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ABSTRACT

METT~T AND THE OFERATIONAL LEVEL DECEFPTION PLANNING FPROCESS.
by MAJ Harold G. Waite Jr., USA, 48 pages.

This study is a theoretical, historical, and doctrinal
analysis of current deception planning procedures in accordance
with FM 90-2, Battlefield Deception Operations. Initially,
there is a discussion of military theorist’'s opinions as to the
importance of surprise and deception at the operational level aof
war. Then there is an analysis of the historical use of surprise
gained through deception efforts and the utility of METT-T as a
deception planning tool at the operational level.

The paper demonstrated the dialectic quality of METT-T as
well as concluded that the use of METT-T from both a friendly and
enemy perspective is an imperative in 'the develaopment of an
operational level deception plan. The paper also concluded that
a doctrinal void does exist in the Preliminary Draft of FM 90-2
in regards to the deception planning process. This void is
extremely significant in that a&a process that merely considered
the deception operation from a friendly perspective would only
fulfill half of the requirement for a comprehensive METT-T
analysis.
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INTRODUCTION

AirLand Battle Doctrine is "based on securina or retaininag
the initiative and exercisina it aacaressively to accomplish the
mission."! Thus cﬁntemoorarv NATO commanders at the ooerationél
level of war are constantlv concerned with maintaining the
initiative or seizing the initiative from a Warsaw Fact enemv who
is naormallvy superior in numbers. FM  100-5 aqoes on to define
initiative as " . . . settina or chanaing the terms of battle
by action . . . "2, The word "action" imolies a positive.
oroactive state such as movement or maneuQer. However. when
faced with an enemv who retains the initiative and also
outnumbers the friendlv forces, how does the operational

commander ao about seizina the initiative?

The tactical level commander’'s abilitv to influence the
battle and seize the initiative is normallv measured in force
correlations, i.e.. fightina units. their guantitv. tvoe. and
location. The tactical commander uses the plannina factors of
METT~-T (Mission, Enemv, Terrain. Trooos Available and Time) to
develon courses of action and ultimatelv an operations order.
But the operational commander '3 dilemma i3 somewhat different i1n
that he 138 ultimately considered an allocator of resources and a
manaqger of time and space. But the factors of METT-T are still a
valid means of determining possible courses of action even at the
operational level. The ooerational commander evaluates these

factors accordina to the current and anticipated situation

resultinag in the farmulation of possible courses of action and




uwltimately a campaign plan. In the developmental stages of the
campaign plan, the commander focuses his staff on the sequencing
of actions to attain the strategic aims and goals of the campaian
plan. It is during this planning phase that the commander must
visualize his concept of seizing or maintaining the initiative.
However difficult accomplishing his task may be, the commander
must consider every available asset in order to gain “relative
numerical 5uperiority.“4 Clausewit: defines this concept as ". .
« the forces available must be employed with such skill that in
the absense of absolute superiority, relative superiority is
attained at the decisive point."5 He qgoes on to state that: " .
. » the the universal desire for relative numerical superiority
leads to another desire, . . . ta take the enemy by
surprise. This desire is more or less basic to all operations,
for without it superiority at the decisive point is hardly
concelivable. Surprise therefore hbecomes fhe means tao gain
superiority . . .."% and hepefully & means to secure the
initiative. VYet Clausewitz considers surprise a tactical rather
than operational concern and in Chapter Ten of Book Three he

downplavs the importance of deception (cunning) as well.®

But the significance of deception and surprise may have been
overlooked bv Clausewitz., FM 100-5 considers the deception plan
inteqgral in the preparation of a campaign plan.7 All too often
contemparary planners consider the decention plan as an
afterthought and a mere appendage to the plan. This paper will
consider five historical examples of deception at the operational

level that permitted the operatioral commander to swprise the
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enemy and gain the initiative.

The important question becomes: "Is deception an important
consideration in the development of campaign plans and can METT-T
be used in the development of a deception operation at the
operational level? In order to develop these thoughts we will
first define deceotion and surprise and discuss their inseperable
relationship. Then the paper .will review some of the military
theorists and their thoughts on these topics. The paper will go
on to discuss and analyze the historical use of surprise gained
through deception efforts at the operational level of war.
Thirough the use of the historical examples we will develop the
use of METT-T as a deception planning tool at the operational
lavel of war. As previously discussed, METT-T is habitually
associated with the tactical level of war. This paper will
demonstrate the dialectic quality of METT-T and progress to a
discussion of the use of METT~-T from an enemy as well as friendly
viewpoint. In factt the use of METT-T from the enemy perspective
is criticallvy important in the development of & deception

operation at the operational level of war.
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HISTORICAL REVIEW

From the use of the Trojan harse in the Seige of Troy to the
sophisticated electronic measures empl oyed in the Sinai,
deception operations have played a key role in the success and
failure of numerous battles and campaigns. FM 100-5 states that
"An integral part of any . . « campaign or major operation is
the deception plan . . .+ Every successful operation in World
War II devoted a significant effort to deception."8 But this
author feels that the end of World War II marked the end of
movement of operational size forces on any battlefield. Over the
next thirty yvears the United States Army last not only its focus
but also its expertise in a vital portion of its doctrine —-- the
operational art., Included in that loss was the dissipation of
the concern with deception at the operational level of war. In
fact the publication of FM 20-2 in Auqgust, 1978 completely
eliminated deception at the operational level.

"Military deception can be strategic aor tactical.

Strateqgic deception may extend polictical deception by

using military activities . . . . Tagtical

deception actions may support a strateqic effort.

This document simply mirrored the doctrinal attitudes of the

U.S5. Armvy during this period, i.e., the Active Defense and its
focus on the tactircal levél of war in a European scenario. With
the publication of FM 100~5 in Auqust 1982, the operational level
af war was once again recognized as an integral part of American
warfighting doctrine. But thirty vears of creative thought 1in

the arma of deception operations had been lost.

With this loss of emphasis on operational level deception, a
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doctrinal void was created in regard to the techniques
associated with deception planning. Although technological
advances may have dramatically altered the means and
counter-means of deception at this level of war, its use and
importance have not diminished. The use of historical example
should offer insight into operational 'deception and its
successful result -- surorise -~ in order to emphasize their
importance as well as identify the "how to" of deception planning

at the operational level.

To understand best the impact of deception at the
operational ievel and its influence upon the commander’'s ability
to gain surprise, the terms surprise and deception must be clearly
defined:

Surprise is simply striking ". . . the enemy at a

place or time, or in a mannmner for which he is
unprepared."lu

"Battlefield deception operations are those operations
or measures conducted by commanders at echelons
theater and bhelow to purposely mislead or confuse the
enemy decision maker by distorting, concealing or
falsifying indicators of friendly intentions,
capabilities or dispositions. Battlefield deception
operations result in the enemy taking operatignal
actions favorable to friendly plans and operations.

Military theorists have had differing opinions on the
importance of surprise and deception and their interrelationship.
A pumber have aempbhasized that deception and surprise are
analagous and in fact one represents a cause while the other is
an effect. In the most detaliled analvsis af surprise and
deception conducted to date., PBEartom Whaley states that: “The

incidence of surprise and deception among the 14 wars sxamined

between 1914 and 1968 shows that they are fairly ubiguitous



phenomena, and ". . . are commonly associated."12 In this
careful investigation of 148 hattles From 146 wars, Whaley
£
ﬁ concludes that ". . . these phenomenra are very much a part of

wl3

e
o madern warfare, and where vou find one vou will commonly find
L)

the other.

