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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

Instant military history is always dangerous and inaccurate, particu-
larly when moving from an effort to describe the fighting to trying to
draw lessons from uncertain and contradictory information. That
said, reality does not wait for history, and the United States needs to
draw what lessons it can from the Israeli-Hezbollah War as quickly as
it can. The United States and its allies are already fighting asymmetric
wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, and a wide range of nations clearly see
asymmetric war as a way of overcoming an opponent’s advantage in
conventional forces. A rush to judgment is inevitable. The United
States and its allies clearly need to learn as many of the right lessons as
quickly as they can—and to act accordingly.

CAUTIONS AND CAVEATS

Fortunately, a great deal of material has become public since the Is-
raeli-Hezbollah War. These sources include the Winograd and Brodet
Commissions and the postwar statements of Israeli and Hezbollah of-
ficials and commanders. They also include a wide range of media re-
porting, studies by Israeli and Arab think tanks, and the work of U.S.
research centers.

This report draws on a wide range of interviews and personal con-
tacts, on experiences gained during a visit to Israel that was during the
war and was sponsored by Project Interchange of the American Jewish
Committee, and on later trips to the Middle East and discussions with
Arab military officers and officials. It was not possible to make a
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2 CHAPTER ONE

matching visit to Lebanon and Hezbollah during the fighting or to
interview Hezbollah leaders and fighters. Since the war, however, it
has been possible to talk informally to Lebanese officials and officers.

Nevertheless, the history of other wars provides a clear warning
that many of the data and “facts” issued during and soon after a con-
flict owe more to speculation, politics, and ideological alignment
than to credible sources. Even official reports on lessons learned can
be extremely politicized and notoriously inaccurate. For example, the
“Conduct of the War” study issued by the Department of Defense after
the Persian Gulf War in 1991 was proven by more recent studies to
have painted a totally unrealistic picture of uniform success and was
factually wrong in many critical respects. The reader should be re-
minded that the data and impressions emerging from a war often take
several years to confirm. Original sources can take decades to become
available, particularly if they are highly classified or if the contents are
embarrassing.

THE NEED FOR “INSTANT"” LEARNING

That said, the Israeli-Hezbollah conflict, the Iraq War, and other re-
cent conflicts show that every effort must be made to learn from expe-
rience. Both Israel and the United States have shown just how
dangerous it is to conduct wars based on flawed grand strategies and
strategic assumptions. Both have shown that high-technology forces,
optimized to defeat conventional enemies, can be vulnerable to asym-
metric attacks and can create political problems that offset many of
their military advantages.

Like the fighting in Iraq, the Israeli-Hezbollah conflict strongly
suggests that the emphasis on high technology, conventional war
fighting, or the “revolution in military affairs” that the United States
and Israel promoted before such fighting, was fundamentally flawed.
This misplaced reliance especially applied to force transformation ef-
forts based on using technology—particularly precision long-range
strike capabilities and advanced intelligence, surveillance, and recon-
naissance capabilities—as a substitute for force numbers and for hu-
man skills and presence.

More broadly, both conflicts illustrate a fundamental lesson of war
as old as history itself. Defeating the enemy on the battlefield is never
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a strategic or grand strategic end in itself. Effective strategy requires
plans and operations that win wars, and not just battles. Grand strat-
egy requires plans and operations that achieve the political ends and
goals for which a war is fought. Victory consists of transforming tacti-
cal success into lasting political advantage—even more so for option-
al wars than for existential conflicts. Mere survival or limited tactical
advantage can be valid strategic goals in existential conflicts. They are
always considered failure and defeat in optional conflicts. Only suc-
cessful conflict termination and lasting political success can justify
and excuse optional and limited wars.



CHAPTER TWO

LESSONS ABOUT WHAT THE WAR DID AND
DID NOT ACCOMPLISH FOR ISRAEL

Like the Iraq War, the Israeli-Hezbollah conflict provides a lesson that
is all too familiar from most wars in human history: limited wars tend
to have far less limited results and far more uncertain consequences
than the planners realize at the time that they initiate and conduct such
wars. It is difficult to know how many goals Israel achieved by the fight-
ing to date or can keep in the future, but both Israel and Hezbollah
face major uncertainties in claiming any form of meaningful victory.

Israel started and fought an “optional war.” It chose to unilaterally
escalate after a minor Hezbollah attack on the Israel Defense Forces
(IDF) on July 12, 2006, that killed eight IDF soldiers, and Hezbollah
abducted two more during a patrol in the northern border area near
Lebanon. The IDF reacted to this attack by trying to destroy Hezbol-
lah’s holdings of long- and medium-range rockets, and it did so with
considerable initial success.

After this time, however, Israel chose to go much further. On July
13, Israel bombed Beirut airport and established a blockade of Leba-
nese ports. Israel then went on to escalate the fighting into a major 33-
day campaign. Israel bombed the Hezbollah headquarters in Beirut
on July 14. Although Lebanese prime minister Fouad Sinoria called
for a cease-fire the next day, the fighting continued to intensify, and
Hezbollah fired longer-range rockets at targets near Haifa for the first
time on July 16. Both the air campaign against targets in Lebanon and
the land fighting near the border continued to intensify. Hezbollah
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deployed more fighters, land clashes grew more intense, and Hezbol-
lah continued to fire rockets into Israeli territory.

Israel mobilized some 30,000 reserves on July 27. Then Israel ex-
panded the land battle on August 1, and the IDF troops carried out a
heliborne raid some 125 kilometers deep into Lebanese territory,
striking at a Lebanese leadership target in the Bekaa Valley. Hezbollah
fired more than 200 rockets into Israel the next day, the most intense
barrage so far. On August 11, Israel made the decision to fully commit
its active and reserve forces in an attempt to go far beyond the border
area and to seize Southern Lebanon up to the Litani River line.

That decision to launch a ground attack deep into Lebanon came,
however, at a time when the international community was pushing
hard for a cease-fire and Israel was broadly perceived as having mis-
managed the war, produced excessive civilian casualties in Lebanon,
and done unnecessary damage to the Lebanese economy. Weeks of in-
decision about how to shape the ground campaign were followed by a
sudden reversal of the decision to attack.

The Israeli cabinet agreed to the cease-fire on August 13, almost
immediately after it committed the IDF to a full-scale ground attack.
It did so even though Hezbollah had fired a peak of some 250 rockets
into Israel. The United Nations—brokered cease-fire went into effect
on August 14, and the Lebanese army and a token contingent of UN
troops began to move into Southern Lebanon on August 17.

When the war ended, what had begun as a Hezbollah raid into Isra-
el had become a serious conflict. Although the precise numbers may
be revised over time, Israeli reports indicate that an attack by Israel
initially designed to destroy Hezbollah’s long-range missile force
eventually led the Israeli Air Force (IAF) to fly some 15,500 sorties
and to attack roughly 7,000 targets. The IDF fired some 100,000 tank
and artillery rounds, and it committed at least 15,000 of its troops to
attacks in Lebanon, out of a force that rose to well over 30,000.

Although such counts are even more uncertain than the previous
data, Israel received some 3,970 Hezbollah rockets in return. The ca-
sualty data are somewhat uncertain, but Israel lost 117 to 119 soldiers
and 37 civilians. Hezbollah lost 250 to 800 fighters. Various estimates
claim some 900 to 1,191 Lebanese civilian deaths.!
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ISRAEL'S EVOLVING OBJECTIVES, LEADERSHIP,
AND STRATEGY

Like American decisionmakers in the case of the Iraq War, Israeli deci-
sionmakers have not provided a consistent picture of what they
sought to achieve by going to war, or what they expected to accom-
plish within a given amount of time.

Those Israeli failures in strategy and in grand strategy are, in fact, a
major conclusion of the Winograd Commission, which Israel set up to
examine the conduct of the war. Israel’s leadership was divided. Its
military was unprepared for Hezbollah’s asymmetric military re-
sponse and had no clear longer-term war plan and strategy. Its civil-
ian leaders were inexperienced, they had no grand strategy for going
to war or for conducting the conflict, and both military and civilian
efforts were poorly managed and coordinated at the highest levels of
decisionmaking.

In a meeting held toward the end of the war, a top
Israeli official did, however, seem to sum up the views of Israeli deci-
sionmakers during the fighting. The official claimed that Israel had
five objectives in going to war:

m Destroy the “Iranian Western Command” before Iran could go
nuclear.

m Restore the credibility of Israeli deterrence after the unilateral
withdrawals from Lebanon in 2000 and Gaza in 2005, and
counter the image that Israel was weak and forced to leave.

m Force Lebanon to become and act as an accountable state, and
end the status of Hezbollah as a state within a state.

m Damage or cripple Hezbollah, with the understanding that it
could not be destroyed as a military force and would continue to
be a major political actor in Lebanon.

m Bring the two soldiers whom the Hezbollah had captured back
alive without major trades in prisoners held by Israel—not the
thousands demanded by Nasrallah and the Hezbollah.?

It is far from clear that Israel’s leaders ever had a real strategic con-
sensus on any aspect of the war, that they had agreed on all of those
goals at the time Israel began the fighting, or that they had pursued
the goals consistently or with proper coordination. Later interviews
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indicate that the IDF may have gone to war believing it could carry
out a relatively surgical strike on Hezbollah’s long-range holdings of
missiles and that it would not have to fight either a major ground
campaign or an extended air campaign against Hezbollah targets.

It is also unclear how much of the rhetoric that focused on recover-
ing the captured soldiers was real and how much the capture was used
to justify a military operation. Israel may well have broadened its
objectives as the war escalated. Only full access to the chronology of
what was and was not said at the highest levels of decisionmaking can
clarify the perceptions of various Israeli officials and senior officers at
the time.

The strategy or strategies that Israel chose in order to pursue its
goals are even more uncertain, and they changed and expanded in
scope during the course of the fighting. A major debate emerged in
Israel shortly after the war over the degree to which the chief of the
General Staff, General Dan Halutz, an air force officer and former
IAF commander in chief, did or did not exaggerate the capabilities of
airpower. Both Israeli military officers and Israel’s political leader-
ship placed severe restraints on ground action because of the fear of
repeating the Israeli occupation of Southern Lebanon and the war of
attrition that followed Israel’s invasion of Lebanon in 1982.

