Chapter 4: Conclusion
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The Russia-Ukraine war presents a unique case study of an unprecedented scope and relevance of a multidimensional conflict between warring parties withthat includes the intense involvement of international actors and has had a a profound impact on the foundations of the international order. The main significance and novelty of the current study lie in the its use of the Ukrainian case study to perform a systemic analysis of the role of the civilian population as a factorin shaping the dynamics between the warring parties, at both the strategic and operational levels, based on the Ukrainian case study. This approach seeks to takes a broad, multi-disciplinary, and holistic view of the clash between the parties in relation to the civilian population.
This concluding section seeks to examines lessons for future wars through the lens of the war in Ukraine. First, we will consider the Russian failures in implementing the New Generation Warfare approach to the civilian population that have emerged from the war in Ukraine so far. Then, we will discuss six central issues we chose as potential lessons concerning civilian populations from the war in Ukraine. Finally, we will examine what Israel and Western countries might learn from this war, what Israel’s enemies and authoritarian states can learn from it, and what follow-up research can be identified at this stage.
Extra caution is required when attempting to draw conclusions from the war in Ukraine and apply them directly to the strategic and operational reality of other conflicts, and or when attempting to extrapolate generic insights about the nature of modern warfare. First, most conclusions from the war in Ukraine are context-dependent. The war between Russia, a large global nuclear power, and Ukraine, a large non-nuclear country that has received unprecedented support in recent decades from Western countries, is being conducted under highly unique circumstances. Military lessons are also context-dependent. For example, there are contrasting views among experts regarding the conclusions that can be drawn from the war in Ukraine regarding the future of maneuver battles or the relevance of armored forces[footnoteRef:1]. Second, it is difficult to isolate the reasons for success and failure: are the Russian military doctrines fundamentally flawed, or have they just not been executed properly? To what extent can Ukraine’s successes be attributed to the resilience and determination of Ukrainian society, given the massive assistance it received from the West? Third, the war is still ongoing, and we were able to make use only of the information available to us at this time. [1:  Stephen Biddle, “Ukraine and the Future of the Offensive Maneuver,” War on the Rocks, November 22, 2022. https://warontherocks.com/2022/11/ukraine-and-the-future-of-offensive-maneuver/ [Accessed May 1, 2023]] 

A Critical View of the “New Generation Warfare” Approach to Civilians in Combat Zones
The study establishes that one of the central ideas in the Russian approach to modern warfare (New Generation Warfare), the application of multidimensional pressure in an attempt to weaken the enemy system, was a failure in 2022. This is particularly true regarding the pressure placed on the civilian population: not only did the Ukrainian system not collapse, but its leadership grew stronger, and the population lowered its expectations regarding the quality and extent of services it would receive from the government during the conflict. The Ukrainian population underwent a rapid transformation in its positions, shifting toward extreme anti-Russian sentiment in the first weeks of the war, in stark contrast to the expectations of Russian military and strategic planners. 
Despite the initial conclusion regarding the failure of the New Generation Warfare approach, it is important to note that better planning and more determined and meticulous execution by the Russian army could have led to much more severe results for Ukraine in the early days of the war. The Russian system’s The high level of secrecy in the Russian system led to the majority of military forces receiving combat orders only hours before the invasion and not making minimal preparations for it, which resultedresulting in numerous failed operations in the first days of the war. At the same time, the rapid fall of southern Ukraine (where the Russian army apparently was more successful and Ukrainian collaborators helped Russia more), and the fact that Russian forces were very close to entering Kyiv, which was almost devoid of regular defending forces – may support the claim that the execution, rather than the doctrine, had failed. It is possible that setting more limited objectives, concentrating offensive forces in on a narrower front, and better organized military preparation could have led to more significant Russian achievements. On the other hand, one could argue that flawed planning and execution (as opposed to theoretical thinking) are inherent characteristics of the Russian strategic culture, and therefore improved execution could not have been expected.[footnoteRef:2]. [2:  Dima Adamsky. The Culture of Military Innovation: The Impact of Cultural Factors on the Revolution in Military Affairs in Russia, the US, and Israel. Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2010. ] 

Current training materials for Russian soldiers express a negative attitude toward unnecessary violence and looting against civilians. However, even if the Russian army had prepared its soldiers well for the war, they would not have been ready for intensive interaction with the civilian population, certainly not in a manner that emphasizes respect for human rights and ethical use of military power, as these issues are not addressed in any meaningful way on the Russian side.