Whaley’'s view of deception and surprise was in concert with
R the oldest knawn military theorist =-- 8un Tzu. His work was
B considered by Liddell Hart as ". . . the best short
£ introduction to the study of warfara."l4 Sun Tzu wrote that "All
warfare is based on deception."15 His writings constantly

N referred to the importance of deception and surprise as two key

4 principles of warfare. Sun Tzu even devoted a portion of his
! .

i,

& teachings to the importance of secret agents and their use. His
" impact upon warfare is still relevant as evidenced by one of his
7"

” most faithful advocates, Mao Tse-Tung, who emphasized both
oy

) )

ﬁ deception and surprise in his writings.16

by :

f Two of the ‘'"classical" wmilitary theorists, Jomini and
K)

! Clausewitz, discussed the value of both these elements of

warfare., Jomini briefly wrote on the importance of surprise and
deception but their merit carried little weiqht in bis overall

scheme of warfare.l” When speaking of "diversions", Jamini stated

that " ., . . it must be constanmtly borne in mind that they are
! alwavs secondary in importance and that the essential thing is to
’ h
» be successful at the decisive points."!® But Clausewitz sugqQested

: ", . . that surprise lies at the root of all operations

without exception . . . w19 apg . . «  each surprise action

-_ v
’..-

a0

is rooted in at least some deqree of cunning (deception).
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Clausewitz Ffocuses the importance of surprise and deception

towards the tactical level rather than the operational level of
war. According to Barton Whaley’'s analysis of the theory of
"Strategem” he concludes that the "principles" of surprise . .
. passed into virtual limbo during the period 1800-1939, only to
be restored during World War II."2l In the vears preceding World
War II two military auwthors, BH.H. Lliddell Hart and General
Waldemar Erfurth, expressed their views on surprise in war.
Liddell Hart espoused the view that the strategist’'s aim is ". .
. not so much to seek battle as to seek a strategic situation so
advantageous that if it does not of itself produce the decision,
its continuation‘by a battle is sure to achieve this. In other
words, dislocation is the aim of strateqy . . 22 He qoes on
to state ". . « it is usually necessary for the dislocating
move to be preceded by a move, or moves which can best be defined
by the term ‘distract’. . . « The purpose of this distraction
is to deprive the enemy of hig freedom of action . . . to
mystify and mislead constitutes distraction, while surprise is
the essential cause of dislocation.®® Thus Liddell Hart's view of
deception and surprise were definitely involved in his views on
the "indirect approach" and the development of operational level
plans. General Erfurth refered to the Clausewitizian approach to
surprise and deception but did not feel that either was limited
to the tactical laevel of war, In fact Erfurth states
conclusively that: "Everv militarv plan and its execution should
be conceived in view of the necessityvy Oof surprise. Surprise thus
Aappears as the primarv objective of military planning.“24 His

viaws about deception were equally as sastrong. "Every means
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permitted which deceives the enemy and induces him tno the wrong
steps."25 He was convinced that: "The lion‘s bravery and the
fox’'s clevernesg must combine to wrest victory from the enemy .
. e In War. the unexpected is the most successful. Thus,

surprise is the key to victory."Z6

af the militarv theorists discussed in the previous
paragraphs, only Jomini downplayed the importance of deception
and surprise. Sun Tzu, Mao, Clausewitz, Liddell Hart and Erfurth
recoanized the overall significance of deception and surprise in
the conduct of war. The writings of these theorists indicate the
commonality of deception and surprise, ie@a, deception
representing the cause while surprise is an effect resulting from
a deception. While it is surprise that offers the opportunity to
seize the initiative and limit the freedom of action of the
opponent, it is normally a deception effort that creates the
foundation for that surprise to occur.: With this basic
understanding of deception, surprise and their relationship, the
need for a study and analysis of the [istorical application of
these topics naturally follows, "“Clausewitz insists that hecause
of the nature of the art of war. one needs the experience factor
of  historical example rather than the pure empirical data of
science."<7+28 The historical examples of the Battle of
Chickamauga, the Normandy Invasion, the Irrawaddy Campaian, the
Soviet Invasion of Czechoslovakia and the Arab-Israeli War of
1P73 will nprovide the antecedents from which the '"how to" of

operational level deception planning level will be developed.
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$ THE BATTLE OF CHICKAMAUGA

§

h

a0 After the Battle of Stones River in 18637, General Braxton
'

i

ﬁ Bragg, commanding the Confederate Army of Tennessee withdrew to a
b} '

b

() R .

} paosition south of Murfreesboro., Tennessee,. General Rosecrans,
SR - Commander of the Army of the Cumberland, positioned his farces in
=)

%; and around Murfreesboro. Both commanders  were satisfied with
o :

*, their positions and each wintered in their respective locations
- for a period of six months. Bv June Rosecrans was ready to
e\
@- move against the strateqic Confederate communications center at
sl .

v . ,

A Chattanooga., Tennessee. After a nine day withdrawl, General
L3

: Bragg positioned his forces on the eastern side of the river in
2
§4 ardaer to prevent baoth the crossing of the Tennessee and the
"-.

*: capture of Chattanooga. Duwring the next month and a half General
) Rosecrans devised a deception operation aimed at General Bragg’'s
s

E perception of the location of both Federal forces and their
: prospective crossing sites. General Rosecrans’ plan was to cross

southwest of Chattanooga while conducting a demonstration to the

v

g narth of the city. He sent one corps north of the citv while the
{ < ’
‘2 remainder of his armv (approximately 4 corps size units) would
44

cross in the south, Colonel John T, Wilder was the primaryv

Tf ' instrument of the deceptiong
QJ ", . . by operating inageniously along the north
ﬂ bank of the river so as tao sugaest & movement in force

" ahnve Chattanocoga. He with his mounted infantry . .

o . occupnied the attention of an entirse Confederate

» Army corps by threatening suddenly and haphazardly to

N attack at the different crossinags. Everv night he

. sent  out details to build large campfires behind the
v fords, thus indicating the prescense of sizeable

> forces: divisions or Army  Corps. T give Lhe
M impression of larade-scale pontoon building., he had hia

? men  saw boards and throw the end pieces into the

2, creeks faedinag the Tennessee. T enhance the illusion

. he had them pound on barrels., and even a sailor miaht
)
B
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mistakeﬂ the sound of hammering on the sides of
boats. "=

General Bragg remained convinced of Rosecrans’ intention to cross
the Tennessee north of Chattanooga until 8 September when ". .