Many critics felt, during and after the war, that Halutz presented
the Israeli cabinet—which generally lacked military and war-fighting
experience—with an unrealistic picture of what airpower could ac-
complish in the initial Israeli attack, and Halutz then proceeded to
promise more than it could deliver as the fighting escalated. They
criticize Halutz for (a) lacking an understanding of the need for a
ground phase and ground battle, (b) exaggerating the ability of air-
power to target and destroy an asymmetric opponent, (c) exaggerat-
ing the influence that airpower could have in forcing the Lebanese
government to take control of the south and to disarm the Hezbol-
lah, and (d) lacking an understanding of the political and grand stra-
tegic realities affecting Lebanon and of the Syrian and Iranian
influence in that country. Other Israeli officers and experts criticized
what many felt was a weak and inexperienced Israeli civil leadership
that should have provided the political and grand strategic dimen-
sion of war planning and policy. They did not blame the IDF. They
also felt the leadership was unwilling to commit to the use of ground
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forces until forced to do so by circumstances, and the leadership was
incapable of informed and timely decisionmaking. That criticism fo-
cused heavily on the personal competence of Israeli prime minister
Ehud Olmert and minister of defense Amir Peretz.

Some analysts claim that the IDF ground forces did recommend far
more decisive ground action and attacks up to the Litani, recom-
mended driving south from positions established above the Hezbol-
lah lines, or both either in the planning for the war or after it
escalated. Once again, the Winograd Commission suggests such views
are correct to some degree, but no precise record is available as to
what officer or official reccommended what action at what time, and
what debates occurred between them. The most that can be said is that
the work of the Winograd Commission that the Israeli parliament
established to examine the conduct of the war raised serious issues as
whether that leadership ever developed and pursued a consistent
strategy and rationale for the war after the initial air attacks.

What does seem clear is that when the IDF became committed to
ground action, a number of senior officers warned that a campaign
limited to the Hezbollah positions near the Israeli-Lebanese broader
would be fought on terms relatively advantageous to Hezbollah,
would tie IDF forces down in warfare in built-up areas and close-
range fighting, and could not be decisive in sealing off Hezbollah forc-
es and defeating them.

Related debates have emerged over the interaction between high-
level decisionmaking and the quality of Israeli intelligence before and
during the war. So far, however, the problems in intelligence seem to
have occurred at the tactical level and do not explain or justify any of
the major mistakes at the level of Israel’s political leadership or high
command.

Those mistakes cannot be explained by the extent to which Israeli
intelligence did or did not know (a) the range of weapons transferred
to Hezbollah, (b) Hezbollah’s readiness and capability, (c¢) Hezbol-
lah’s strength and organization, and (d) the nature of Hezbollah de-
fenses in the border area. A debate also exists over the extent to which
the fact that the head of IDF intelligence was an air force officer fur-
ther biased the conduct of the war and reinforced the limits of General
Halutz.
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It now seems likely that Israeli intelligence did underestimate the
scale and nature of Syrian arms transfers, the number and quality of
Hezbollah fighters (particularly “part-time” fighters), and the level of
Hezbollah’s training and readiness. The facts do, however, remain
unclear, and many contradictory accounts are emerging about the
nature of such weapons transfers and the size of Hezbollah’s forces.

Again, only full access to the actual record of official statements
and records made during the war can establish exactly what mistakes
were made. Since the war, however, the Winograd Commission has
shown that both sets of criticisms are valid. As was the case during the
October 1973 fighting and throughout the 1982 campaign in Leba-
non, Israel’s greatest failures occurred at the top levels of political
leadership and command.

At the same time, such problems are scarcely unique. It is an almost
universal lesson of the history of war that leaders and commanders go
to war without all of the experience they need, have at least partially
faulty plans and perceptions, and then differ sharply in their ability to
adapt to the realities of war. Leaders and commanders are scarcely the
only dimension shaping strategic success, but they are a critical one.
In this case, Israel’s political and military leaders lacked the depth and
experience they needed, particularly to fight a non-state actor in an
unfamiliar form of warfare.

In light of what is known about the challenges Israel faced and its
response to those challenges, the following is an analysis of Israel’s ac-
complishments and failures in achieving the goals identified by Israeli
leadership.

GOAL 1: Destroy the “Iranian Western Command” before Iran
Could Go Nuclear

Israel did not destroy or gravely weaken Hezbollah as either a mili-
tary or a political force. That reality became all too clear during the
course of late 2006, when Hezbollah capitalized on its political gains
to challenge Lebanon’s elected government. At best, the war may have
created conditions where the combination of an international peace-
keeping force and the Lebanese army will disarm Hezbollah over time
and prevent the reemergence of a major missile and rocket threat that
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Iran could use to launch chemical, biological, radiological, and nuclear
(CBRN) weapons. This outcome, however, is far from clear. The war’s
ultimate outcome will also depend far more on international support
for the UN force, as well as on U.S. and Arab aid to the Lebanese gov-
ernment, than on the effect of the IDF attacks.

Medium- and Long-range Rockets and Missiles (45- to
220-Kilometer Range)

Israel did have some important successes at the tactical level, particu-
larly in destroying medium- and long-range rockets in the initial days
of the war and in preventing the launch of most surviving systems
during the course of the war. Most reports indicate that the IAF prob-
ably did destroy most Iranian-supplied medium- and long-range
rocket and missile launchers during the first two days of the war, and
the IAF seems to have systematically destroyed most remaining Irani-
an and Syrian medium-and long-range missile launchers that fired
missiles during the weeks that followed.

On August 16, the IDF chief of staff said that 90 percent of the
Hezbollah long-range rockets had been destroyed. This estimate may
be overly optimistic, however, because Hezbollah installed a number
of fake rocket launchers with heat signatures to serve as decoys.’ In
September, a senior IAF official touted the quick response of the IAF
and stated that 90 percent of medium-range missile launchers that
were used were destroyed immediately following the launch of their
first weapon.*

Israeli experts felt few medium- and long-range launchers re-
mained by the end of the war, and there has been little evidence to con-
tradict their conclusion. Hezbollah has also made no public claims
that significant numbers of such missiles survived. The IDF seems to
have destroyed the rocket and missile command and control center
that Iran helped set up for Hezbollah, but that center seems easy to
replace with laptop and commercial communications technology.

Nevertheless, Israeli experts admit that the size of Syrian deliveries
of medium-range 220-millimeter (mm) and 302-mm rocket deliveries
came as a major surprise to Israeli intelligence. Moreover, it is unclear
that Israel had an accurate count of such Syrian-supplied launchers or
rockets and missiles before the war, developed such a count during the
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fighting, or has as good a count of surviving Syrian-supplied rockets as
it has of Iranian-supplied systems.

Israeli experts provided different estimates of the number and per-
formance of the longest-range Iranian-supplied systems—the Zelzal 1
and 2—both during and after the war. Significant contradictions exist
among unclassified sources.

Israeli experts also noted that other, more modern systems, such as
the Fatah 110, with ranges up to 220 kilometers, might be deployed.
They described the longest-range versions of such systems as being
able to hit Tel Aviv and “any target in Israel.” They estimated that some
18 of 19 to 21 launchers had been hit during the first wave of IAF at-
tacks, but they noted that Hezbollah might have had more systems
and held the systems back under Iranian pressure or as a way to ride
out the wave of Israeli attacks.

The Zelzal 1 and 2 were described as artillery rockets, and the Zelzal
3 was explained as a ballistic missile or guided rocket with consider-
able accuracy. Maximum ranges were uncertain, and payloads were
dependent but were put at 115-220 kilometers. The Zelzal 2, with a
nominal maximum range of 210 kilometers, would be able to reach
targets south of Askhelon from Southern Lebanon. The Zelzal 3, with
estimated ranges of up to 1,500 kilometers, would be able to reach any
target in Israel. There is no indication that Hezbollah has ever been
given the Zelzal 3 or that any have been fired on Israel.

One key question is, however, how lasting the effect of Israeli strikes
will be. Senior Israeli officers and officials admitted during the war
that Iran might well be able to infiltrate—in small numbers—much
longer-range ballistic missiles with precision guidance systems with-
out being detected by the Lebanese government. Such infiltration
would also be undetected by the international peacekeeping force that
has been deployed since the end of the war and operates almost exclu-
sively in the south.

Such systems could be deployed north of the area of major Leba-
nese army and international peacekeeping force operations and could
be potentially armed with CBRN weapons. Alternatively, Iran or
Syria could wait out the present crisis and could then try to infil-
trate such weapons into Lebanon in the years to come. One key limit
of any war is that it can deal only with present threats. It cannot con-
trol the future.
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Short-Range Rockets (up to 40-Kilometer Range)

There is no agreement as to the number of short-range rockets that
Hezbollah had when the war began, or how many survived before
Hezbollah began to receive resupply following the cease-fire. Israeli
officials offered preconflict estimates of more than 10,000 to 16,000
regular and extended-range Katyushas, with a nominal total of
13,000. Errors of 5,000 rockets are easily possible, compounded by the
ongoing supply just before the war and the discovery that Syria had
supplied more such rockets than Israel had initially estimated.

According to senior Israeli intelligence officers, the IDF estimated
that Hezbollah had fired 3,000 Katyushas as of Saturday, August 11;
the IAF had destroyed some 1,600; and Hezbollah had some 7,000 left.
Both Israeli intelligence and the IAF sources admitted, however, that
it was almost impossible to estimate such numbers, to target such
small systems, or to do meaningful battle damage estimates.

The Israelis claimed during the war that they had prevented most
Iranian and Syrian resupply of such rockets and other weapons, in
spite of major Iranian and Syrian efforts during the actual fighting,
but noted that they could not be certain. Hezbollah has since main-
tained broad claims to have had resupply, but it has never provided
details. What may be a more telling indicator is that Israel has made
no postwar claims to have scored significant victories in directly re-
ducing such a threat.

Other Key Hezbollah Weapons

No one in Israel claimed during the war that Israeli intelligence had an
accurate inventory of the prewar and postwar Hezbollah holdings of
other types of weapons or even of the types of weapons in Hezbollah
hands. Those munitions included mortars, anti-tank weapons (AT-3
Mk II, Konkurs, Kornet, Metis-M, and RPG-29), and anti-aircraft and
short-range surface-to-air missiles (SA-7, SA-14, SA-16, and possibly
SA-18 and SA-8). IDF intelligence experts said that they could only
guess but felt that Hezbollah kept at least several hundred thousand
rifles and automatic weapons and maintained from several million to
six million rounds of ammunition.

One typical uncertainty is the extent to which Hezbollah received
U.S. tube-launched, optically tracked, wire-guided (TOW) anti-tank
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missiles from Iran and what models were involved. Some reports indi-
cate that the missiles were basic BGM-71As transferred to Iran or
built under license. Others say the missiles include a more-advanced
Iranian version called the Toophan I. The IDF did capture crates la-
beled as TOW miissiles, but some of them seemed to have 2001 produc-
tion dates, which would mean that they came from Iran. This finding
does not, however, mean such missiles had to be Iranian made. The
possibility also exists that some missiles could have been transferred
to Iran as part of the 500 Israeli and 1,000 U.S. TOWs shipped to Iran
as a result of the Iran-contra arms deal in 1985.