A long list of factors contributed to the proliferation of war crimes and incidents of civilian casualties committed for which by the Russian army was responsible: the pressure placed on the Russian forces by their commanders and political leaders to achieve their goals at any cost; the delegitimization of the Ukrainian nation by the Kremlin and the Russian authorities; state-level tolerance for violence and looting; disregard for indiscriminate harm to the civilian population caused during infrastructure attacks and justifying it on the grounds of security; the absence of a cohesive military approach to dealing with civilians including training on the subject for all soldiers and of the military prosecution’s enforcement of the military norms in of international humanitarian law; and a shortage of weapons systems that enable precise attacks (rather the opposite – excessive reliance on ”dumb bombs”). In light of all these factors, it is possible to say that the Russian aspiration to avoid harming civilians is nothing more than an abstract principle, a dead letter.
The reports of war crimes caused severe damage to Russia’s image in Ukraine and the West on both the popular and governmental levels. These reports led to an intensification of Western military and economic assistance to Ukraine. Furthermore, they impaired Moscow’s ability to achieve its war objectives through political arrangements. The hollow humanitarianism of the Russian army’s  sought to promote through its propaganda efforts failed to mitigate its violent image. However, information warfare helped to offset Russia’s reputational damage among its own public, preserve the Global South countries’ neutrality, and, as the conflict continued, raise doubts in the extreme right and left margins of Western countries - about the justification for the extent of assistance provided to Ukraine.
The strategic damage Russia suffered due to having harmed civilians highlights the importance for Western armies, including the Israel Defense Forces (IDF), of addressingto develop mechanisms for restraining military force in a civilian environment in Western armies, including Israel Defense Forces (IDF). A military approach that balances the needs related to military operations with respect for the rights of the civilian population through appropriate training, weapons, and legal enforcement is highly important in modern warfare.
While population displacement (or “strategic engineered migration”) by Russia led to significant demographic changes within Ukraine, as of February 2023, it has failed as a means of exerting pressure on the enemy system and hindered Russia’s progress in the conquest of the country. This Russian practice may correspond to all four typological divisions that Greenhill proposes:[footnoteRef:3]: [3:  Kelly M. Greenhill, "Strategic engineered migration as a weapon of war," Suffolk Transnational Law Review 39, no. 3 (2016).] 

1. Population displacement for the purpose of territorial annexation (dispossessive strategic engineered migration): Territorial conquest became the central test of success or failure in the war between Russia and Ukraine.[footnoteRef:4]. Moscow adopted comprehensive “demographic engineering” measures to encourage refugees to move into its territory, implemented a policy of Russification in occupied areas, held referendums on annexation, and issued Russian passports to citizens. Russification of the population also contributed to Putin’s systematic effort to reverse Russia’s population decline. [4:  Putin claims seizure of Azov territories "significant result" of war for Russia," Ukrainska Pravda, December 7, 2022. https://news.yahoo.com/putin-claims-seizure-azov-territories-153936646.html [accessed December 11, 2022]/.] 

2. Population transfer to undermine foreign governments (exportive strategic engineered migration): Throughout the war, there was a noticeable Russian interest to undermine the Ukrainian regime by leveraging massive population migration from the occupied territories across the country. Russia also sought to increase pressure on European countries that took in refugees.
3. Leveraging refugee migration for purposes of deterrence and enforcement (coercive strategic engineered migration): Russia has sought to use population migration, among other things, as a means of increasing pressure on Ukraine and Western countries. This pressure sought to bring about Ukraine’s capitulation to Russian demands for a ceasefire, to discourage European countries from providing assistance to Ukraine and impose sanctions on Russia, and to prompt Western countries to pressure Kyiv to compromise. The distinction between this typological division category and the previous one is not clear-cut, and is intended to characterize Russian motivations and Ukrainian and Western concerns. While the actions on the ground are the same, interpreting them through information warfare tools among differentiated audiences promotes different objectives.