. he learned that the entire Federal Army had crossed the river

and was moving against his rear."-0 Bragg evacuated Chattanooga
and on 9 September ". . . elements of Rosecrans’ Army of the
Cumberland entered Chattanooga, Tennessee., ". . . without the

lass of a man."<1

THE NORMANDY INVASION

Early on 18 August 1942, the Allies began an amphibious
assault on the German occupied French port of Dieppe.
Essentially, the raid on Dieppe was inteqded to be a dress
rehearsal for a future large scale invasion.-2 The raid on Dieppe
was an  almost total failure. Losses to Allied Forces were
immense totalling 7,648 of the 5,100 who landed on the beaches.
German losses were fewer than &00,-— The tragedy did however,
provide Allied planners with many lessons learned. lessons that
on D-day were believed by Admiral Mountbatten to have saved the
lives of 10 soldiers for each that died at Dieppe.34 The most
significant lesson learned was that surprise (e.g.., the effect)
would be critical for success. As Sir Winston Churchill said,
"Fartifications and steel, armed with resolute men, could onlv be

overcome by surprise.”*s

Aftaer Dieppe, Allied planners realized that success on D-Day
would require preventing the Germans from employing their

strategic reserves. Before it was over the Allies would employ
10
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Qf avery known methad of deception to cause this to occur, The
EH overall decepticon plan was code-named Bodyquard., Initially, the
§S . plan’'s intent was to convince the Germans that the Allied
?; invasion of Europe would beqin through Norway to cause Hitler to
o keep 27 divisions and their air and naval support tied up waiting
K .

ﬁ: to repel any Allied attack on Scandanavia. The primary deception
Al .

ﬂ? A effort of Bodyguard centered on construction of a purely
R ficticious fighting force, the British '"Fourth army."*4%  The
g. Faurth Army was dispersed amongst the ports of Scotland and
$ Northern Ireland. where they would have the shortest striking
LA

) distance to Norwav. To validate its existence, dummv camps were
[}

%' established for German reconnaissance planes to film and normal

?h radio traffic between headquarters was establ ished. Radio
W

:‘ transmissions also simulated requests for logistical support,
53‘ such as, "80 Division requests 1800 pairs of Kandahas gki
§ bindings.” and "VII Corps requires the promised demonstrators in
1,

_' the Bilgeri method of climbing rock faces."~/ This operation
3

i‘ continued throuahout July 1944, one month after th2 Normandy
;?‘\: Invasion. The Germans were so convinced that the Fourth Aray,
' believed to consist of 250,000 men, was real that they failed to
’

% ' withdraw any <forces from Norway to reinforce Rommel at
?' Normandy. =8

IR

43 The next phase of the Allied deception plan, and probably
EJ the most important, was called Operation Fortitude. The intent of
$ Operation Fortitude was two-fold: First, to convince the German
! Hiagh Command that the thrust of an Allied invasion would be at
)

:: the French town of Pas-de-Calais. Second. that the invasion at
RO
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Normandy would only be a diversion prior to the main attack at
Pas—~de-Calais. Again the Allies relied on all forms of deception
to ‘make Operation Fortitude work. They began with a
misinformation campaiqgn indicating that the main invasion would
be at Pas~de-Calais sometime in the second half of July.~? The
distance between Great Britain and the continent is shortest
between Dover and Calais. Information about troops massinag at
Dover lent credence tao the Calais invasion site theory. In
retrospect. the simple act of using what appeared operationally

reasonable. was part of the qgenius of the Allied deception plan.

The Allies strengthened this deception in many ways. The
most impressive was the formation of another large imaginary
force, complete with decoys built and displayed for the Germans
to see.??14l First, the Allies established the First U.S. Army
Group (FUSAG) comprised of two assault armies and headquartered
at kKent. Er\qland.42 To make FUSAG even more believeable, the
Germans were allowed to learn that it was commanded bv General
Georqe 9. Fatton.%3 The actual forces invaolved in the Normandy
invasion were massing in South Hampton. Patton’'s FUSAG has heen
considered, by some at least, to be '"the qgreatest hoax in

historv.,"44

The Allies constructed fake landing craft. ammunition dumps.
hospitals and kitchens. In addition inflatable rubber decovs
were used to simulate tanks and trucks marshaled for the
invasion. Thaey were s0 realistic that Allied cameramen were
often fooled by them.%Y Robert luce, in his book, The Tangled

Webb savs that " . . . wWith a few good men., several truckloads

12
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of equipment, and lots of hot air, the Allies managed to create
" . . a vast armored force and its transport massed at the

¥ beachhead. "4&

The D-Day deception operations were all encompassing. Land,
sea and air forces were involved in gperations that continued to

rainfarce the Fas—-de-Calais landing theory and mask the real

% - intentions of the Allies. This included false convays and
¥
) caontinued bombing attacks in the area of the Pas-de-Calais. Thus
N
Q‘ the Germans were so convinced that the attack on Normandy was

merely a diversion that they continued to focus their attention
on the Pas-de-Calais and failed to reinforce the Normandy coast
X in & timely manner. Deception operations Bodvguard and Fortitude
R were a total success., Surprise. so critical to the Allied plan.,

WaSs achieved.47

b THE IRRAWADDY CAMFAIGN

el On 8 Julvy 1944 the Japanese beqgan their withdrawl from India

across the Chidwin River into Burma. During the previous three

W

" ‘

" manth battle of Imphal-kKohima the Japanese had suffered ". " ;
5 the greatest land defeat in history."%® The BEritish 14th Army,
Y

;f commanded by Lieutenant General William Slim, sought to exploit
oy ¢

ﬁ the recent success of Imphal-kFohima by pursuing the enemy anc
K driving them from Burma:

&

()

» "I wanted to fight the battle on qround where our

% superiority in the air and in  armor would have its

i greatest scope, that is in comparatively open countrv.

4 The aobviouws place was the Schwebo FPlain, a gqreat lonp

‘T‘ of land between the Irrawaddy and the Chidwin,

“ immediately northwest of Mandalav. . T was

- quite sure he would fight in the Schwebo P.aln "4

"

"

¥
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But the Japanese failed to comply with Slim’'s analysis and

continued to withdraw across the Irrawaddy rather than remain
forward. .Thus convinced aof the Japanese intention to defend
Mandalay and Meiktila behind the Irrawaddy rather than forward,
General Slim restructured his campaign plan. His new plan was
based upan & deception operation that would draw the Japanese
forces north while his main effort was to be against Meiktila in
the south. The 33rd Corps was to force crossings north of
Mandalay and convinge the enemy of the ‘"strength" of the
bridgehead. "Meanwhile 4th Corps, moving secretly south up the
Gangaw Valley would suddenly appear at Pakokku., seize a crossing,
and without pause, strike violently with armored and airborne

forces at Meiktila, 99
*

In order for this plan to suceed it was essential that the
4th Corps operation be concealed until its execution. General
Slim’'s headquarters devised a means to deceive the enemy as to
the unit’'s actual location., His staff created a dummy 4th Corps
headquarters that served to create an electronic signature
similar to that of the real 4th Corps. The ". . . traffic was
made to conform to having both corps concentrated in the Schwebo
Plain."9! In addition 4th Corps was to begin its crossing of the
Irrawaddy simultaneocusly with the 3I3rd Corps. thus further

deceivinag the enemy about their location and intent.

The enemy was completely deceived by this operation and
committed a significant force against the crossings in the north.

In their haste to respond to the crossings, the Japanese

piecemealed their counterattack force into the battle. failed to




achieve mass and were unsuccessful in destroving the BEritish
bridgehead. By the 26th of February, 1945 the breakout from both
the north and the south bridgeheads began and by March, British

forces were entering Mandalay.