No estimates have emerged as to the number of C-802 anti-ship
missiles remaining in Hezbollah hands at the time of the cease-fire,
but one Israeli expert has said there were several. The missiles are easy
to conceal in trucks and standard shipping containers. The same ex-
pert estimated that 24-30 Iranian-supplied “Ababil” unmanned aerial
vehicles (UAVs), which are capable of carrying 40-50 kilograms of ex-
plosives with 450-kilometer ranges and which have Global Position-
ing System guidance, remained in Hezbollah hands. (Hezbollah calls
the Ababil the Mirsad-1.)

Such problems illustrate several important lessons of war, as well as
the IDF’s inability to estimate the damage it did to Hezbollah. Most
intelligence and battle damage assessment (BDA) systems are focused
on holdings of major weapons. They are not designed to deal with the
number and type of small arms, crew-served weapons, and other
smaller systems. They also are not designed to detect or track the ship-
ment of small numbers of larger systems that can have a major effect in
asymmetric warfare. This limitation presents major problems for tar-
geting and BDA in fighting non-state actors and asymmetric oppo-
nents—where key transfers of technology can achieve surprise and
where even the potential transfer of technology can force changes in
military behavior. One normally thinks of wars of attrition as begin-
ning with combat. In practice, they can occur at the buildup or prepa-
ratory stage as well, using years of effort to create the conditions for
asymmetric war and insurgency.

Reacting to such efforts and transfers of weapons and military tech-
nology may require substantial shifts in intelligence collection, tar-
geting, and BDA priorities and technology in the future, particularly
if—as is suggested later in this analysis—asymmetric opponents learn
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from the Israeli-Hezbollah conflict the value of high-technology light-
er weapons. Revolutions in military affairs may prove to be just as feasi-
ble for non-state actors as for modern military forces, particularly
when they can fight limited wars and wars of endurance and attrition.
Collapsing the time for decisionmaking and maneuvering may be crit-
ical for conventional military forces. Extending it may be equally criti-
cal for asymmetric forces.

IDF Interdiction, Destruction of Inventory, and Limits on Resupply

As has been touched upon earlier, no credible data indicate the extent
to which the IAF and IDF raids destroyed given levels of the Hezbol-
lah inventory of smaller rockets and other small arms during the war.

Unclassified bombing maps that show the location of Israeli strikes
make clear that interdiction of supply and resupply was a major Israe-
li goal and that large numbers of IAF strikes were conducted to that
end. According to one map, Israeli forces bombed some 70 bridges
and 94 roads, including Syrian resupply routes into Lebanon from
Damascus, roads across the northern border area from Syria into the
Bekaa Valley, and roads in northern Lebanon going from Syria to the
Lebanese coast and north through the mountains.

The IAF also conducted a massive interdiction campaign through-
out the road net in the southern part of Lebanon. That road system
goes south of Beirut along the coast to Sidon and Tyre, extends east
from the coastal roads to interconnect with roads from Zaleh (which
is east of Beirut) to Marjayoun and Nabatiyeh (which are south of
Zaleh), and includes the roads south from the Bekaa through Zaleh
toward Marjayoun and Khiam. This attack seems to have included
numerous strikes on suspect vehicles, many of which were later shown
to belong to civilians or to have legitimate relief efforts. Such interdic-
tion efforts, however, suffer from the practical problem that although
Syria could use only nine major crossings and fewer road nets to ship
arms, this campaign at most helped the IDF track and interdict heavy
weapons mounted on vehicles. Those routes had heavy traffic of civil-
ian shipments.®

The IDF may have had temporary success in covering
large, relatively easy-to-characterize targets moving along those
routes, but both the Hezbollah and Lebanese civilians found they
could rapidly rig emergency crossing facilities. Furthermore, if any
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traffic was allowed along such critical routes, IDF surveillance could, at
best, detect open movement of major missiles and rockets on dedicat-
ed military vehicles. It could not look inside large trucks and contain-
ers.

As for the resupply of smaller systems to Hezbollah, border securi-
ty is problematic at the best of times, even when troops are heavily
deployed along the actual border. That Hezbollah could trigger the
war by conducting operations across the 79-kilometer border with
Israel illustrates this fact.

The IDF did not have troops along the 375-kilometer Lebanese-
Syrian border and certainly did not have the intelligence, surveil-
lance, and reconnaissance assets to both fight a war and provide even
aid surveillance of the border area and main lines of communication
to the south. Smuggling and the illicit movement of people has long
been endemic across many points on that border. Some 40-60 medi-
um-capacity crossing points exist, depending on the size of the weap-
on to be moved. Accordingly, the IDF may have been able to monitor
bulk movements along such routes, but IDF detection, interdiction,
and prevention of movement across the border or through Lebanon
was not possible during the fighting.

Border security became even more problematic the moment Israel
agreed to allow civilian traffic across the border and toward the south
for humanitarian reasons and then agreed to a cease-fire. Shipments
of light weapons are virtually impossible for the Lebanese forces, UN
peacekeepers, or Israel to monitor during a cease-fire, and small num-
bers of major weapons can be either concealed or smuggled across the
border by bribery.

When Israel ended its air, sea, and land blockade on September 6,
2006, that action virtually ensured Hezbollah’s future ability to rearm
with at least smaller weapons—although it retained almost signifi-
cant stocks of such systems throughout the war and the Israeli block-
ade that followed.” The resumption of large-scale shipping and
commercial port and land traffic gave Hezbollah the potential op-
portunity to smuggle in most medium-sized missiles and rockets in
commercial vehicles and containers with limited chance of detection.
The ships committed to the international force will do what they can,
but small, one-time shipments from less-suspect ports are almost impos-
sible to police, and land-vehicle transfers at any volume make effective
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vehicle-by-vehicle searches almost impossible even when those doing
the search are not sympathizers or corrupt.

Time reported on November 24, 2006, that Saudi and Israeli intel-
ligence sources were stating that Iran was successfully rearming
Hezbollah through Syria. Israeli intelligence officials said that
Hezbollah had replenished half of its prewar supplies of missiles and
small arms. Western diplomats in Beirut, however, said that the num-
ber was much higher and that Hezbollah supplies were likely already
at prewar levels. Hezbollah would not confirm the shipments, but
stated, “We have more than enough weapons if Israel tries to attack us
again” Saudi intelligence confirmed the reports, saying that trucks
supplying small arms and missile components were flooding across
the border.®

Hezbollah Forces and Casualties

As for the effect of fighting on Hezbollah forces, Israel claimed after
the war that Hezbollah had some 600 to 800 killed compared with
Hezbollah claims of less than 100 killed during the war and 250 after
the conflict. Hezbollah normally does not report any formal casualty
figures, but Mahmoud Qomati, the deputy chief of the Hezbollah
politburo, stated in December 2006 that “we are proud of our martyrs
and some 250 fighters had been killed between July 12 and August 14.”

Estimates of casualties vary. According to Israeli analyst Yaakov
Amidror, past experience shows that Israeli figures tend to be half to
two-thirds of the enemy’s real casualties. Thus, when Israel identified
440 dead guerillas by name and address, we can, therefore according
to Amidror, estimate the true number of casualties to be as high as
700.10

At the same time, Israeli officers and experts made clear during the
war that Israel had sharply underestimated the number of trained
and combat-capable cadres that existed when the war started; the
quality of their forward defenses; and their ability to take shelter,
hide, and disperse. Israeli officials also admitted that there is no way
to really estimate the number of killed and wounded. Some did feel
that significant parts of the key leaders and cadres were killed or cap-
tured, but Israel has given no details of such successes since the war has
ended, and the few Israeli officers who have claimed serious damage
was done to key cadres have never validated any aspect of such claims.
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As for Hezbollah, it deliberately does not report on the size of its total
forces or casualties.

It is clear that that most Hezbollah fighters survived and that
Hezbollah’s losses in killed, wounded, and captured were well under
15 percent of the initial force. Estimates of core Hezbollah forces
ranged from 2,000 to 3,000 before the fighting started, plus reserves
ranging from several thousand to more than 10,000. Discussions with
both Israeli and Arab experts also indicate that most Hezbollah casu-
alties were part-time fighters and not key cadres and that such losses
may well have been offset by wartime recruiting of less-experienced
personnel.

Moreover, even if the highest level of Hezbollah casualties ever cit-
ed in IDF claims were correct, the ratio of casualties would scarcely be
one that implies a major victory for Israel. Israel lost about 120 sol-
diers of some 3,000-15,000 troops deployed into combat areas during
various periods of the war, plus 39 civilians. Even a best-case loss ratio
of 8:1 is scarcely a victory for Israel, given its acute sensitivity to casualties.

This conclusion is particularly true because war provides the best
possible training—and often motivation—for the cadres that do sur-
vive. War is also a major recruiting tool among young men, both dur-
ing and after the fighting. Inflows often sharply exceed casualties, and
even IDF estimates indicate that this result was the case for Hezbollah.
Consequently, Hezbollah may well have better cadres of experienced
leaders and fighters than before the war—and at least the same fight-
ing strength it had when the conflict began.

Once again, these problems illustrate several lessons of war that are
all too familiar from the fighting in Afghanistan and Iraq. The IDF’s
overall inability to estimate the damage it did to Hezbollah is the rule
in asymmetric warfare and not the exception.

As explained earlier, most modern intelligence and BDA systems
are not designed to detect or track the numbers, background, and ca-
pability of scattered infantry or fighters in asymmetric warfare. Such
warfare, indeed, presents major problems for targeting and BDA in
fighting non-state actors and asymmetric opponents, where key
transfers of technology can achieve surprise and where even the po-
tential transfer of technology can force changes in military behavior.
Asymmetric warfare also may require further substantial shifts in in-
telligence collection, targeting, and BDA priorities and technology.
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Hezbollah Facilities and Forward Defenses

The IDF probably did destroy most fixed Hezbollah facilities in both
the rear and forward areas. Unless those facilities held large amounts
of munitions, however, this supposed success was probably of little
value. Hezbollah facilities are not filled with high-technology or valu-
able equipment, and the IAF and artillery strikes that hit such facili-
ties in populated areas created substantial problems in terms of
perceived attacks on civilians and collateral damage. Unless the IDF
shows that Hezbollah lost a major amount of weaponry in such at-
tacks, the attacks may have done to Israel as much harm in terms of
future hostility as good in terms of immediate tactical benefits.

The IDF estimates that Hezbollah had only one major line of fixed
defenses and that those defenses were in areas near the border where
the ground war was active after the first few days of the conflict. The
defenses included shelters, storage areas, and command posts. Many
were probably damaged or destroyed. It is not clear, however, that
this action will really have any lasting effect.

Instead, the air-land battle may well have shown Hezbollah that it
really does not need such dedicated or purpose-built military defenses
and facilities, and that simply taking advantage of normal civilian
buildings and built-up areas (a) provides the same cover and facility
capability; (b) is much harder to target and predict; (c) provides
more ride-out capability for concealed troops; and (d) allows
Hezbollah to disperse, maneuver, and adopt a defense-in-depth tactic.