4. Exploiting population migration to gain a military advantage (militarized strategic engineered migration): Population migration through humanitarian corridors, in our view, served both sides as a tool for shaping the battlefield. Kyiv linked the humanitarian issue with arrangements for ending the fighting, through the same diplomatic channel, forcing Russia to make humanitarian concessions, including humanitarian corridors between the besieged areas and the liberated Ukrainian territory, in exchange for its willingness to negotiate with Moscow. These corridors thwarted Russian attacks and allowed Ukraine to organize its defense. The population migration forced Russia to allocate significant forces to controlling and managinge civilians, particularly in the occupied areas, while the dedicated internal security forces brought to Ukraine did not prove themselves as a force multiplier and were involved in brutality against civilians, exacerbating the complexity of the occupation.
Demographic changes and widespread economic damage may cause long-term harm to Ukraine’s demographic base, thus promoting, at least partially, the original Russian strategic goal of dismantling the foundations of the Ukrainian state and nation. On the other hand, in the current digital age, the displacement of the population and its Russification in the occupied territory (based on Soviet-era concepts and practices) comes at a heavy diplomatic and reputational cost for Russia in the international arena and may substantiate claims of genocide and ethnic cleansing, even without mass murder having taken place.
The war in Ukraine serves as an important case study for researching the exploitation of refugees as a weapon and the concept of “engineered population migration.” A more in-depth study is needed to examine the phenomenon of shaping the battlefield through the imposition of humanitarian arrangements on the rival party and the “weaponization” of refugee flows in war.
The Civilian Population as a Factor Shaping Conflicts in the Digital Age: Main Takeaways Conclusions 
Takeaway Conclusion 1: The civilian population has an increasing influence on the parties’ ability to achieve strategic goals and on battlefield dynamics.
The systemic analysis conducted in the framework of this study demonstrates that the population is not just a “military obstacle” but rather a sub-system within the ecosystem of the war, with an increasing influence on the conduct of operations on the battlefield in the current digital era. The civilian population can create military, political, economic, reputational, and other challenges for the attacking country. In the war in Ukraine, the civilian population has had played a crucial role effect in on the ability of both sides to achieve their strategic objectives.
One may wonder whether the civilian population’s increasing impact in conflicts is a general trend, or whether it is merely characteristic of technologically advanced societies or those who are prone to political activism and grassroots mobilization. It seems tThe increasing penetration of digital communication in societies worldwide appears to makes this phenomenon increasingly global.
Within the limits of this study, it was difficult to calculate and weigh the civilian populations’ impact on the battlefield. We demonstrated that its influence is intensifying but avoided defining it as decisive. In consultations we held with experts in the field, we heard opposing views. On the one hand, it was argued that it is unlikely that 30–40 million Ukrainians, each armed with a cellular device, would not bring about a dramatic change in the military balance of power. On the other hand, it was claimed that the influence on the battlefield attributed to civilians is exaggerated and that military forces remain the primary driver of change. The question of whether civilians are a decisive factor in modern wars or just one of their shaping factors requires further focused research.
In Western countries, including Israel, it is important to strengthen the focus on various aspects of the treatment of civilians in warfare, regarding both routine and emergency operational plans. This is because the enemy may also draw inspiration from the war in Ukraine, whether by terrorizing the civilian home front or by creating difficulties for the IDF or Western armies through diverse forms of civilian resistance.
Takeaway Conclusion 2: There is an increased risk of failure in predicting the population’s behavior and its influence on policy decisions within the framework of strategic operational planning.
The Russian failure to understand the characteristicspredict the behavior of the Ukrainian population led to a military fiasco. On the Ukrainian side, tOn the other hand, the Ukrainianhe public’s resilience compensated for Kyiv’s suboptimal preparedness for war. The potential politicization involved in observing the civilian population from the rival perspective increases the complexity difficulty of the analysis and theanalyzing the population and the potential politicization involved in observing it from the rival perspective raise the risks of of assessment failure tos in identifying trends related to the population before the conflict and or toin predicting the civilian population’s behavior in response to the use of force.