THE SOVIET INVASION OF CZECHOSLOVAKIA

The Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia began at 2Z2T0 hours 20
Auqust, 1968 with the seizure of Prague’'s Ruzyne airport by an
airborne unit. At approximately 2300 hours that same day, some
150,000 to 200,000 Soviet and Warsaw Fact ground forces began
crossing the Czechoslovak borders. The mass of the Soviet
ground forces sped from the East German border to Prague in a
little over three hours, while supporting attacks crossed
directly from the Soviet Union and Hungary.

"High priority was given to the takeover of Czech
airfields. This was part of the imnitial stroke and
was conducted accaording to a carefully designed
program whereby a small commando unit wouwld flvy in to
seize the airport communications and administration

after which larger forces would land to provide local

security until the ovaerland arrival of around

forces. 9%

The Soviet invasion was virtually blnodless with few
casualties on either side. This cutcome was a direct result of
the deception operations that allowed the Soviet and Warsaw Fact

forces to gain complete surprise.

"While the evidence 1is by no means all in on the Soviet
Invasion of Czechoslavokia in 19468, gquite enough 15 known to
identify it as a successful case of surprise through

= . B . .
decention. Y~ The deception operations were considered primarily

strategic because of the national use of the Soviet contolled
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press and carefully controlled leaks of information. The use of

large scale military maneuvers to disguise the build-up of
invasion forces was operational in natures "The most effective
form of deception used during the Czechoslovakia crisis was
probably the continuous series of military exercises which very
likely desensitized C:zechoslovakian and Western leaders and
aﬁalvsts to the possible invasion."9% Another deception operation
occured that was operational 1n nature, i.e.. the large scale
jamming of NATO radar. This type of operation bhad been
previously conducted in concert with such maneuvers. Thus the
combination of these operations successfully accomplished two
migssians:

a. The reduction of NATO's ability to interpret the
actions of the Soviet and Warsaw Fact forces and

b. The creation of the "believeable illusion'" that
the jamming and the maneuvers were '"business as
usual.”

The failure of the Czechs to respond correctly to either of

these deceptions cost them dearly.

THE 1977 ARAB-ISRAELI WAR

On & Qctaber 1973 a combined Arab offensive of both Syrian
and Egvptian forces began: ", . . the greatest collaborative
effort the Arabs had achieved in a aeneration."99 The Eavptians
were the orimarv instigators of the road to war in Octobee 1977
and were principally responsible for the surprise that was
adained. The attack caught the Israelis unprepared for such an

assault simply because of the comprehensive deception effort 1n

the months preceding the war.




Key members of the Israeli defense establishment had

daownplayed the prospect of war with the Arabs. The Israelis felt
that ", . . the Egyptians would not embark upon a new war
until they felt capable of striking at Israeli airfields and
neutralizing the Israeli Air Force. . . . Because of this.
and believing that the Egyptian Air force would not receive the
necessary reinforcements before 1979, Israeli intelliqence
assumed that there was no real danger until approsimately
1975."9% In order to circumvent this problem in an expeditious
manner, thus upsetting the Israeli timetable, the Egyptians
created.”. s one of the densest missile walls in the world,
composed of a mixture of various types of Soviet ground-to-—-air-
missiles . . ."97  The Egyptians sought another means to deceive
the Israelis as to the nature of their technological advances
and .,

The deception plan that emerqed . . . was desiqned
to utilize Western (and Israeli) images of the Arabs.
especially those images that stressed the following
elementa:
(1) the Arab’'s inability to keep A  secret
(2) the general ineptness of Arab military forces
(3 the Arab’s inability to plan or conducg anv
saort of coordinmated military actinnto8
Recause of the deception effort that considered this [sraeli
prejudice., an attack earlier than 1975 was now possihle and would
create an eleamsnt of surprise. The Egyptians again capitalized
upon this preconceived attitude of the Israelis by formina a
sprcial staftf, " . . which had been assembled for this

PDUrpPOSeE , (misintarmation campaign) monitored the operation and

aulded 1t in such a wavy as to canfirm those nreconceived concepts

1?7
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e . «."37 Part of the deception operation included: "Special

units known as lazcy squads . . . detailed to set on the canal
bank., fish, dangle their feet in the water and eat oranges giving
the impression of total unconcern (and alsao plaving into Israeli
imagery concerning the imeptness of Egyptian troops,)"éo while in
actuality the Chief of Staff of the Egyptian Armed Forces, Lt.
General Shazley. had conducted an extensive overhaul of the
training, leadership, and marale of the Egyptian Ar‘my.“-"1 The most
critical element aof the deception operation involved the ". . .
noise level with which the Israelis had to contend."®? This was
approached in a number of wavs. First, through a series of
alerts and subsequent mobilizations in Mavy, Auqust, and
September, second, by increased radio *traffic that simulated
exercise play during the mobilizations; and third. through a
series of media and diplomatic means that caused the Israelis to
view the Egyptian government as maintaining its usual state of

confusion,

The net effect of all these factors was the Israeli failure
ta respond quickly to the Egyptian and Svrian mobilization in
late September and early Qctober. Despite a 24 hour warning, the
surorise attack that ogoccurred at 1400 houwrs. 6 October 19773
cauaht the Israelis not only unprepered for the assault, but

unaware of the dramatic improvements that had occurred in  the

Egyptian Army since 1967.

..
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ANAILLYSIS OF

DECEFTION AT THE OFPERATIONAL LEVEL

Chapter five of the Preliminary Draft of FM 90-2,
Battlefield Decention Operations is entitled "Deception Process."
This chapter devotes considerable explanation to the deception
process  and  to  the planning factors, METT-T. The first poartion
aof the chapter describes in detail who is responsible for what
aspect of the planning and execution of a deception operation,
The second half of the chapter discusses the importance of METT-T
in the development of & deception operation, It is in this vital
part aof the manual that quidelines are detailed for the

practitioners of deception. But there appears to bhe an

aversimplification or too narrow a focus in FM ?0-2°s approach to
the METT-T arnraisal. Chapter Five describes each element of
METT=T from the friendly perspective and how each one of these
2lements will impact upon the friendly deception plan. However ,
thia concept needs to be expanded. METT-T needs to also be
analyeaed from the onemy  paerspective. I[f the factors nr METT-T
warae  usod  from both the emnemy and friendly nerspective, I Feel
the process would e considerably  maore  wsaful and acuwrake,
Pacauwse  METT-T 1s  an extremely important analvhical tool in bthe
develooment nf a concept of operation, I also feel that its -ole
1s Raually iaportant in the development of a deception operation
At the operational lavel and must also be considered  fram  bholh

the enemy and friendly perspective.

gy
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Tha wse of METT-T has lonn beasn A Fool of hactical level

commancors 1in the development of courses o+ achtion. operat Lt ons
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planning & decapiion 14

mission is the who, what, when,

what 1% to be accomplished. The

and staff analvze the overall mission to
objective that decaeption might

devoted to the first of the five

2 development of a deception oaperation,

ument is only & preliminary draft, this

will probably merit further

emphasis of the Mission definition 15

deception plannser must also put himself

opposing commander., He must ashk MNimsel £

"I T wara the enemy commander, what

as to the operational miss1on (Ccampaingn

Linderstanding this view of the

should allow the deception planner to orient on

posi bion.