Once again, a combination of the international force and Lebanese
army may be able to control Hezbollah and to disarm it in those ar-
eas, but the IDF did not achieve its goals during the fighting. One key
lesson here is much the same as the lesson that the United States should
have learned from Vietnam and Iraq. The only way to actually defeat
such an enemy is to clear the area and to hold it indefinitely while seal-
ing off possible exit and dispersal routes and while conducting a con-
stant rear-area security effort. “Clear, hold, and build,” however,
tends to be a remarkably vacuous tactic in practice. It requires too
many men and women for too long at too much cost with too much
vulnerability, as well as a scale of civic action and civil-military efforts
that is easy to call for but almost impossible to implement in active
combat.
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GOAL 2: Restore Credibility of Israeli Deterrence after
Unilateral Withdrawals from Lebanon in 2000 and Gaza in
2005, and Counter Image of Weak Israel

Deterrence is a matter of perception, which is only partially based on
reality. How regional perceptions of the war will evolve over time is
still unclear. The war’s effect on deterrence is also likely to depend
heavily on the type of potential conflict involved. Although Israel did
not “win” in any meaningful sense, it showed that it could inflict mas-
sive damage with limited losses, and this lesson may well reinforce de-
terrence in some crises and conflicts—even if Israel’s problems in
fighting asymmetric warfare does diminish that lesson in others.

Retaining a Conventional Deterrent “Edge”

Before the Israeli-Hezbollah War, Israel’s neighbors likely had no
doubt about the ability of Israel to defeat any probable combination
of the conventional forces of its Arab neighbors or its ability to do
massive damage to the fixed facilities of any neighboring country.
Arab governments have long been fully aware that Israel retains its
conventional superiority, or “edge,” against the regular military forces
of its Arab neighbors—particularly against the only meaningful
threat on its borders: Syria.

Israel has made massive and very public improvements in its forces
since 1982, adapting the most modern U.S. technology and tactics
available to its own technology and tactics and retaining a nuclear
monopoly. No Arab state has been able to match Israel’s progress,
and Syria has fallen far behind. Furthermore, Israel showed during
the fighting that it had massive air superiority. It used the IAF to in-
flict so much damage on Lebanese civilian targets that it may, if any-
thing, have increased the deterrent effect of this aspect of its
conventional edge.

The war has, however, led to a highly visible public debate over the
quality of Israel’s political and military leadership and the IDF’s re-
luctance to carry out a major land offensive in Lebanon because of the
casualties that Israel took from 1982 to 2000. Such discussion inevita-
bly affects deterrence.
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Creating Uncertainty about Asymmetric Wars and the Ability to
Deter Non-state Actors and Wars of Attrition

The Israeli-Hezbollah War has raised serious questions about Israeli
ability to win or deter asymmetric warfare—and win wars of attri-
tion—in ways that defeat non-state actors and prevent hostile states
from using such non-state actors as allies or proxies. Some serving Is-
raeli officials and officers claimed during the war that Israel would
succeed in deterring such action by both non-state actors like Hezbol-
lah and hostile neighboring states like Iran and Syria.

They felt that this deterrent effect would grow as Arab states and
peoples saw the true scale of damage done in Lebanon and once the
Lebanese government refused to allow Hezbollah and other non-state
actors to operate on Lebanese soil because of the cost and risk. As is
discussed later, Israeli officials and officers tended to assume that the
result of escalating the air campaign to hit non-Hezbollah targets
during the war would create a Lebanese political structure that would
be so afraid of future damage that it would rein in Hezbollah. Such
Israeli estimates consistently tended to minimize the risk that Leba-
non would become more actively hostile to Israel.

Since the war, some of Israel’s supporters have repeated this theme.
In addition, a number of Sunni Arab officials, officers, and analysts
have stated that the war weakened Hezbollah and discredited Iran’s
and Syria’s support for the movement because of the damage done to
Lebanon as a whole. They feel Israel may actually have increased some
aspects of its deterrent effect against Hezbollah, the Lebanese govern-
ment, Iran, and Syria despite all the problems encountered during the
war. Moreover, some statements by Hezbollah leaders, such as Has-
san Nasrallah, do indicate that Hezbollah never expected the level of
escalation that occurred and would try to avoid provoking any simi-
lar levels of damage. Israel’s willingness to escalate its responses, the
damage it inflicted, and the relative impunity with which the IAF
could act are not factors that leaders can ignore, regardless of popular
perceptions.

The effect of war on deterrence, however, is determined by how cur-
rent and potential opponents react to given uses of force. What is per-
ceived as the excessive use of force can provoke as well as deter. In
general, Israeli officials and officers did not seem to understand this
risk in interviews held during the war, and many did not understand it



LESSONS ABOUT WHAT THE WAR DID AND DID NOT ACCOMPLISH FOR ISRAEL 21

after the conflict. They tended to underestimate the anger Israel’s
strikes might generate and the fact that the level of damage inflicted
might (a) create many more volunteers, (b) make Arab populations
far more actively hostile to Israel, (c) strengthen the Iranian and Syr-
ian regimes, and (d) weaken moderate and pro-peace regimes such as
Egypt, Jordan, and Saudi Arabia.

Many Arabs also perceive Hezbollah, Iran, and Syria as the “win-
ners,” rather than as the “defeated,” and the war has probably interact-
ed with the Afghan and Iraq conflicts to encourage (a) hard-line
ideological groups, (b) the use of asymmetric warfare, and (c) state
support of such groups as tools or proxies. Anger at Israel’s “excessive”
use of force has been reinforced by the perception that Hezbollah was
the only military challenge to Israel that had actually engaged it with
any success since 1973. The fact that Hezbollah could continue to fire
rockets to the end of the fighting and that its fighters largely survived
Israeli attacks constituted “victory” in spite of Hezbollah’s tactical
defeats.

In balance, the anger, the feeling that the survival of Hezbollah was
a kind of victory, and the feeling that Hezbollah was the one Arab
force that had successfully fought the IDF have probably combined to
weaken Israel’s ability to deter asymmetric conflicts, wars of attrition,
and non-state actors.

Understanding the Uncertain Effect of Any Shift in the Level of
Israeli Deterrence

The question is what any such weakening of these aspects of deterrence
will really mean for Israel. The state and non-state actors that oppose
Israel’s existence are driven by ideologies that are difficult to deter
under any conditions. It seems unlikely that Hezbollah will directly
challenge Israel in the near future, and the internal divisions among
the Palestinians have been so serious that it is not yet clear what the
war’s ultimate effect will be in stimulating new attacks from Gaza, the
West Bank, and the sea.

Israel has been fighting a low-level war with the Palestinians since
September 2000 and was already fighting a low-level second front in
Gaza when the Israeli-Hezbollah War began. Since that time, howev-
er, anti-Israeli movements such as Hamas and the Palestinian Islamic
Jihad (PIJ) have become so caught up in a power struggle with Fatah
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that the effect of the Israeli-Hezbollah War on their actions is not yet
clear.

Some Israeli intelligence officers do feel, however, that Hamas and
the PIJ have already acquired more-advanced short-range rockets
than the crude, homemade Qassam rockets they have used to date.
They also see the fighting as giving both radical Palestinian move-
ments and nations such as Iran a strong incentive to smuggle in more-
advanced weapons. Israeli naval experts cautioned that
more-advanced rockets and missiles might be sea-based.

It is also unclear how much effect the Israeli-Hezbollah War will
have on deterring Israel’s willingness to initiate and escalate similar
conflicts in the future. Yet the war may also inspire Israel to change its
defense strategy to reinforce deterrence. Some Israelis felt that
Hezbollah’s success in attacking northern Israel with rockets showed
that Israel needs more defense in depth, that stronger security efforts
and barriers will be required to deal with longer-range Palestinian
weapons, and that even more separation of the two peoples will be
needed. If Israel acts upon such perceptions, that action will scarcely
make the war a symbol of improved deterrence, but it will also not
weaken Israel’s military position.

In broad terms, therefore, the effect of the war on Israeli deterrence
may be close to neutral, with the result somewhat more negative than
positive. It certainly did not restore Israeli deterrence in any signifi-
cant sense. It does, however, seem to have altered the balance of deter-
rence according to the particular threat and type of conflict and to
have undercut Israel’s ability to deter asymmetric warfare, non-state
actors, and the use of proxies.

GOAL 3: Force Lebanon to Be and Act Accountable as a State
and to End Hezbollah's Status as a State within a State

As has already been touched upon, Israel had no success during the
conflict in forcing Lebanon to become and act as an accountable state
or in ending the status of Hezbollah as a state within a state. As could
have been predicted before the war, the Lebanese government did not
cave in to Israel. Instead, Lebanon turned to the UN and the interna-
tional community for help. It was action by the international com-
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munity and a UN resolution—UN Security Council Resolution (UN-
SCR) 1701—that determined the formal outcome of the fighting.

The cease-fire agreements called for the Lebanese army to deploy
troops to the south and to secure Lebanon’s borders, but the effect of
the agreements depended on the ability and the willingness of the Leb-
anese government and army to act decisively. As a result, the deploy-
ment of the Lebanese army did not cripple or sharply reduce
Hezbollah’s power or Iranian and Syrian influence. Hezbollah forces
remain on the ground in south Lebanon, and Hezbollah has been
strong enough to openly confront the Lebanese government.

A Weaker, Not Stronger, Lebanese Government

If anything, the Israeli-Hezbollah conflict has triggered a drift toward
a new civil conflict in Lebanon. Following the war, the Lebanese gov-
ernment showed that it had to remain sensitive to Hezbollah’s con-
cerns and priorities and to treat Hezbollah as a major political force.
In spite of Western efforts to pressure the coalition government into
action, the Lebanese government did not seek to immediately disarm
Hezbollah and did little to interdict or prevent the low-level resupply
of Hezbollah that took please despite UNSCR 1701.

Hezbollah increasingly took advantage of the Lebanese govern-
ment’s weakness and the postwar emergence of Lebanese Shi'‘ites as the
nation’s most powerful sect. By the fall of 2006, it began to challenge
Lebanon’s elected government, and Syria was actively reasserting its
influence in Lebanon. In November, Hezbollah triggered a govern-
ment crisis by causing the resignation of the Shi‘ite members and one
Christian member of the Lebanese cabinet. Hezbollah then started a
series of mass protests calling for the government’s resignation in De-
cember.!' A study by the International Crisis Group quoted Nabil
Qaougq, the Hezbollah leader in Southern Lebanon, as describing the
situation as follows:

The basis of every crisis in the region is Israel’s presence. To maxi-
mize its security, it must exert pressure on its Arab environment.
Israel feels a perpetual need to interfere in Lebanese politics, resort-
ing at some times to military at others to political domination. Did it
not try to alter the domestic political equation by creating Antoine
Lahd’s South Lebanese Army, imposing President Bechir Gemayel in
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1982, and waging a war this summer? All this makes protecting the
resistance project absolutely central.