Even if the analysis of the population’s characteristics before the conflict is accurate, it is difficult to know with a high degree of certaintybe certain that the rival leadership will change its policy in response to pressure on civilians. This is particularly true when the object of influence is deeply tied to issues of identity. Russia’s failure (at least until early February 2023) to achieve significant strategic and operational gains by exerting pressure on the Ukrainian population is yet another historical example that efforts to weaken an enemy system through pressure on civilians during warfare may yield unexpected and sometimes adverse results.[footnoteRef:5]. Attempting to influence a leadership by harming its population ’s well-being may lead to the formation of a new kind of social contract regarding the scope of services provided to the public and lowered expectations by citizens from their government. [5:  Pape gives a historical perspective on failures to achieve political goals while putting pressure on civilians in wars.
Robert Pape, “Bombing to Lose,” Foreign Affairs, October 20, 2022. https://www.foreignaffairs.com/ukraine/bombing-to-lose-airpower-cannot-salvage-russia-doomed-war-in-ukraine [accessed: October 30, 2022]. 
] 

In the case of the Russian-Ukrainian war, it is evident that the Russian military pressure on the Ukrainian public was gradual, partly due to a lack of precise aerial munitions and possibly also due to Russia’s unwillingness to “go all the way” and destroy Ukraine’s entire energy infrastructure during the winter. Had the Russians targeted humanitarian impactcivilians earlier been quicker andor the West had not provided assistance to Kyiv to repair the damaged facilities, the humanitarian pressures on civilians and the government would have had a more decisive impact. When the war is over it will be necessary to reexamine the impact of deep-strike attacks on energy infrastructure to draw more definitive conclusions regarding the effectiveness of this tool.
Ultimately, analysis of the civilian population and its impact on warfare it is vital to analyze the population and its impact on warfare as ais a vital part of intelligence work and strategic and operational planning. Given how elusive this issue topic is, methods care must be used taken to minimize perceptual distortions and the influence of political lenses when studying the enemy’s civilian population. It is imperative that the planning will addresses a wide range of possible scenarios regarding the nature of the civilian population’s involvement in warfare. Russia’s failure to influence the Ukrainian public’s positions toward its government calls for caution in the West and Israel in all matters related to influencing the consciousness of civilians in an enemy state, both during war and in routine information operations.
Takeaway Conclusion 3: It is both possible and recommended to prepare for warfare on the “digital front” by learning from the conflict in Ukraine and recognizing that the enemy is doing the same.
The attacking state must prepare in advance for hostile information warfare campaigns aimed at influencing its population. In addition, it must keep “surprises” for real-time use and not expose them to the enemy prematurely. During 2014–2021, Russia laid the groundwork for information warfare in its broadest sense in the fields of cyber, electronic warfare (EW), propaganda campaigns, and political subversion. However, Russia’s use of the new tools it developed during these years provided Ukraine, NATO, and other actors opportunities for continuous learning, wasting  much of Russia’s potential to surprise its rivals. This window of time helped Ukraine strengthen its population’s information literacy and develop response mechanisms that reduced the effectiveness of Russian methods in this domain. and made the Ukrainian public more immune to Russian influence campaigns in the war. 
There is a tension between “broad but limited” preparedness and “adequate” preparedness for a national emergency. Ukraine’s preparations were far from perfect, but the extensive focus on them across the bureaucratic establishment and in civil society, and the experience accumulated over eight years of confrontation with Russia before the war, helped the Ukrainian government and society make a rapid transition to emergency mode and allowed for learning and improvement “on the fly.” Early organization at the local government was prioritizedGreat importance was attributed to the early organization at the local government level. Mechanisms connecting military authorities with local elected and appointed leadership contributed to Ukraine’s ability to withstand the attack. However, inadequate preparations contributed to the rapid loss of vast territories in the early days of the war, and if not for the Russians’ own failures and a “compensation mechanism” in the form of massive assistance from the West, the damage to Ukraine could have been irreversible.
There is no magic formula for the right level of preparedness for a military emergency, as expenditure on civil defense, building shelters, maintaining strategic reserves of vital products and medical equipment, conducting drills, etc. depends on the resource capacity of the defending state. Transitioning to a state of emergency incurs costs and drives away investors, and Zelensky’s government used this reasoning to justify its reluctance to take many crucial steps to make Ukraine better prepared for the war. The Ukrainian case may indicate that “broad but limited” preparedness enabled the defending state to cope only partially with a surprise attack but made it possible to recover subsequently.