in one of the historical examples, the

narsnRctive,

commandar consi deren

Frior to the capturs of

Chattanonna, General Rosecrans coneiderod the nerapective of ke

whmapn  he grelactad thoe crassing sibeg helow

b

rew ithat Chatbtanoonoa WA E v bl
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o communications node of operational value for the South and
t . . ¢ . .
: belisved that this would be Rosecrans aobjective,. Rosecrans was
ﬁ: indeed interested in denving the Confederates the use of
R
va’
@' Chattanooga but his primary objective was Braqga’'s force—-—the Army
Y]
e . . R
¢ of Tennessee. Thus Rosecrans decided upon a deception operation
ﬁ that would persuade Bragg that Chattanooga and the crossinag sites
»
a
K, above the citv were of primary interest, Bragg’'s acceptance of
l'.
.' . . ) .
o this viewpoint led to his failure of the defense of Chattanomnaa
gi and ultimately resulted in the Rattle of Chickamauaa.
[
k2
%- In contrast to deceiving the enemv as to the mission of the
o
LS
forces, the operational commandar has another alternative. He
S
h) mavy not  attemnt to deceive the opposinag commander as to his
¥
g? mission but as to where, when, how and by whom the mission will
L .
- ba execubed. Prior to the Normandy invasion the Gernans knew the
.
N Allies were intending to invade the continent. The Allied
deception nlanners also knew that there was no  future in

".Q".h.

> -

attempting to disouise the fact that invasion was 1mminent,

N
': Tnotead the planners emploved saveral neans to disquise the time,
&
W the location of the invasion site and the size of the force to be
1,4
v,

emploved,

%
~
i [nherent in the mission of an operational o emmeanclar s reap
5
W ooarakions. "At the operational level, desp operations include
LY

R 2fforts to isolate current battles and to influence where, when,
85 and anaitnst whom  fukuwre  baktles  will he Fouuht.”&4 Derespy
¥
3 ) o —
o operabt LoNs  Can take on a varisztv of ditferent forms, Thase
)
: attack methnds include interdiction bv suwrface to surface and air
i
‘} to surface svstems., e@lectronic warfars afforts o disruph anemy
R il
'y
W
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command  and  conrtrol as well as deception efforts to mislead the
enamy ncommander as  to  the futuwe operations of the friendly
force. As  the operational commander considers the who, where,
when, and how of deep operations, so0 too must the deception
planner, The deception planner must consider these operations
from the Bremy perspective in ardear to aauvqge nis
reaction/response to this attack. The manner in which the enemv
perceives the conduct of friendly deep operations mav dictate the
mannear in which he allocates forces for the fiaght 72 to 96 hours
hence. Thus the deception planner at the operational level must
attempt to atfect the freedom of action of the opposing
commander. He musht determine whe2ther the deception 2fforts will
be through means of exclusion or inclu . on. But whatever the
MRANS Ehe consideration of deeo operation< in the deception nlan
is an imperative. Coneration Fortitude used the Allied bombing
affort to assisk in the disqguise of the location of their landing
site. Bv continuinag to bomb the Fas—de-Calais 1in  mock
nraenaration for D-Day, the Allies reinforced the German belief

Lhat the invasion would occur there.

The deception planner at the operational level must see the
campAaian As the enemy sees Lh. The commandsr must bthen decide
whathaer o mashk bhe cdmpailan o olan & decentian that creakas an
iTlusion  as  to  the evecation of  an obvious mission, The
dacantinon plannaer  must  analvzae  tha  anemv’ s perspechive  of A
frimndly campaign in arder to wundarstand  how  that enemv sees the

sarience 0f ovents unfolding tn bhe theater,
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ENEMY

“Current information concernina the enemy’'s probable
courses of action must be considered."®?

]

E This one sentence, although extremely brief, does focus upon

i one aspect of deception worthy of discussion. The enemy

: commandar ‘s mission must he resaearched, investigated .and
reported, On the battlefield of the fubture the eneny will mnst.

asswredly not  be wailting for friendly actions. In fact the enemy
will most likelvy retain the initiative, thus the deception
planner must consider the impact of his operation upon a unit

already in motion. The analvytical tool "Enemy" must include an

- TR N T W TR, B

understanding of enemy response o the decepltion plan rather than

simply researching his likely courses of action. Consequently,

deception planners must consider what actions will the enemy
commander take and what *type of deception operation can cause

that commander to alter his campaian.

Rather than simply considering the enemy probable courses of
action it is also necessary o consider the enemy’'s abilitv to
chetect the natuere  of friendlyv forcos., Wi th the current

sonhvsticated, real time i1ntelligence aqgathnering capability of

most modern nations. deception planners must  understand their own

: stamnaturs  wpnon the enemy s  Ssensors, N order Lo ocreate  the

\ proper deception, the deception must orient on the enemy S$BNS0rs.

In othor words Rhe decephkion effort must create  a  sianaturs that E

1 :h
‘ cavsses  the  enemy o analvee incorrectly the outnat of e own o
3

ens0rs. A further extensinn of  this concept 1s worthy of notae, @

" s_\’

that is. o know vour own emitters equally  well. UnderstandiLna
A
what 1maages vouw  craate will allow the operational commander ko Y
A
iy ®
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1 portray a believable picture to the enemv. Both the Soviets and
" the Arabs considered the ability of their enemvy to detect
7'|
¢ ¢ . . .
Q mavament of forces prior to their attacks. In order to deceive
|
) ]
& ) ) !
" the enemy as to their intent thevy both used the aquise of
4 gxaercises to mask their concent of operations.
‘l
io® Another aspect of "Enemy" is understanding the enemy
‘s
iy

decision cycle and ifts impact upon their response to a deception
i . - .
¢ operation. Frior to the 1973 War, the Arabs caused the Israelis
)
)
f, teo mobilize for war on two separate occasions, costing #$10
W
)
Dt . . R ,
i million each time. The Israeli abhaorrence of wasted dollars led

the Arahs to conclude that another mobilization would not be as

0

;' auick to come hecause of the Cabinet’'s reluctance to waste more

2 funds, I+ and when the mobilization did occur, it would be too

gs late. Likewise in 19468 the Soviets 'banked" on the

;, Cezachaslovakian reluctance to believe that a Soviet invasion
,

&: would occur. This understanding of  the eneny decision makers

their decision cvele and cultuwral biases aided the agarassers aon

v, the preparation of the deception operation.

s

) One additional aspect of "Enemvy" that merits consideratinn
2 at the operational level of deception planring is how the @2nemy

spaes the friendly commander. At the oparational level of war the
personality of the commander weighs heavily upon the nature of
the campaian. The wuse nf General Fatton as the commander of the

imaginary First U.S5 Army Group for  the Normandy invasion reliled

1 upan the enaemy ' s acceotance of this decuphtion as  reasonablea.
M
. N e - . X .
;g Some Germans folt Patton was the most acgqressive Allied  §and
F,)-:
a force commander in Ehe theater. Therataore an  Army  Group
~
]
)
my
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commanded

voluminous amounts of information about U.S. commanders, their

traits

and

"profile"

cCouraas

of

commanders.

information

The

nlan and

to do s0 on a scale much larger  than the U,5.. But understanding

his capabilities, technically and psychologically, can qQive an

enemy 1is a Fformidable opponent in that not only can he

exocute as well as U.S. forces, he also has the potential

advantage

an enemy’'s capabilities, expected courses of action and expected

rFesponses .,

that wi

bhattlefield.