... During the war, we were willing to do anything to avoid dis-
unity; then, immediately after the war, we were hoping that our
political opponents would take the new situation into account. But
anti-Hezbollah attacks never ceased. And so, we had to ask our-
selves: were they not merely instruments in America’s hands? Then
came the Bristol statement [above], which amounted to surren-
dering Lebanon’s sovereignty for the sake of petty, domestic politi-
cal interests. Their policies endanger our sovereignty and
undermine the spirit of resistance. We cannot accept that the gov-
ernment pay[s] more attention to Feltman [the U.S. ambassador]
than to us. And so we decided to end this. For that, we need a na-
tional unity government that can guarantee and preserve the victo-
ries of the resistance.'?

The Effect of UNSCR 1701 and UNIFIL

It was the UN and the UN Interim Force in Lebanon (UNIFIL) forces,
not the Lebanese government and army, that became the postwar key
to creating a buffer between Israel and Hezbollah, which was not an
Israeli objective in going to war or during the conflict. The UN Secu-
rity Council passed a cease-fire resolution—UNSCR 1701—on Au-
gust 11, 2006. This resolution was a compromise developed and
sponsored by outside powers that sought to meet both the needs of the
Lebanese government and the needs of Israel for conflict termination.
Like many resolutions of its kind, UNSCR 1701 called for a great deal
of action but provided only limited means to make such actions take
place.
The key provisions of UNSCR 1701 were as follows:

m ... full cessation of hostilities based upon, in particular, the im-
mediate cessation by Hezbollah of all attacks and the immediate
cessation by Israel of all offensive military operations;

m Upon full cessation of hostilities, calls upon the government of
Lebanon and UNIFIL as authorized by paragraph 11 to deploy
their forces together throughout the South and calls upon the
government of Israel, as that deployment begins, to withdraw all
of its forces from southern Lebanon in parallel;
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m Emphasizes the importance of the extension of the control of the
government of Lebanon over all Lebanese territory in accor-
dance with the provisions of resolution 1559 (2004) and resolu-
tion 1680 (2006), and of the relevant provisions of the Taif
Accords, for it to exercise its full sovereignty, so that there will be
no weapons without the consent of the government of Lebanon
and no authority other than that of the government of Lebanon;

m Reiterates its strong support for full respect for the Blue Line;

m Also reiterates its strong support, as recalled in all its previous rel-
evant resolutions, for the territorial integrity, sovereignty, and
political independence of Lebanon within its internationally rec-
ognized borders, as contemplated by the Israeli-Lebanese Gener-
al Armistice Agreement of 23 March 1949;

m Calls on the international community to take immediate steps to
extend its financial and humanitarian assistance to the Lebanese
people, including through facilitating the safe return of displaced
persons and, under the authority of the government of Lebanon,
reopening airports and harbors, consistent with paragraphs 14
and 15, and calls on it also to consider further assistance in the
future to contribute to the reconstruction and development of
Lebanon;

m Affirms that all parties are responsible for ensuring that no action
is taken contrary to paragraph 1 that might adversely affect the
search for a long-term solution; humanitarian access to civilian
populations, including safe passage for humanitarian convoys;
or the voluntary and safe return of displaced persons, and calls on
all parties to comply with this responsibility and to cooperate
with the Security Council.'?

Somewhat ironically, UNIFIL became the instrument for enforcing
UNSCR 1701 although UNIFIL was a force that Israel had constantly
criticized in the past for its perceived weakness and ties to Hezbollah.
As part of UNSCR 1701, UNIFIL continued to operate according to
its original Security Council mandate in resolutions 425 (1978) and
426 (1978) of March 19, 1978. This original mandate gave UNIFIL

three tasks:

m Confirm the withdrawal of Israeli forces from southern Lebanon.
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m Restore international peace and security.

m Assist the government of Lebanon in ensuring the return of its
effective authority in the area.!

UNSCR 1701, however, gave UNIFIL a much wider mandate and
the following additional tasks:

m Monitor the cessation of hostilities.

m Accompany and support the Lebanese armed forces as they de-
ploy throughout the South, including along the Blue Line, as Is-
rael withdraws its armed forces from Lebanon.

m Coordinate its activities referred to in [the preceding paragraph)]
with the government of Lebanon and the government of Israel.

m Extend its assistance to help ensure humanitarian access to civil-
ian populations and the voluntary and safe return of displaced
persons.

m Assist the Lebanese armed forces in taking steps toward the estab-
lishment [between the Blue Line and the Litani River of an area
free of any armed personnel, assets, and weapons other than
those of the government of Lebanon and of UNIFIL ... deployed
in this area].

m Assist the government of Lebanon, at its request, [in securing its
borders and other entry points to prevent the entry in Lebanon
without its consent of arms or related materiel]."

UNSCR 1701 also authorized UNIFIL to take

... all necessary action in areas of deployment of its forces and as it
deems within its capabilities, to ensure that its area of operations is
not utilized for hostile activities of any kind; to resist attempts by
forceful means to prevent it from discharging its duties under the
mandate of the Security Council; ... to protect United Nations
personnel, facilities, installations and equipment; to ensure the se-
curity and freedom of movement of United Nations personnel, hu-
manitarian workers; and, without prejudice to the responsibility
of the government of Lebanon, to protect civilians under imminent
threat of physical violence.'®

UNSCR 1701 did, however, charge only the international force to
act within the limits of its capabilities. Those capabilities were limited
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by the constraints that member countries placed on the force and by its
size. UNIFIL had an authorized strength of 15,000 troops, but as of
mid-December, it still had only 11,026 military personnel, including
9,127 troops and 152 staff officers and 1,747 members of a maritime
task force, assisted by 53 military observers from the UN Truce Super-
visory Organization and supported by some 97 international civilian
and 308 local civilian staff members.!” As a result, UNIFIL has taken
some limited actions to disarm Hezbollah but has left Hezbollah with
most of its prewar military capability and will continue to do so. It has
also been unable to stop arms smuggling and to stop Hezbollah from
building up new stocks of weapons and a network of small, dispersed
facilities.

The Lebanese army has not proved effective in checking Hezbollah
or in taking control of Southern Lebanon. It remains weak and has
limited effectiveness in spite of postwar aid. The United States, for ex-
ample, has developed an aid plan to give the Lebanese army some
US$500 million to strengthen its capabilities to deal with Hezbollah,
which was in addition to nearly US$1 billion in other aid to the Leba-
nese government. This aid package, however, is taking much longer to
deliver than was initially expected and will have only a slow effect at
best.!8. Past U.S. aid averaged only about US$2 million to US$3 mil-
lion a year before the war. Those figures help explain why the United
States had to provide some US$44 million after the war to enable the
Lebanese army to move approximately 8,000 of its troops south.!’

In practice, the future of efforts to control and to disarm Hezbollah
depends far more on the outcome of the growing confessional ten-
sions and struggles within Lebanese politics than on the outcome of
the Israeli-Hezbollah War, UN action, or the Lebanese army. The re-
sult of the war may well be that Israel’s action has further polarized
Lebanon on confessional lines, raising Shi‘ite power and conscious-
ness and the power of Hezbollah within Lebanon, but leaving a weak
and divided state.

The Broader Effect of the War on the Status of Hezbollah

Much will also depend, however, on how long and how well Hezbol-
lah can capitalize on its claims of victory and on being the one force
that can “fight the Arab fight” compared to the extent to which the
Lebanese people—including the Shi‘ites—ultimately do react by
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blaming Hezbollah for the damage, casualties, and humanitarian crisis
during the war.

Lebanon has reported that the war produced some
1,110 civilian dead and 3,700 civilian wounded and has claimed that
980,400 Lebanese were displaced at the peak of the fighting. It has
claimed that the war cost Lebanon US$2.4 billion to US$6 billion
worth of damage, including some US$398 million damage to electric
facilities and key infrastructure equipment, as well as the war’s de-
stroying more than 150,000 residences. Other sources have claimed
that the war ended with some 1 million Israeli cluster bomblets scat-
tered throughout the country as a lasting threat.

Some claims regarding displacements and economic damage seem
to be exaggerated, but many Lebanese, Arabs, Iranians, and others
outside Israel perceive the claims as accurate and real. The question is
whether they see such claims as attributable only to Israel or also to
Hezbollah. Most Lebanese were reluctant to express such concerns
and anger toward Hezbollah during the war, but it was clearly an is-
sue even in the Shi‘ite south. In what appeared to be an effort to soften
such backlash against Hezbollah within Lebanon, Hezbollah leader
Nasrallah admitted after the war that he had miscalculated the Israeli
response to the kidnapping. He said that he had not expected such a
harsh response and that had he known, he would not have carried out
the attacks.?

Since that time, any backlash against Hezbollah has increasingly
varied by sect and confession, with Christians, Druze, and Sunnis
more willing to blame Hezbollah, Iran, and Syria than are Shi‘ites.
Following the war, for example, a poll for the French-language news-
paper L'Orient-Le Jour found a nearly even split among Lebanese citi-
zens about whether Hezbollah should be disarmed. The poll
discovered that 51 percent of those surveyed wanted Hezbollah to dis-
arm, with the remaining 49 percent opposed. There also were stark
differences among Lebanon’s various religious groups. The poll found
that in the Shi‘ite community 84 percent of respondents favored
Hezbollah’s remaining armed. In contrast, 79 percent of Druze and
77 percent of Christians thought that Hezbollah should be disarmed.
A slight majority among Sunnis—54 percent—favored disarmament.?!

In August 2006, however, other polls revealed that 87 percent of
Lebanese supported Hezbollah’s resistance against the invasion, in-
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cluding 80 percent of Christians and Druze. Even the Maronite Catho-
lic patriarch, the spiritual leader of one of the most pro-Western sects
in Lebanon, joined Sunni and Shi‘ite religious leaders in condemning
the Israeli “aggression” and hailing “the resistance, mainly led by
Hezbollah” Lebanese Hezbollah scholar Amal Saad-Ghorayeb ob-
serves that “these findings are all the more significant when compared
to the results of a similar survey conducted just [four months prior],
which showed that only 58 percent of all Lebanese believed Hezbollah
had the right to remain armed, and hence, continue its resistance ac-
tivity.”**

Hezbollah has also helped defuse any backlash among its own sup-
porters by rushing aid into damaged areas. Moreover, Arabs and
Muslims outside Lebanon may be far more willing to blame Israel
alone for all of the casualties and damage. As a result, much of the
“backlash” effect that the fighting has on Hezbollah, Iran, and Syria
outside Lebanon now seems more a product of whether Arabs see Is-
rael as the major threat or fear a potential rise of Shi‘ite power rather
than a result of the outcome of the fighting.