Israel’s adversaries may learn from the methods and practices used to prepare the Ukrainian population for war. This may reduce the effectiveness of Israel’s efforts to influence enemy populations in times of military operations. In particular, Israel’s enemies might learn the way Ukraine weakened the impact of Russian propaganda tools  and successfully employed civilians to shape global public opinion and to influence Western states, civil society, and international corporations. In circumstances where Israel’s close nearby enemies (Lebanon, Gaza, and Syria) already have weak and vulnerable electricity infrastructure and the population’s socioeconomic status is deteriorating, targeting national infrastructures may prove to be less effective. It is also important to examine whether the enemy is preparing plans to encourage civilian resistance as a significant part of its attempt to thwart the IDF’s ground operations.
Accelerating Israel’s emergency preparedness, including on the home front, relies partially on intelligence warnings. The Ukrainian case corroborates the Israeli modus-operandi that basic preparing preparation of the public for war should be done continuously, regardless of  a specific early- warning, based on an understanding of the capabilities and intentions of Israel’s adversaries to harm the civilian sector. The existence of a comprehensive regulatory infrastructure on for national and local emergency preparedness and their connection to security mechanisms could improve the resilience of the populace in, for scenarios, when where early -warnings is are not issued on time. The relative ease with which the Russians inflicted severe damage on the Ukrainian energy infrastructure using Iranian-made precision weapons highlights the need to examine similar scenarios in Israel, including preparing the public for such events.
Takeaway Conclusion 4: Excessive harm to the adversary’s population might narrow Israel’s international freedom of action; as perceptions are quickly established and difficult to change, public diplomacy is becoming increasingly important.
The war in Ukraine demonstrates the risk involved in brutal behavior conducted by soldiers toward civilians or the civilian environment. Such behavior, even if not part of strategic and operational planning, severely damages the attacking country as it delegitimizes its military both in the eyes of the targeted population and in the international arena and carries the risk of sanctions initiated by major international corporations. This is particularly true if the attacking military lacks tools for dealing with the civilian population, and its political and military leadership condones acts of violence and cruelty toward civilians.
Harm to the civilian population is a factor that connects the local-national dimension with the global and ethical dimension of the war. The harm Russia inflicted upon Ukrainian civilians has become one of the elements linking the two dimensions of the conflict -– the battle over Ukraine’s national future and sovereignty, and the competition between the great powers for global dominance. The Ukrainians sought to increase the West’s determination to act against Russia in the context of great-power competition to by convincinge Western public opinion and governments that Russia is harming civilians systematically and brutally to increase the West’s determination to act against Russia in the context of great-power competition. The more the West strengthened its determination to weaken Russia, the more harm to civilians contributed to its readiness to provide Kyiv with greater political, economic, and military support. Human rights violations within a local conflict can be perceived as an issue of universal ethical importance and diminish the strategic freedom of action of a country accused of such violations.
The rapid establishment of perceptions in war: The war has demonstrated the ethical and political differences in the perception of conflicts between Western governments and publics versus non-Western countries. The effectiveness of Russia’s information warfare efforts oin the political fringes of Western countries and in the Global South has become clearer. On the other hand, just as Russia struggled in 2022 to change its negative image and the negative perception of the goals it sought to promote among the Ukrainian public and the mainstream in the West, so too did Ukraine struggle to promote its positions in public opinion in Russia, on the political fringes in the West, and in the Global South.
The war in Ukraine has demonstrated that Israel’s freedom of action on the state level may be significantly influenced not only by state actors but also by international corporations and civil society in Western countries, which operate autonomously and independently of governments. Prominent examples include SpaceX’s assistance in making its satellite network available to the Ukrainian government (providing stable internet communication that was protected against Russia’s jamming capabilities), Microsoft’s support of Ukraine’s efforts to defend its networks from cyberattacks, and companies leaving the Russian market to punish Russia, even if they were not required to do so under the sanctions regime. In addition to the risk of using force against civilian populations, the war in Ukraine has emphasized the importance of early Israeli public diplomacy efforts aimed at expanding the legitimacy of the IDF’s actions. If Israel’s image is not positive at the beginning of the conflict, it may struggle to change it later on.