11

bv him was helieveable. The enemy has access to

that must be uwsed against the enemy. As he develops

to  the deception planner. Armed with the knowledge of

tendencies in certain situations. It is this

action that include an analysis of friendly
deception planners must consider a means to use this

againgst him.

the deception planner can attempt to create an illusion

aquate to decisive relative combat potential on the

TERRATN

"The third consideration in planning the deception is
terrain, The G2 staff evaluates the weather and
tarrain. ANnalysis focuses on  the effects of the
environnent on enemv collection efforts and the impact
on friendlyv counter—-maasures.,. MAnalyvsis includes:

Ohservation

Concoalment and Cover

Nhastacles

Fov Terrain )

Aveanuas of ﬁnnroach”&“ (QCOEMA) i
Thiae is one part of the Freliminarv Dratt that is covered in

detaill. It considers not only the friendly view of terrain and

weather

Bt

its tmpact upnon the  enemy a5 well., In roqqard to
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Obsarvation, the blue deception Planners miat  ~onsidoer Lo

plectronic and vioual Line of sight from the @nwmy'ﬁ side of the
battlafiold, A method of analyals ig templating the line of
Siuht capabilities from the highest terrain features im  the aroa
‘m$ OpRrall omng. Onece  thie has been accomplished, a pictorial
displav of the "dead space” allows the deception planners to soee
Fhvet bhattlefiold betber than Thm @BHeEmy. Thae planners must alaso
consider enemy  asrial  observation from rofarv ‘;nd fived wing
Assets as well as satellite capabilities. These platforms carry

mtremely sophisticated equipment that "see and hear" the - -

hattlaefield in A variety of WAY G Understanding these
capabilities allows the planners to identify the weaknesses of
Ehe enemy analvesis  and prey wpon that weakness in the creation aof
the necessary L1 1usion. Weather 1s far from neutral in the
planning  of  a deception cperation., A favarahle condition for an
attackaer can saually assist a defender or the reverse can be
e In Ehe  analysis  of the Normandy invasion. weather'
clefinibelv dolaved and  dopaeded  the invasion from Enaland. EBut
it maverity reventod  the  acouwisition  of the sea and air
movemnent of forces by the Germans and was another aspect of  the

AL Led srnrise of the Gorman defensive forces.

Doncaalmeant  and  Cover  are  two planning factors that are .
prodominately associated with the htactical level of War. Cover
Pwostrletly concorned  with protection from the effects of direct
A indieset F e, Bt Concealment  may be another matter in that
Lhe  comsiboderaboon e merdted In the development of & deception
han. Lf @ Foran  of  oparational congequence can be concealed

from  Pie enomy Rhen e offocta of that deception Ar (2
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i e et At the operational level, concealment may be more

akin ko concealing the movement or developmaent of operational
reserves from engaged units. The operational deception planner
must consider Concealment in relation to enamy methods of
agheservation and if possible incorporate the eneny weakness ig£5m

the deception operation.

Obhataclas  can  be @l ther man-made or natural and used with
the intent of delaving or disrupting the enemy movement. But an
obhastacle mav present the enemy such a formidable challenge that
Lhve friaencdly Forces  become  complacent in thaeir deferse. The
mramy viaw  of that obstacle and his perception of voww concern
about that obstacle must he considersd,. The Israelis failed to
undarstand the Arab view of the Suer Canal and the sand barrier
Bigd Ul haehind ih.  The strenath of thigs obstacle was such that the
Twraslis undersstimated the Egyptian capacity to develop a means
o Drmach the obstacle. In addition an obhstacle to the enemy can
alaso e an obstacle to friendly operations iF the enemy uses that
same abhstacle o his bhenefit. ALt Chattamooga. General Braqqg

ey docler ed the  Tennessese River a Sforonidable obstacle which

favarad him in the defoenea, However , Goneral Rosecrans saw the
mhyatacle as  an opportunity o seize  the initiative and qain

.
eavyeapraliiemal e pee ) GE . Ha  felt thalt the river'as lenath nrevented
A proper dedoense thus he used deception to ocoupy the attention
pvf e DoapvE ol adin commander, The Tennessee River both  shielded
Plvee LA o Foreias From o reconnald sesance and prosented an operational
Y TOTRT AN R CE RN Y Fews bhve Union forces. Blim’ s wae of thoe Irravaddy

pioven anteefy Bl Gamey i that o he used  forees to digtract the Japanose

BES aX] ) Y
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commander to the mnorth while the mailn force crossed in the south,

KEY TERRAIN

Fay terrain is best explainmed in terms of ommission,{i.e., if
not retained or gained, 1t would have a sianificant impact upon
Ehe execuwtuion  of  the mission. The importance of terrain hag
Alraady been discussed in a proevious paragrapnh  and kov terratin
maraly emphasie epeciflc terrain featuros within the area of
craee At i ong from  the enemy and friendly perspective, i.e.,

Mormandy are the Fas de Calais.

AVENUES OF AFFROACH

.

The final factor of the analysis of Terrain is Avenues of
Approach. A defined by FM 90-2 {4 ", . . is an  area which
offers A suwitable, relatively easy route for a force of a
mart i ol ar size  to reach an  objective or critical terrain

Eeatire, 107 This dis  an  extremely important concent to consider

whzrn developing a deocsphlion - operation. Thea ~mﬁ5t’ likaly avenues
of  approach  (from a friendly perepective) represent a means to
dmeeive hhe anamy, Tt dis the unlikely avenues bhat can assist in
e bimer s operakd onal deception  amd  gaining SUrprise, ﬁoth
Rospcrans  and  S1im took  the most wexpected routes in order to
cmoncuet eiver crossings.  Likewlse the actual invasion routes
acrosa he  Enaglish Channel wers unespectod. Thus an appreciation
ot %hé anemy s pergpective of friendly avenues of approach allows
Far madimum croeativiby  in the deception operation. The condinst

ey ppesers el Foimta or the o wese of dacoys can all be  wasard on

PN ¢
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Tikely  avenues of approachs while the main offort takons s ) rwer,

lass advantaneous  route., bBut ona whose aelection avolves from an

appreaciation of the enemy haraspective.

One  operational conglderation outside the parameters of
QUOEA" i¢ the concept of space. At the operational level of war
barrain bagins to take on less of a specific nature and morm of a
genaral o nature. Terrain becomes "mountainous, high desert or
densel v vegetated  as opposed to a very specific tactical analysis
of the variety of bterrain, Thus  the length, width and depth of
the terrain in a spatial context is an important concept at this
Ltevel  of  war, A deception planner must assume the role of the
eneny and visualize the friendly campalgn  withinm  the spatial
contines  of the theater. Using this bias as a basis for
information he can then tallor a deception effort fhat will take
advantage of the anemy’'s spatial conception of the battlefield.

Hoth Rosecrans and Slim recoamired this critic mal alamrnt {n  the

davel onpment  of their dmromtznn operations. _nrh commander uced

Ehe enamy s defense of a river line o MHis advantage. Bercause of

the defanses that attempted to span the enti ety of the lanath of. .

Lha  rivers, both the Confederate and the Japanesn commanders
rocucad the depth of their Jforces. When they were unable to
rasnond in o mass Lo oany of hhe crossinags, tha feionedly fareag weeo
atyiom by ponetrate o operational depth, Pives Lhe decoptinn alan

R I R N I S I A TR N A

assirern Mad dedunihe o snoratiomal  ianoactk,
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of the availabilityv of critical EOUiDment.“éB

e e e - .