GOAL 4: Damage or Cripple Hezbollah, Given That It Could Not
Be Destroyed as a Military Force and Would Continue to Be
a Major Political Actor in Lebanon

For all the reasons discussed earlier, the IDF did not do enough dam-
age to Hezbollah to seriously cripple or destroy its military capabili-
ties and has not created an environment where Hezbollah will not be
able to get better weapons, including long-range missiles, in the future.

Israel used the wrong battle plan. It seems to have sharply exagger-
ated what airpower could do early in the war, and it sharply underes-
timated Hezbollah’s ability to survive and fight a ground battle. The
IDF then fought a long and protracted battle for Hezbollah’s forward
defenses to deny it a line of sight into Israel and repeatedly attacked
Hezbollah-dominated towns and small cities that Hezbollah could
lose and then reinfiltrate.

By the time the IDF finally did begin to drive deep
into Lebanon and toward the Litani River on August 11, it was too late
for a short land campaign to win a meaningful victory against a dis-
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persed Hezbollah force. In its rush to act before a cease-fire, the IDF
had to advance along predictable lines for terrain reasons and through
positions where Hezbollah could choose to ambush advancing Israeli
ground forces or to disperse. Although Israel’s ground forces won ev-
ery clash, they took enough casualties for Hezbollah to score signifi-
cant perceptual “victories” of its own.

Many Hezbollah fighters—almost certainly 70 percent or more—
survived the fighting, and new recruits who acquired immediate com-
bat experience almost certainly more than offset such losses. Much of
the Hezbollah force inventory survived, probably including some
medium- and long-range missiles. IAF claims that it destroyed most
such systems have never been validated or described in detail. Hezbol-
lah’s holdings of medium-range, Syrian-supplied systems clearly sur-
prised Israeli intelligence, and later IAF claims that “90 percent of
long-range rockets which fired were destroyed immediately (after fir-
ing)” may or may not be valid, but they do not explain the inventory
that remained after the cease-fire.?’

If Hezbollah is ever crippled as a military force, it will be because of
follow-on developments after the war. Such crippling will be because
of the international peacekeeping force, the actions of that force, some
new degree of political unity in Lebanon, and efforts to help the Leba-
nese army move south with some effectiveness. It will not be because of
IDF military action during the war. None of those events seem likely
to occur because of—or in the immediate aftermath of—the war.

Quite frankly, the current trends in the Lebanese army and interna-
tional action seem likely to leave Hezbollah a strong asymmetric
force, resupply seems likely to occur for at least small to medium-sized
weapons, and new types of more-advanced anti-tank guided missiles
and short-range air defense weapons seem likely to be smuggled in.
The prospect also exists that Syria may stockpile longer-range ballis-
tic missiles and may train Hezbollah to use them on a short-notice
basis, thereby allowing rapid insertion into Lebanon with little warning.

GOAL 5: Bring Back Alive the Two Soldiers that Hezbollah Had
Captured without Major Trades for Prisoners Held by Israel

The Israeli effort to recover the soldiers taken in the Hezbollah attack
that triggered the war was a feature of the UN resolution and the
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cease-fire, but it was only one of several conflicting goals. As the follow-
ing excerpts show, UNSCR 1701 did not give the return of Israeli pris-
oners a special priority:

m Expressing its utmost concern at the continuing escalation of hos-
tilities in Lebanon and in Israel since Hezbollah’s attack on Israel
on 12 July 2006, which has already caused hundreds of deaths and
injuries on both sides, extensive damage to civilian infrastructure
and hundreds of thousands of internally displaced persons;

m Emphasizing the need for an end of violence, but at the same time
emphasizing the need to address urgently the causes that have giv-
en rise to the current crisis, including by the unconditional re-
lease of the abducted Israeli soldiers;

m Mindful of the sensitivity of the issue of prisoners and encouraging
the efforts aimed at urgently settling the issue of the Lebanese
prisoners detained in Israel.

In any case, the war did not achieve the objective that was the orig-
inal casus belli. Despite the cease-fire and UN resolution, the soldiers
were not returned. In November, the Red Cross reported that it was
unable to deliver letters to the families and was unable to discover or
receive any evidence that the soldiers remained alive.** In early De-
cember, reports surfaced that both soldiers had been seriously in-
jured, one critically, in the attack. Hezbollah continued to demand an
exchange of prisoners but had not provided any proof that the kid-
napped soldiers remained alive.?

Like other aspects of the war, this failure may have weakened some
aspects of Israeli deterrence. The course of the war again exposed Isra-
el’s acute sensitivity to kidnappings and even limited casualties. It re-
inforced the message—delivered during the period when the peace
process was still active—that an extremist movement can halt negoti-
ations and peace efforts by triggering a new round of terrorist attacks.
It communicated a dangerous sense of Israeli weakness at a military
and diplomatic level and showed that an extremist movement may be
able to lever Israel into action by a token attack.

At the same time, the importance of any such messages should not
be exaggerated. Israel’s sensitivity to casualties and hostages is relative
and closely tied to the seriousness of the threat and conflict it faces. It
is highest in an optional war such as the Israeli-Hezbollah conflict.
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Arab governments understand this philosophy even if some non-state
actors may not. For all of Israel’s problems during the Israeli-Hezbol-
lah War, its casualties were probably around one-sixth those of
Hezbollah; it was inhibited more by its own strategic and tactical de-
cisions than by the quality of Hezbollah fighters, and it may still
prove to have won if the international force and Lebanese army do
actually carry out all terms of the cease-fire.

THE GOALS OF HEZBOLLAH: SMALL AND LARGE

The fact that Israel gained little, if anything, from the war does not
mean that Hezbollah won serious strategic gains. Statements by
Hezbollah leaders point to the fact that Hezbollah did not anticipate
the degree to which Israel would react against the kidnapping of Israeli
soldiers on June 12. On August 27, approximately two weeks after the
cease-fire, Nasrallah said, “We did not think, even 1 percent, that the
capture would lead to a war at this time and of this magnitude.” The
deputy head of Hezbollah’s politburo, Mahmoud Qomati, stated that
the party “did not expect the response would be of this magnitude.”*

Despite Hezbollah’s underestimation of the degree of Israeli reac-
tion, however, the degree of Hezbollah’s military preparedness before
the conflict is evidence that the shape of Israeli military operations was
anticipated. Amir Kulick, researcher at the Jaffee Center for Strategic
Studies, estimates that Hezbollah was able to anticipate the heavy ar-
tillery campaign that was to define Israel’s strategy throughout the
war, as well as the need for ground defense.”’

In 1993, during Operation Accountability, Hezbollah was taken by
surprise by Israel’s “fire-intense effort,” having prepared initially for
face-to-face combat with Israeli troops. By the 1996 Operation
Grapes of Wrath, the group had learned to rely primarily on rockets
rather than ground warfare as its first line of defense. Those lessons led
to the entrenchment of Hezbollah’s three lines of artillery defense and
its network of ground forces, which had been strategically established
to engage Israel in a war of attrition that would reach deep into Israeli
territory, stall Israeli ground incursions, and inflict as many Israeli
casualties as possible.?®

As for Hezbollah’s goals in the fighting, statements made by
Hezbollah suggest that its ultimate strategic goal has always gone far
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beyond the full withdrawal of Israel from Lebanon, including the dis-
puted Shebaa Farms. Hezbollah’s goal remains Israel’s ultimate de-
struction. This goal has been a consistent and strategic one for more
than two decades. In February 16, 1985, what many believe to be
Hezbollah’s founding document was published in the Lebanese news-
paper Al-Safir. It stated that Hezbollah’s mission was the destruction
of Israel: “Our struggle will end only when this entity [Israel] is oblit-
erated. We recognize no treaty with it, no ceasefire, and no peace
agreements, whether separate or consolidated.””

The secretary-general of Hezbollah, Hassan Nasrallah, has reiter-
ated this position on numerous occasions, saying in an interview with
the magazine Middle East Insight in early 2000:

I am against any reconciliation with Israel. I do not even recognize
the presence of a state that is called “Israel.” I consider its presence both
unjust and unlawful. That is why if Lebanon concludes a peace agree-
ment with Israel and brings that accord to the Parliament, our depu-
ties will reject it; Hezbollah refuses any conciliation with Israel in
Principle.”

Later that year, in an interview with Egyptian television, he stated
that Hezbollah’s “principal objective” was the “destruction of Israel
and the liberation of Palestine and Jerusalem.! This goal is un-
achievable given the disparity of power and leverage between Hezbol-
lah and Israeli forces.

Hezbollah’s political gains within Lebanon, however, may be a dif-
ferent story and may be a more serious and pragmatic goal for
Hezbollah’s leaders. After Israel left Lebanon in 2000, Nasrallah made
a speech to his supporters celebrating Hezbollah’s victory and high-
lighting what he saw as the strengths of the Lebanese people. He said,
“In order to liberate your land, you don’t need tanks and planes. With
the example of martyrs, you can impose your demands on the Zionist
aggressors.... Israel may own nuclear weapons and heavy weaponry,
but, by God, it is weaker than a spider’s web.”*

In the period leading up to the war, Nasrallah continued to empha-
size the relative lack of will and the weakness of the Israeli public. As
the war would show, he underestimated the resolve of Israeli civilians
to withstand rocket attacks in much the same way that Israel underes-
timated the skill and resolve of the Hezbollah fighters. The two sides
shared a mutual contempt that led to strategic and tactical failures on



34 CHAPTER TWO

both sides. On May 23, nearly three weeks before the onset of fighting,
he made a speech on Hezbollah’s Al Manar TV station in which he
said:

Another weakness is that both as individuals and as a collective,
they are described by Allah as “the people who guard their lives
most.” Their strong adherence to this world, with all its vanities and
pleasures, constitutes a weakness. In contrast, our people and our
nation’s willingness to sacrifice their blood, souls, children, fathers,
and families for the sake of the nation’s honor, life, and happiness
has always been one of our nation’s strengths.*’

On the day of the kidnapping, Nasrallah praised those who had
carried out the attack and emphasized the limited goals of that action
by mentioning the prisoners:

First of all, I have to address the heroic mujahidin, who fulfilled the
promise today. This is why their qualitative operation is called “Oper-
ation true promise.” I thank them and kiss their foreheads and hands.
With the blessing of these lofty foreheads and hands, the foreheads of
us all will remain high, and no shackle will remain in the hands of peo-
ple in the occupation prisons. Today is the day of loyalty to Samir al-
Qintar, Yahya Skaf, Nasim Nisr, and all brothers, detainees, and
prisoners in the occupation jails.**

Such statements show that although the destruction of Israel may
be the publicly stated ultimate goal of Hezbollah, its leadership recog-
nizes the importance of intermediate, lower-level goals and may well
give them much higher real-world priority. It does seem likely that
Hezbollah hoped to engage Israel in an extended artillery campaign
on Israeli domestic territory to achieve two shorter-term goals:

m Weakening the resolve of Israelis to engage with Hezbollah forces
by bombarding Israeli territory as often and as deeply as possible
and by increasing Israeli military casualties on the ground

m Weakening the image of Israel as being militarily invincible by
limiting Israel’s ability to accomplish its strategic goals and by
inflicting damage as often and as deeply as possible into Israeli
territory

The war did not clearly achieve even such limited goals. Moreover,
if the kidnapping of the soldiers that set off the conflict was an attempt
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to gain bargaining chips, Israel escalated rather than bargained. This
reaction forced Nasrallah to redefine the measure of success, harken-
ing back to his statements upon the withdrawal of Israel in 2000 and
emphasizing the importance of resistance: “The victory we are talking
about is when the resistance survives. When its will is not broken, then
this is victory.... When we are not defeated militarily, then this is vic-
tory.”?