Regarding investing in public diplomacy in the Global South countries – it was is difficult to determine how important it is for Israel to be more active in this area. Apparently, Israel suffers from a disadvantage in terms of its public relations in this arena compared to its rivals, and it attaches importance primarily to its public legitimacy in Western countries. However, even in non-democratic countries, the public puts constraints on its government’s freedom of action and willingness to engage in business collaboration with Israel, so it is important not to neglect the Global South in this context. In any case, this issue merits future research.
Conclusion 5: The growing importance of the “digital front” - The speed, continuity, and availability of modern information technologies interconnect the operations’ domains (military, political, economic, and information) and allow the parties to compensate for relative weaknesses in one of those. The “digital front” is the primary dimension where the civilian population can participate actively in the war.
Information technologies and the psychological dimension are a central connecting thread between all the actors and aspects of the conflict, and this seems to be the main innovation in the war in Ukraine regarding the civilian population. Information technologies have enabled wide, continuous, and real-time interaction between the leadership in Kyiv and the Ukrainian public, helped build a civil support base for the Ukrainian armed forces, connected Ukrainian and Western civil societies, and allowed Kyiv to put pressure on Western governments by appealing to their publics.
All the parties involved in the conflict are “playing the whole field”: they integrate their various systems (military, political-diplomatic, economic, and information warfare) when operating vis-à-vis the civilian population in the war, and try to compensate for one system’s weakness by using other tools. Therefore, it is difficult to confine the warfare to a single dimension. For example, Russia’s military failures prompted it to “weaponize” civilian fields (e.g. energy, food, population migration). While increasing the pressure on civilians did make it easier for the Russian army to temporarily control territories tactically, it also created legitimacy problems that led Western public opinion and governments to strengthen their support for Ukraine, thereby undermining Russia’s ability to achieve strategic objectives in the war.
The exposure of military forces to increasing civilian reconnaissance activities is becoming more significant than in the past. The civilian environment has become an auxiliary force in gathering intelligence on military forces before the start of the conflict and in real-time, including assistance in directing enemy fire. In some circumstances, as in the conflict in Ukraine, it may become a mechanism for recruiting civilian actors around the world to act on behalf of one of the fighting parties (e.g. by providing analyzed intelligence information from open sources). On the other hand, a state actor seeking to enlist the public in an information campaign and intelligence gathering has to work harder concealing to conceal its secrets (the Ukrainians are struggling with the tension between sharing information and hiding it). This may not seem new, but thanks to changes in digital technology, the war in Ukraine has set a new benchmark for the speed of information flow, the proliferation of civilian sensors, and techniques for processing information from civilian sources and its depth of integration into warfare.
The question arises as to how concerned Israel should be about the potential mobilization of global civil society to assist its adversaries by providing “civilian intelligence,” as was the case in the global mobilization against Russia. This issue appears to be related to the perception of Israel’s legitimacy to operate, as well as its adversaries’ ability to rally international civil society for such efforts. Israel might not generate the same interest and hostility as Russia did among the Western public. This topic also merits dedicated and complementary research.
The challenge facing Israel regarding the empowerment of its adversaries’ populations through modern communication tools is partly technology-driven and partly content-based. The Russian attempt to block the occupied population’s access to free communication often failed, and this approach seems inappropriate for Israel. We have no concrete solutions to offer regarding this challenge beyond simply shining a spotlight on the need to develop technological and conceptual coping mechanisms in every dimension of action and across the domains.
Conclusion 6: The blurring of boundaries between the civilian and military spheres and between “involved” and “uninvolved” parties (combatants / /non-combatants) is increasing, in a way that challenges the operational patterns of Western and Israel’s armies.
The war in Ukraine has illustrated the increasing blurring of boundaries between the military-security and civilian realms and between “involved” and “uninvolved” parties, in a way that challenges the norms of international humanitarian law. This blurring pertains to the legitimacy of fighters hiding among civilian populations and the right to use aerial strikes to destroy the enemy’s national economic infrastructure, for example in the energy sector. The tension between the legal norm prohibiting the conduct of warfare from civilian areas and the legitimacy of such warfare in the eyes of the defending side, as well as the civilian population and the international community, including governments, has intensified on both the Russian and Ukrainian sides.[footnoteRef:6]. The Russian legal argument that Ukraine’s energy infrastructure contributes to its security and is therefore a legitimate target has been rejected by the West. [6:  Efroni Danny, “Heibetim mishpatiim bemivtsa ‘Amud Anan’,” "היבטים משפטיים במבצע עמוד ענן" [Legal aspects of the operation ‘Pillar of Cloud’], Army and Strategy, vol. 5 (special issue), Institute for National Security Studies (INSS), April 2014.] 