As in the other descrintions of the nlannina factors of

METT-T. this merelvy identifies the friendlv view of their own

-

strenaths and weaknesses., In the plannina of deceotion
g onerations. the converse 1s *ftrue as well. The friendlyvy planners

must consider the enemv’'s view of friendly trooos available.

' At the operational level of war. what forces should concern
the enemv operational level commander? All  commanders are
intuitivelv concerned with the forces involved in the immediate
battle. But operational commanders must look bevond this battle
and bplan within the confines of the next battle. At  the

‘ ooeratianal level it is the overational reserve that oftfers the
opportunity for a commander to exploit success. Thus the
decention olanner at this level of war must be concerned with
both the forces in contact and the oberational reserve. The

construction of a notional British Armv and American Armv Groun

durina the oreparation for the Normandy invasion are dramatic
eramples of a commander ‘o concern with the enemv’'s perspective of

nonerational si1xe forces. Rather than hide the strenath of

- e e

triendly  forces, the Allies chose to amolifyvy  their strenaths

throuah deceotion and create a ficticious operational raserve.

P

Mis aonroach proved to he prtremalv eftective  and  wag
resoonsible for some of the German contusion and lack o+ action

that aoccurred on D-Dav .

) General Shazlev’'s phvsical and psvoholoaircal tuwrn-aroonnd o

the Arab forces 1n & five vear perliod was A remarkanl o awaangla or

y AN operational commander s conceaern w1l LA T . . RS AR
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training, and psychalogical state of friendly forces. "9 Likewise
Beneral Slim’'s resurrection of a defeated British Army in China,
Burma, India accomplished the same task. These complete
reverasals of armies allowed the deception planner to prev unan
the preconceptions of an enemv, An appreciation for the enemy’'s
evaluation of friendly forces 1s essential in the development of
the operational deception plan. In both cages the enemy was
surprised by the quality of the force that he was facing due to
the deception efforts of friendlvy planners. The operational
impact of this type of daception is extreme in that tactical
units will vary in quality with little of no operational impact

but  the uwnderestimation of the qualitvy of an operational size

frrce can result in operational size conseguences.

An  additional aspect of Troops Available at the operational
level of war is  the "Iinintness" of operations that will occur.
The conduct  of Airband battle at the operational lavel i3
virtually impossible without air forces and will most certainly
cantain  some  aspect  of Maval farces wikhin the theater. The
enemy perspective of the magnitude and inter-opwerabilityv nf the«e
forces 1s a definikte consideration in the development of A
deception operation. Not only must the enemy be deceilved as to
kFhe capabilities of these forces but he must bhe mislad as  to
their use and location. Operation Fortitude involved the use of
land ., air and sea forces to deceive khe Germans as ho the wha,
what ¢ where, when and how of the Normandy TAvAas L omn. Arain, the
anemy s viaew af the Dathla2field was dostortsd Fhrounh the  age of
all availabhle mears as  to the emplovment of those means wl khin

Fha bthaater,
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TIME

"The time available to plan, prepare. and execute
operations must be considered for both enemy and
friendly <forces. The olannina process involves a
number of judgement calls which must be made bv the
commander or his staff officers:

Time of maximum disadvantaae
Enemvy +orce execution

Enemv commander ’'s decision
e enemv intelligence svstem

Execution of the deception tasks
Disgsemination of the deception plan

w70

This 1is one of the most descriotive discussions of a
plannina factor in the manual. It is extensive 1in reacards to
both friendlvy and enemv concerns with the time factor. It must
he remembered that time, at the operational level. is thouaht of
on a much laraer scale than at the tactical level. Tactical

units may focus on activities that extend out to 72 hours. while

the operational level planners beain thinkina at the 72 hour mark

and extend for considerably lonaer periods of time. The response
time o+ operatianal units are lonaer in contrast to the
relativelyv quick responses of the tactical units. The deception

nlanners at this level must consider time in reference to the
anemv s conception of friendlvy response time. ANd the comparison
ot ti1me between friendly and enemy um ks recul te in the

development n¥ a relative time factor.i.e.. Speed.

Sperd represents a means by which fraiendlv torces can
penetrate the enemv deci1sion cvcle. "Successfully nlanned and
executed battlefield deceptions can aqive our commanders the
ahility to act faster than the enemy to make decisions. /1 FH1ll

Lind +eels that this conceot 1s the most 1mportant of all factors
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in the conduct of maneuver warfare; "Maneuver neans . . '
heing consistently faster . . . until the enemy loses his
cohesion -~-- until he can no longer fiaght as an effective,
orqganised force."’< Speed equates not only to making decisions
fastar than the enemy but reacting faster as well. If speed is
not gained through the deception plan then 1t 1is the enemy
parception of friendly speed that is necessary. Either has ©Lthe
same effect and both are results of the consideration of the
enemy’'s concern with time. Speed therefore becomes a decisive
result of the deception plan and consequently & form of surprise.
The Soviet invasion nf Czechoslovakia dramatizes Lhe concept of
spead  and surprise as a result of a deception effort. Frior to
the Saviet invasion., an analysis of the Crechoslavak raspose
ko the use of qround forces was considered, The Soviets felt
that the Czechoslovak response  would be confused as well as
disparatae, Their indecisiveness would allow the Soviets to
conduct  thewr aperations in a hasty mannner hefore any Cosch
rosponss was marshal led. The first Soviet foroe entered Frague
threae hours afbter crossing the Crech bhorder., Spread and surprise
were the regsults of an operational decepltion that eaually fooled
both NATO and Czachoslavakia as  to  the nature of khe  Saviet
intent. The deception operaticn created the necessary window of
apportunity as  well as the means ko accomplish sucocessfully the

strateqic aoals of the campaign.

AN additional asoect nf Time and one of the hasic teneksy of

Sanesr 1 ean ALeland Battk o Dactrine LA synehrontsation.

TSunchronlsation s bhe Arrangemant 0f battlefield activities 1n
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time, space and purpose to produce maximum relative combat powsr

at the decisive point."73 FM 100-5 does not limit this definition
to the aspect of time but encompasses other elements as well.
But it is the "timing" of these activities that creates an effect
at the decisive point. Svynchronization does not limit its
application to one point in time but it is an orchestration of
events that create an overall effect at the decisive point  and
moment. Decenption planners must consider how the enemy views the
activities that are directed aqainst his forces. Deception
efforts can be used to disquise these actions or they may be
utilized ta disguise their intended results, Whatever the
decision. they must be considered in  the deception plan. The
[sraelis considered the Eqyntian Alr Force to be incapable of
participating in a war prior tao 1973. But throuah the
development of a comprehensive air defense network synchronized
with the ground campaign, the Eqgyptians were able to avercome
this shartcoming. The deception effort that disquised this
rechnol oaical advance deprived the Israelis of the knowledge of
Fhe air defense potential which nautralized and desynchronized

[araeli air/qground capabilitv.