On the day that the cease-fire went into effect—August 14—Nas-
rallah spoke on Al Manar saying that the goals of resistance and sur-
vival that he had mentioned during the war had been achieved: “First
of all, I do not want to assess or discuss in detail what we are currently
witnessing, but I want to say briefly and without exaggeration that we
stand before a strategic and historical victory for Lebanon—all of
Lebanon, for the resistance, and for the whole nation.”*°

Following the war, however, Nasrallah admitted that he had made
a mistake in judging the likely Israeli response to the initial kidnap-
ping. In an interview on Lebanese television on August 27, approxi-
mately two weeks after the cease-fire, he said: “You ask me, if I had
known on July 11 ... that the operation would lead to such a war,
would I do it? I say no, absolutely not.””’

It is only since civil tensions in Lebanon have escalated that Hezbol-
lah has gone back to making more sweeping claims about victory. For
example, in an interview in September, Nasrallah reiterated that the
goals of survival and resistance he had described during the war had
been achieved, and he urged Lebanese civilians to celebrate the victory
over Israel.?® As is the case with Israel, the law of unintended conse-
quences may well do more to determine the final grand strategic out-
come of the war for Hezbollah than did any of its strategy, plans, and
tactical action. Again, the lesson of limited, optional wars seems to be
that they are far easier to begin than to control and terminate on last-
ing, favorable terms.
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CHAPTER THREE

MAJOR LESSONS REGARDING STRATEGY AND
THE CONDUCT OF THE WAR

The Israeli-Hezbollah War illustrates several important lessons re-
garding strategy and the conduct of modern war. Many are familiar
from both past conflicts and the current fighting in Afghanistan and
Iraq. These are, however, lessons that nations—including the United
States—seem to find extraordinarily hard to learn.

RETHINKING DETERRENCE, INTIMIDATION, AND THE
POLITICAL, PERCEPTUAL, IDEOLOGICAL,
AND MEDIA DIMENSIONS OF WAR

The full text of the Winograd Commission findings remains classified,
but both the unclassified portions of its reports and the usual host of
leaks make several things clear. Like the United States in Iraq, Israel
went to war focused on its own values and perceptions—not those of
its Hezbollah enemy, the Lebanese state it was seeking to influence, the
Arab states around it, or the broader perceptions of Europe and the
outside world. Israel saw its war as just, but it made little effort to jus-
tify that war to the outside world as a key element of strategy, tactics,
and the practical execution of battle.

The Israeli government and Israel Defense Forces (IDF) have al-
ways tended to see war in terms of their own internal politics and per-
ceptions and to ignore those of other states, cultures, and religions,
particularly when dealing with hostile Arab states and movements.
The result is that Israel has relied far too much on force and far too
little on information operations and politics, and it has repeatedly

38
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made strategic mistakes it could have avoided with a more realistic
perception of how its enemies and other nations and peoples per-
ceived its action.

In this case, Israel seems to have felt it could deal with Hezbollah
relatively simply through winning tactical victories and could intimi-
date or persuade the Lebanese government by military attacks. More-
over, Israel assumed that its planned defeat of Hezbollah on the
battlefield would counter Arab and Islamic anger and would lead to
only limited problems with outside states. None of those assumptions
reflected a realistic understanding of the political, perceptual, and
ideological motives of the actors outside Israel. The failure to under-
stand those motives also meant that Israel failed to reinforce deter-
rence, failed to intimidate, and failed to win the media battles of the
war.

As has been discussed in the preceding chapter, restoring the credi-
bility of Israeli deterrence after its perceived erosion following the
unilateral withdrawals from Lebanon and Gaza and after years of tol-
erating low-level attacks and harassment with limited response was
one of Israel’s key goals. Israel’s plan seems to have been to show how
well it could both defeat Hezbollah and threaten an Arab government
that tolerated the presence of a non-state threat.

Israel, however, was dealing with a non-state actor (Hezbollah)
and two state actors (Iran and Syria) that were not Western and that
operated with very different values and goals from those of Israel. Is-
rael found during the war that Hezbollah could offset any immediate
Israeli successes in striking against Hezbollah’s medium- and long-
range missiles with determined attacks by shorter-range missiles and
could and would force the IDF to fight it on the ground. This discov-
ery should not have come as a surprise. Not only had Israel fought
Hezbollah on similar terms in the past, but also Hezbollah leaders
had already declared how they would respond. Following the with-
drawal from Lebanon in 2000, Hassan Nasrallah compared the Israeli
strength to that of a spider web. He argued that the apparent strength
of Israel was a mirage. He said that the will to fight and die was more
important than any weapons systems, and in this area Hezbollah held
the advantage.!

Israel had every historical reason to understand the confession-
al politics of Lebanon and the probable real-world behavior of the
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Lebanese government and army. Its strategic defeat in the 1982 war—
and the long aftermath of that defeat between 1982 and 2000—should
have eliminated any illusions regarding how Lebanon would perceive
Israel’s actions and react to them. Israel should never have been sur-
prised when a weak Lebanese government did not respond by trying
to control Hezbollah but rather turned to the international commu-
nity and when that Lebanese government used efforts to intimidate it
to launch political attacks on Israel. Israel found that its own unwill-
ingness or inability to attack or intimidate Iran and Syria—Hezbol-
lah’s main suppliers—encouraged them to support Hezbollah and
provide resupply.

The Israeli government also failed to perceive the political and per-
ceptual realities shaping the behavior of its Arab neighbors. It quickly
wasted its initial ability to get Egyptian, Jordanian, and Saudi govern-
ment support against Hezbollah by overescalating and by being un-
able to convince the world it was controlling collateral damage and
civilian suffering. Israel alienated the peoples of those governments
that had reason to fear Hezbollah and Iran and the governments as
well. At the same time, the Israeli government’s and the IDF’s tactical
failures and indecisiveness sent a message of weakness and vulnerabil-
ity to a mix of nations more focused on revenge, anger, and religion
than the cost-benefits of war fighting.

Such problems were compounded by the fact that Israel fought its
media battle largely in terms of an effort to influence its own political
parties and public as well as its strongest outside supporters. Its infor-
mation operations were parochial and were based on the assumption
that it could not alter the perception of Arab, European, and other
neutral and hostile media.

Israel does face prejudice and media bias in the political dimension
of war, but—to put it bluntly—those biases are as irrelevant to the
conduct of war as are similar perceptions of the United States as a cru-
sader and occupier. That prejudice is as irrelevant as complaints that
the enemy fights in civilian areas, uses terror tactics, does not wear
uniforms, and engages in direct combat. Nations fight in the real
world, not in ones where they can set the rules for war or perceptual
standards.

Israel’s failure to fully understand the political and perceptual as-
pects of modern war is just as serious and dangerous as America’s fail-
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ure has been in Iraq, in the war on terrorism, and, to some extent, in
Afghanistan. The same is true of Israel’s focus on domestic politics and
perceptions. Modern nations must learn to fight regional, cultural,
and global battles to shape the political, perceptual, ideological, and
media dimensions of war within the terms that other nations and cul-
tures can understand, or they risk losing every advantage that their
military victories gain.

FIGHTING IN CIVILIAN AREAS AND THE PROBLEM OF
COLLATERAL DAMAGE

Israel’s problems in fighting the political and perceptual battle were
compounded by the fact that Hezbollah used Lebanon’s people and
civilian areas as both defensive and offensive weapons. Israel certainly
saw this risk from the start. Although the IDF did attack Lebanese ci-
vilian targets early in the war, its attacks were generally limited. It es-
tablished procedures for screening strike requirements and for
intelligence review of possible civilian casualties and collateral dam-
age.

The problem for Israel—as for the United States and its allies in
Kosovo, Iraq, and Afghanistan—is that good intensions and careful
procedures and rules of engagement are not enough:

m First, there will always be real mistakes in targeting and knowing
when to strike. This reality is particularly true when insufficient
human intelligence exists to supplement the information avail-
able from technical intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance
(IS&R) platforms.

m Second, the United States is just beginning to get to the point
where unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs), real-time nets, intelli-
gence review of targeting, and small standoff weapons such as
Hellfire and 250-pound guided bombs can be used with the level
of control and reliability needed. Even so, a significant number of
weapons will be delivered off target. Israel has less sophistication
and fewer resources. The ratio of failures and malfunctions will,
therefore, be higher.

s Third, opponents can always manipulate the facts on the ground.
They can claim the targets were innocent, that more women and
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children were killed than occurred, or that a target has religious
or medical significance, for example. They also are not engaging
in a global credibility contest. They are manipulating propagan-
da to reach an audience that is already hostile to Israel and more
than willing to believe in Israeli callousness and conspiracy theories.

m Fourth, this warfare is political as much as tactical. For all the
reasons outlined earlier, local, regional, and global perceptions
of the legitimacy of how force is used are critical, as are percep-
tions of the legitimacy of military action during and after the war.

As is sometimes the case with the United States in Iraq, and with
NATO in Afghanistan, Israeli failure to understand such realities and
to conduct a major information operation and media campaign fo-
cused on hostile and neutral perceptions, rather than on Israel’s sup-
porters or sympathizers, has been and is one of the IDF’s greatest and
most consistent weaknesses.

This result is especially true when an IDF chief of staff makes an in-
excusable political mistake as serious as publicly threatening to “set
Lebanon back twenty years.”* That statement showed a critical lack of
understanding of both Arab and world public opinion, as well as a
lack of understanding the problems of finding international support
that would arise from such reactions.’

War is not fair; it is expedient, and a non-state actor is virtually
forced to use human shields as a means of countering its conventional
weakness. Furthermore, Islamist extremist movements do so as an ideo-
logical goal, seeking to push populations into the war on their side. The
IDF did not seem to fully understand the problems of collateral dam-
age and, therefore, failed to appropriately adjust its objectives.*

The lesson is simple and brutally clear. No senior officer or official
is fit to serve in a modern military force who does not understand the
political and perceptual nature of war, the need to conduct informa-
tion operations tailored to neutral and hostile audiences as well as
sympathetic ones, and the need to do everything possible to show that
the use of force is justified and “legitimate.”