The Ukrainian side has at times deterred international human rights organizations from operating in conflict areas by criticizing their combat operations in a civilian environment. This may teach Israel’s enemies that exerting public pressure on investigators from human rights organizations could help them promote one-sided reports against Israel.	Comment by JA: I do not understand this sentence. Please reformulate
The difficulty of using legal warfare to influence operational warfare in real-time has intensified and the deterrent power of post-war punishment is being challenged. Russia’s response to accusations of human rights violations and war crimes is to ignore, deny, and resist courts with universal jurisdiction. Ukraine sought to raise concerns among Russian soldiers that they would pay a personal price after the war if they are found to have committed war crimes. However, as long as the perpetrators remain within Russia’s territory, it will be difficult to punish them. This could limit tTheir freedom of movement may be limited and they may be affected and affect them  in other ways, but it seems that the sheer size of Russia mitigates the deterrent power of such punishment methods in the eyes of Russian soldiers, compared to soldiers from smaller countries. Time is needed to assess the effectiveness of this approach: the legal activity needed in extractingto extract a price from Russia and its soldiers for war crimes in Ukraine will take years. On the other hand, itIt is doubtful whether violations of international humanitarian law by Ukraine, as they occur, will trigger legal action in the West (although they may generate symbolic legal activity against Ukraine in Russia).
Israel also rejects the universal jurisdiction of international courts. However, the “deny and ignore” approach, which is possible for semi-autocratic Russia, appears to be inappropriate for Israel as it is closely tied to Western countries and deeply dependent on them. In light of this, the Israeli response to the challenge of military-civilian blurring requires updating the legal paradigm guiding Israel’s security forces and continuing to enforce it through military and civilian legal authorities, while balancing between restrained use of force toward civilians and fulfilling the military mission.
Takeaways for Israel	Comment by JA: I think Lessons is better than Takeaways	Comment by Sarah-Masha Fainberg: No need to edit this part
1. Civilians’ importance on the battlefield is expected to increase in Israel’s future conflicts. More significant organization and planning than in the past are required to factor in this element in strategic and operational planning while taking into account the heightened risk of estimation errors.
2. The centrality of the population’s role must also be taken into account in all aspects related to planning aerial operations. In Israel’s future conflicts, the Air Force is expected to be a dominant component in the use of force in a civilian environment, which will impose constraints on the Air Force’s operations and affect the ability to achieve objectives.
3. In future conflicts, Israel’s enemies may shamelessly use the civilian population to achieve strategic objectives based on lessons learned from the war in Ukraine to incite civilians on the battlefield, governments, and public opinion in the West, and international corporations.
4. The image of the rival parties in the international arena is established quickly and difficult to change. To create strategic freedom of action during a crisis, it is vital that Israel pre-plans its campaign on the “digital front” and begins to implement it routinely. This includes, among other things, the use of public diplomacy tools vis-à-vis governments, public opinion, and organizations, primarily in the West.
5. There is a need to develop technological tools and content tools to gain advantages on the “digital front” in the civilian sphere during times of conflict. It is worth examining whether Israel can also enlist an “army of volunteers” both domestically and globally as part of its toolkit.
6. Despite the deep organizational and cultural differences between the Russian army and the IDF, the war in Ukraine powerfully demonstrates that military operations on the ground within the civilian population have ramifications on the strategic level that can influence the balance of achievements in the war.
7. The war in Ukraine reinforces the importance of the IDF’s existing operational approach, which balances fulfilling military objectives and minimizing the use of force against civilians.
8. It is important to examine Israel’s emergency preparedness in light of the lessons learned from the war in Ukraine. The Ukrainian case illustrates that preparing the Israeli public for war should be ongoing and unrelated to alerts of impending danger. It should be based on an assessment of Israel’s enemies’ capabilities and intentions and their potential impact on the Israeli home front.


