnaissances for crossing places by suitable reconnaissance
parties. In addition to reconnoitering the near bank, some of these
parties will reconnoiter the far bank at a number of different places
during darkness, making sure that their presence becomes known to
the locals.

(b) Visits to selected crossing places by an officer wearing a red hat and red
tabs.

(c) Inquiries from local inhabitants concerning speed of current,
sandbanks, nature of far bank, time required for crossing, exits from
the river opposite PAKOKKU, enemy strengths and dispositions
opposite PAKOKKU.
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D-6.

specifically BG Edward Lansdale and BG William H. Craig. Major
portions of this plan were signed offbyJSC Chairman L. L. Lemnitzer
and all other members oftheJCS.

I would judge this a highly amateurish example of deception and
psyops planning. It took no account of any possible backfire and the
potentially enormous consequences for the American governments
reputation for credibility and respect for international law. That low
echelon planners would put forward even outlandish options is
acceptable, even commendable, in the intellectual effort to analyze
all relevant hypotheses. But for these to be recommended to high
echelon such as the JCS much less being approved by that exalted
body is ridiculous— proving only an inept understanding of the limits
of psyops and deception. In this case, it was probably just as well that
this particular plan was never implemented, having been flatly turned
down by the Secretary of Defense (McNamara) and the President
(Kennedy). Indeed, the President was sufficiently disappointed that
he fired the Chairman oftheJCS.

SOURCE: $ * + #1
tHl 7 33 33 (Washington, DC: Office ofthe Secretary of
Defense, 19 Feb 1962). Declassified from TOP SECRET - SPECIAL
HANDLING.

LOC: Internet.

SOURCE: " "4l d)

K" < + ' "( (Washington, DC: The
Joint Chiefs of Staff, 13 Mar 1962). Declassified from TOP SECRET
SPECIAL HANDLING - NOFORN.

LOC: Internet.
REF: O 7 ¥ “Operation Northwoods” (accessed 20 Feb 2010).
KINGFISHER, An Israel War Game, 1979

6<El <MAIl1& ! I # % (Tel Aviv:
July 1979, v+189pp). Declassified from “CONFIDENTIAL”

LOC: BW (Copy #129).
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