Civilians as the First Line of Hezbollah Defense

One of the tactics that Hezbollah used to fortify its position along the
border was to prepare “friendly” villages in the south of Lebanon to



MAJOR LESSONS REGARDING STRATEGY AND THE CONDUCT OF THE WAR 43

use as safe havens and fortresses in the event of an Israeli assault. Israeli
intelligence officers complained that Hezbollah used civilians’ homes
in southern villages to store small arms, rockets, and other supplies,
while using the villages as staging areas for cross-border rocket at-
tacks. Although some evidence indicates that much of this action was
taken largely without the consent—or even knowledge—of the local
residents, other analysts suggest that the inhabitants of Southern Leb-
anon had, since 2000, seen a third Israeli invasion of Lebanon as inev-
itable. Still others suggest that Hezbollah had begun to fortify the
southern villages as early as 1996, before the Israeli withdrawal to the
“security zone” along the border.’

Hezbollah built its facilities in towns and populated areas, used ci-
vilian facilities and homes to store weapons and to carry out its activ-
ities, and embedded its defenses and weapons in built-up areas. It
learned to move and ship in ways that mirrored normal civilian life.
This pattern becomes all too clear from Israeli imagery showing how
Hezbollah deployed its rockets and mortars in towns and homes; it
rushed into private houses to fire rockets and rushed out.

Hezbollah does not seem to have followed the Taliban example of
deliberately mixing fighters with ordinary civilians and women and
children, using them as “shelters” and then deliberately publicizing
the civilian dead while claiming no combatants were present. Mere
proximity, however, is enough—particularly when fighting occurs in
built-up and populated areas. Civilians and battles of propaganda
and perception are the natural equivalent of armor in asymmetric
warfare.

Israel, the United States, and all powers that rely on the legitimacy
of the ways they use force must get used to the fact that opponents will
steadily improve their ability to use civilians to hide, to deter attack,
to exploit the political impact of strikes, and to exaggerate damage
and killings. The laws of war can become a weapon when one side tries
to manipulate them to push its opponent to go from making every
effort to minimize civilian casualties to totally avoiding such casual-
ties. Civilians become cultural, religious, and ideological weapons
when the United States is attacking different cultures. The gap be-
tween the attacker and attacked is so great that no amount of explana-
tion and reparations can compensate.
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During the war, Israeli officials were frustrated by an inability to
sufficiently jam or otherwise disrupt Hezbollah’s ability to broadcast
to its audience. Although Israeli forces were able to strike Hezbollah
antennas and to penetrate some of its broadcasting, blocking satellite
communication proved difficult because Hezbollah frequently
switched signals to avoid such subterfuge. Shuki Shacur, an IDF re-
serve brigadier general, commented that after the war “we’re likely to
see more effort invested in denying Hizbollah its ability to use this
means of communication.”®

The Unavoidable Limits of Intelligence, Targeting, and
Battle Damage Assessment

The Israeli experience in Lebanese towns and small cities had many
similarities with the problems that the United States and its allies face
in Iraq and those that NATO faces in Afghanistan. All have been
forced to fight an enemy that is often impossible to distinguish from
civilians or that is so embedded in their midst that no way to separate
the enemies and civilians is possible in terms of air strikes or land at-
tacks. This indistinguishability is particularly true of the fighting in
populated areas and street-by-street combat.

Modern intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance, and assets
such as UAVs and modern sensors can help and so can advanced train-
ing, use of armor, and focused tactical intelligence help—particularly
when supported by human intelligence (HUMINT) on the ground.
The truth, however, is that modern technology does not provide the
kind of sensors, protection, and weapons that can prevent a skilled
force from forcing Israel or the United States to fight that skilled force
in populated areas and thus to exploit civilians and collateral damage
at the same time.

The Israeli imagery used in air strikes and in preparing for and con-
ducting the land battle worked to cover only a very small front by
American standards in Iraq and Afghanistan. It had very high density
and persistence, and sensor command, control, communications,
computers, and intelligence (C*I) quality was close to that available
to U.S. forces. This imagery technology is a tremendous advancement
over that used in the past to help targeting avoid collateral damage.
But it falls far short of the ability to provide the kind of real-time tac-
tical advantage necessary to avoid having to react immediately and
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often in ways that kill civilians or damage civil facilities. This advan-
tage can come only when technology is supported by enough HU-
MINT to clearly characterize the target—something that is difficult
or impossible to achieve without local allies.

The problem in close combat in urban areas is only one of the issues
involved. As in Vietnam, there is no easy route to interdicting supply.
Stopping resupply and reinforcement means attacking infrastruc-
ture, ranging from local to national. When medium- and long-range
missiles are involved, “proportionality” also means limited or no re-
straint.

In the case of artillery and air strikes, it is sometimes possible to
achieve a 10-meter accuracy against a global positioning system, or
GPS, coordinate. Like the United States, however, Israel has found
that significant numbers of weapons go astray, that modern sensors
cannot tell the difference between many types and uses of military and
civilian vehicles in an asymmetric war, and that a civilian often looks
exactly like an insurgent or terrorist.

The Special Problems of Mines, Cluster Bombs,
and Area Munitions

In addition, reports after the war suggested that Israel used phospho-
rus and cluster bombs, weapons that are widely considered to be par-
ticularly harmful to civilians. Israel admitted that it used phosphorus
bombs during the war. The IDF asserted, however, that such muni-
tions were used only on military targets in open ground and in con-
formance with international law. Lebanon made third-party reports
and claims, however, that phosphorus munitions were used against
civilians.”

White phosphorus is often used to mark targets or combat areas.
Its use against military targets is not prohibited, but human rights
groups often condemn its use because of the harsh injuries it causes.
Israel initially argued it did not use such rounds against military tar-
gets, but acknowledged in late October that it had used them against
military personnel. A number of reports indicate that such rounds
caused limited civilian casualties.®

Cluster bombs are much more dangerous for civilians because of
their lack of precision, the high number of individual munitions with-
in a warhead, and the fact that rounds that do not explode on contact
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remain live and can explode later if picked up or disturbed by civil-
ians. Because those bombs are generally used by firing a high number
of munitions, which leads to a high number of unexploded munitions,
long-term dangers persist around the battlefield. As of September 7,
2006, the United Nations had cataloged 12 deaths and 61 reported
injuries from unexploded ordnance in Lebanon, all but five of which
were linked to cluster submunitions.’

Israel was widely reported as using cluster bombs during the war,
and the unexploded ordnance continued to cause deaths after the ces-
sation of hostilities. One source claims that cluster bombs were fired
against as many as 770 to more than 800 sites. The same source claims
that some 45,000-50,000 unexploded bombs and munitions had been
removed by mid-October but that civilian casualties continued to rise
and hundreds of thousands of bomblets remained. Other estimates
put the number of unexploded rounds discovered as of October at
58,000. Experts claimed that up to 30-40 percent of the bomblets
dropped by Israel failed to explode on impact.'

Arms control advocates argued that Israel violated international
law by using cluster munitions in civilian areas.!! Initially, Israel de-
nied using cluster bombs against such targets. In November, however,
the IDF admitted to targeting populated areas with cluster munitions.

Furthermore, cluster bombs were fired from multiple-launch
rocket systems (MLRS), which are far less accurate than precision-
guided bombs—often impacting some 1,200 meters from their in-
tended target—although Israel claims that its Ramam trajectory
correction system makes its rockets more accurate than the standard
MLRS round.'? The army chief of staff claimed that this use was
against his orders. Nevertheless, one of the MLRS battery command-
ers claimed that the targets were “General Staff targets”, referring to
the office of the Chief of Staff. The officer further claimed that because
of the inaccuracy of the launchers, they were told to “flood” the
area.’” (Israel also fired bomblets at military targets from its tanks,
which used a new wide-area-dispersal 105-millimeter [mm] anti-per-
sonnel/anti-matériel round called “Rakefet,” but it is unclear that any
such bomblets have been included in reports of cluster munitions.)

The estimates vary of the number of cluster bombs dropped and
the percentage of duds among those dropped. However, the use of
cluster bombs has further damaged perceptions of Israel’s conduct of
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the war. In addition to the direct damage caused by cluster bombs,
their use casts doubt on Israel’s overall concern for Lebanese civilians.
When an accident occurs, an argument that Israel was taking precau-
tions to protect civilians is harder to sustain if reports continue, even
after the war has ended, of civilians being injured or killed by cluster
bombs.

The situation has been made worse by the fact that Israel first de-
nied such weapons were used in civilian areas and the IDF spokesman
claimed that “the use of cluster munitions against built-up areas was
done only against military targets where rocket launches against Isra-
el were identified and after taking steps to warn the civilian popula-
tion.” Minister of Defense Amir Peretz had to admit in November,
however, that the IDF had discovered there had been “irregularities”
in the IDF’s use of such weapons and that Brig. Gen. Michel Ben-
Baruch had found that cluster munitions had been used in ways that
violated the order of Chief of Staff Dan Halutz.!

Human Rights Watch reports that Hezbollah also used cluster
bombs against civilian targets during the war in the 122-mm rockets it
fired almost randomly into Israel, some of which contained 39 Type
90 (MZD) submunitions each.'> Some of those rounds landed in Leb-
anese territory, and Israeli police identified at least 113 Type 81 cluster
rounds that hit Israeli civilian areas (a total of more than 4,400 sub-
munitions).

Also unclear is how many casualties claimed to have come from
cluster bombers really came from unexploded mines laid years earlier
or during the war. Syria, Hezbollah, and Israel all laid or redeployed
mines in the area, although most had been cleared between 2002 and
2004.

In the years leading up to the war, Hezbollah extensively mined the
high-speed highways of approach that Israel would have logically
used to press into Southern Lebanon during an invasion. One of the
massive anti-tank mines destroyed an Israeli Merkava on the first day
of the war, forcing Israel to carry out its ground assault through the
countryside rather than along the main roads. This change in plans,
according to some analysts, caused the Israeli ground assault to pro-
ceed much slower than it had in 1982.1¢

In October, two British companies were contracted by the United
Arab Emirates to clear Southern Lebanon of explosives. The effort
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was expected to cost US$65 million. According to one estimate, it
could require clearing about 1 million unexploded bomblets from
cluster bombs, land mines, and other kinds of unexploded muni-
tions.'” Other estimates put the total at several hundreds of thousands.

What is not clear is whether Israel made additional use of mines
during the conflict. On November 24, an explosion wounded two Eu-
ropean disposal experts working to clear explosives from Southern
Lebanon. A report by the United Nations Mine Action Coordination
Center in Southern Lebanon stated that an Israeli anti-personnel
mine was responsible and that it was part of a minefield laid during