SUMMARY

" . . one  of the personal aualities reaaared for
decenpkion 1is beinng ahle bt 1tmanine youwrsalf 1n the position
of your adversarv and to loak at reality from his ooint of
vizw; kthis includes nmobk only being able to sense the world
throuwah his eves and gars. and their modern  analoas suoh as
photoaraphic and electronic reconnalssance, but atso  to
abzort the backaround of his experience and hopras, for 1k
i3 against these bhat ne will internret the cluss <ol loectad
by his intelligence system."

The preceding analvsis has been primarily devoled to bEhe
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discussion of the use of the METT~T planning factors from an

enemy perspective in the developmant of  an opaerational camapian
nlan., The deception that <focuses on  the "Mission" of the
“riandly force from an eneny cerspective represents an axtromely
viable opportunity for surprise. I4 the enemy can be mislead as
b the migsion or objective of the friendly campaian plan thean
Ehe  enemv’s response may in fact be inappropriate. "Tharefore.,
the hopeful deceiver gshould recognlze that suwrprise in itself is
nothing more or less thanm the victim’'s own wrong pick among
alternatives."’9 14 the mission or objective is all too obvious
then the alternate solution is to create an illusion as to the
who, where, when and how of the concept of operation rather than
concealing the mission  itaelf. The deception effaort at the
operational  level seeks to disguise the sequencing of actions to
attain  the strategic aims and goals within  the theater of
operatl one., The deception planner must visualize the friendly
campaian plan from an enemy viewpoint and crient  the deception
nlan on deceiving  the eanemy as  to its intent or its execution.
But whatevaer the decision, "Make the enemy auite certain, vearv

el sive ., anc Wﬁomm.”7é

Rather than moraely considering the "Enemy" probable courses
»
aF achtion 1k i necesaary ko e concerned with the enemy's

ability  to  senass  the movement and location of friendly Fforces.
Ty the friondly planners  must  understand  the anemy’'s means to
view the battletisld, i.e., the capabilities and responses of the

clwetronic roceptors, Armed with this perepective, the friendly

plannara must porktray a believable but  incorrect campaian plan
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Ehrouah the decoption offort, In  addition the eneny most  be

undarstood as Lo khe nature of hig decision cycla, If the anamy
cdecision  metihodol ooy is researched and undewstood' then the
friondly potential to get  ingide the anemy decision cycle existg,
Malking decisicns faster than the enemy  commander rosults in his
Feacting to friendly actions, consequently, losing the initiative,.
Exbramnelyv dimportant at this level of war im tHe analysis of the
Enamyv” ds his view of the friendly commander. The preaconceived
idmas  of an  operational commander’'s tendencies can offer an

aparational opportunity for deception.

The enemy  may  "see" the terrain the same as the friendly
Forcns or 1t may differ radically. Therefore amnalyzing the
tarrain from a friendly perspective is only’ the heginning. The

ernemy s viaew of bthat terrain has to be considerod as well, Ags

"opaerators”  use  the  acronym  "0COEA"  s0 too must the deceptiaon.

ol Aanners. "Tarrain'  at  the operational level i somewhat
chifferent.  than  at  the tactical level . The deception planners
mis o Da concerned with the enemy’'s perception of lenath, width,
anc dapth of the theater of operations in the development of the

Adacantion 31 an.

The meesd  to decelve  the onemy  as  to the strenagth af the
"Troons Avar Lable, de oan obviows statement buok oane left from the
METT T anal vel s, Tharaefore the onemy’'s concapt of Ffriendly
shrenabh o moast e invalidated.  Thie can be accnmplished  throuah a
chocioprt i on oot fort that conceals  the otronath and marale of ke

e pemd s Faree raaul Binm i the enemy  misconcaption  of force

ey ] at e, The friendly force can  oithoer create imaninary
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forces, conceal units, or use technology to upset the balance of
forceas. In the consideration of "Troops Available" the impact of
operational reserves 1is key in deception planning. It is the
concealment of their strength, location, movement or objective

that an operational deception may want to accomplish.

The enemy’'s perception of "Time" in relation to friendly
forces 1s the fimal planning factor of the METT-T analysis. Time
merits two considerations, i.e€.. scale and speed. Time at the
operational level of planning is thouaht of in longer time
increments than at the tactical level. Thus the planninag, timing
an  execution of the deception effort must consider the effect of
an expanded time factor. The relative comparison of enemy and
friendly concepts of time results in speed. It is speed 1in

oparations that can be attained it the deception operation can

effectively distract, misorient or mislead the enemy.

=7
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CONCLULSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In his bhook on surprise. General Waldemar Erfurth very
succinctly states that: "It is not enough to pay mere lip service

to surnrise.”77 Consequently his view of operations at any level

at war supported the Clausewitizian view that . . . surprise
lies at the root of all operations without exception . . .78
An operational commander must consider how and if he can gain

surprise, and what will be the cost and result of efforts
directed toward that surprise. I¥f bhe decides that a surprise of
some type 1s warranted., then the concept of operations must
include some foarm of deception. In this era of sophisticated

electronics. deception is the precursor for surprise.

Sun Tsu was quite clear in his statement, "All war is
d@cwption.”79 The operational commander who has made the decision
to surprise the enemy must consider the deception operation. "An
integral part of any . . . campaign or major operation 13 the
deceptian plan . " .. "BY BLUt how does the operational commander
and his staff develop a deception plan that will lay the
foundation for an  operational surprise? One of the fundamental
aspects af the development ot the concept of operations and the
deception plan is the use of the METT-T planning factors. But in
the planning of a deception operationr the correct perspective
must be considered. That perspective 1s simply using the METT-T

planning factors from both a friendly and enemy point of view.

I+ this is the proper method to conduct deception planmning

e e
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then a doctrinal void, bhowever slight, does exist in the
Preliminary Draft of FM 90-2, The manual briefly speaks to the
friendly aspect of METT-T but +Fails in reference to the enemy
analysis of the same planning factors. Ultimately deception and
surprise may be the only means that a U.S. commander may alter
the force correlations in a European scenario. This is primarily
due to the limitations placed on the commander by unit strengths,
mabilization schedules and budget constrtaints. Theraefore, the
operational commander must recognize the 1mportance of deception
and surprise. During a recent series of briefings and subsequent
erercises that involved echelons above corps. deception proved to
be merely a ward in our lexicon rather than a real concern of tne
commanders and their staffs. Simply havina a doctrinal document
that describes the details of battlefield deception 1s
insufticient. A true understanding of the i1importance of
deception and surprise must permente throughout the U.S. farces
in order to attempt to amplify the scarce resources that are

available to counter the Soviet threat.

Machiavelli was of the opinion that a good commander ‘. .
. naever attempted to win by force . . Uowhat v, . « he was
able to win by fraud."8l Both he and Sun Tzu believed that
through the use of deception and surprise a victory couwld be won.
The use of deception to gain surprise is the implementation of
the principle of war: econamvy aof force. ". . . the minimum
means emploved in an area other than the main effort.”aﬁ Surprise

at the operational level of war sets the stage for the gaininag of

the initiative because the enemv 15 forced to react to a

situation for which he is unprepared. Gaining the initiative and
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setting the terms of battle can alter the combat power equatian
on the Airl.and battlefield and create am opportunity for victory.
It is thraough the comprehensive development of a deception plan
that the opportunity for surnrise arises. And the comprehensive
development of the deceptiaon plan must include a rigorous aralysis

of friendly and enemy potential through the use of METT-T.
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