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Abstract
Some actors in conflicts, and including most non-state actors, which are inherently the weaker side of in an asymmetric conflict with a state, have chosen to deploy an Ooffsetting Sstrategy of to Ooffset the adversary’s advantages and exploit its vulnerability. The article analyzes a counter-strategy strategic for an actor to cope with its adversary'’s offset strategy, termed defining asan “Ofsfsetting the Offset sStrategy” (OTOS). OTOS is defined as a strategy adopted by side A in a conflict in order to offset the offset efforts that side B has adopted to prevent side A from actualizing its power. OTOS reflects systemic planning and management of the state’s efforts to build and exert power in order to prevent, or at least minimize, the possibility of the enemy exploiting the state’s weaknesses to offset its advantages. By exploring the Israeli strategy towards Hamas in the May 2021 crisis in Gaza Strip, this article illustrates and analyzes the strategy. is widely illustrated and analyzed. Although OTOS has some significant advantages, it is also suffers of a few crucial problematic repercussions that policymakers must take into accountmust be considers by policy makers.
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Introduction
“We inflicted maximum harm on Hamas, with a minimum of casualties in Israel…. At the outset of the operation I said that Hamas would absorb blows it could not imagine, and this is exactly what happened…. First, we stripped Hamas of its weapon of attack tunnels…. Second, we destroyed a substantial portion of Hamas’s ‘metro’ – its underground city in Gaza where they thought they could hide out and conduct their war…. We did all this with minimal harm to non-combatant civilians, with advance warning for civilians, in a manner that no other country or army in the world does.” (Remarks by Prime Minister Netanyahu upon the conclusion of Operation Guardian of the Walls, 21 May 2021)[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Remarks by Prime Minister Netanyahu upon the conclusion of the operation, YouTube, May 21, 2021, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=c-8Kbm1wc3c [Hebrew].] 


A central aspect of any military conflict between two actors is the effort to offset the capabilities of the other side and prevent it from actualizing them. Sometimes this effort is at the basis of the actors’ strategy. The best-known example of such a strategy is probably the one adopted by the United States in the 1950s as part of its Offset Strategy, the third version of which was announced by American defense officials in 2014. This strategy seeks to avoid a symmetric response to threats to the United States from enemies or rivals such as Russia and China for two reasons., both because of the vast resources that First, developing such a response requires vast resources. Second,and in light of the argument it is widely held that a democracy cannot become an armed state, investing all its resources in its military components. In the words of then Deputy Secretary of Defense Bob Work, “‘Offset’ means that we will never try to match our opponents or our competitors tank for tank, plane for plane, person for person…. So what we do is we seek ways in which to offset our potential adversary’s advantages.”[footnoteRef:2]	Comment by נתנאל: מה שארה"ב מבקשת הוא להמנע מלהציב מענה סימטרי (לכן היא נוהגת באסטרגית קיזוז).
האם המילה response היא המתאימה ביותר? לאנגלית הדלה שלי זה נשמע יותר כמו "תגובה", כשהמילה "מענה" מכוונת למשהו כולל יותר, לתפיסה שלמה שבוחרת לקזז במקום להציב מענה סימטרי	Comment by merav: אין תרגום מדויק ל"מענה". בד"כ אומרים response. אפשר לחלופין לכתוב:
a symmetric approach	Comment by נתנאל: זה משפט מאד ארוך. האם יש דרך לחלק לשניים ושיישאר הגיוני וקוהרנטי?	Comment by נתנאל: הוא לשעבר [2:  Deputy Secretary of Defense Bob Work, “Remarks by Deputy Secretary Work on Third Offset Strategy,” April 24, 2016, https://www.defense.gov/Newsroom/Speeches/Speech/Article/753482/remarks-by-d%20eputy-secretary-work-on-third-offset-strategy/.] 

In asymmetric warfare, particularly when the weaker actor is a non-state actor, that weaker actor is unable to compete on equal footing with the stronger actor. For this reason, it will tend to adopt a strategy based on exploiting the weaknesses of the stronger actor so as to offset the latter’s ability to exert its power.[footnoteRef:3] In the words of Mao Tse-tung, renowned theorist of guerrilla warfare: “In guerrilla strategy, the enemy’s rear, flanks, and other vulnerable spots are his vital points, and there he must be harassed, attacked, dispersed, exhausted, and annihilated.”[footnoteRef:4]	Comment by נתנאל: זה היה משפט מאד ארוך, ניסיתי לחלק אותו לשניים. תקין?	Comment by merav: תקין [3:  Ekaterina Stepanova, Terrorism in Asymmetrical Conflict Ideological and Structural Aspects (New York: Oxford University Press, 2008), p. 20.]  [4:  Mao Tse-tung, On Guerrilla Warfare, trans. Samuel B. Griffith (New York: Praeger, 1961), p. 46.] 

Throughout its existence, Hamas has operated precisely in this manner. It gradually developed a comprehensive strategy aimed at exploiting Israel’s weaknesses and thereby preventing it from deciding the battle on the basis of its being immeasurably stronger than Hamas. Since Israel’s disengagement from the Gaza Strip (in the summer of 2005), there has been constant tension at some level between Israel and the factions in the Gaza Strip, and foremost among them Hamas, especially after the latter came into power de-facto in the summer of 2007. On a number of occasions this tension has escalated into intense rounds of hostilities – in December 2008, November 2012, and the summer of 2014. The fourth round of warfighting, which erupted in May 2021, differed from the preceding rounds. On this occasion Israel operated differently, having consolidated various approaches and capabilities into a coherent strategy that translated into an operational plan, which it put into practice in the course of the crisis. The quote at the outset of this article, in which former Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu summarizes the achievements of the military operation that Israel launched in May 2021 in the Gaza Strip, expresses the main points of the strategic approach that Israel put into action during this crisis.	Comment by נתנאל: תוספת
According to the Strategic Interaction Thesis, every strategy has a number of counterstrategies, only one of which is ideal. Even in asymmetric warfare, the stronger actor’s selection of the right strategy vis-à-vis the weaker actor is the key to the former’s ability to prevail in spite of the weaker actor’s efforts to offset its advantage.[footnoteRef:5] This article aims to examine a model counterstrategy to an offset strategy adopted by an adversary, using as a case study Israel’s strategy vis-à-vis Hamas during the crisis of May 2021,[footnoteRef:6] which the article defines as “Offsetting the Offset Strategy” (OTOS).[footnoteRef:7] The article will describe Israel’s decision to employ an offset strategy in face of Hamas’s four-pronged effort to offset its advantages and exploit its weaknesses. Next it will analyze the characteristics and implications of this strategy in light of the selected case study, using it as a model to assess how stronger actors might cope with an offset strategy on the part of the weaker side in asymmetric warfare. [5:  Ivan Arreguín-Toft, “How the Weak Win Wars: A Theory of Asymmetric Conflict,” International Security, Vol. 26, No. 1 (2001), pp. 95, 105-104.]  [6:  In Israel this campaign was known as “Guardian of the Walls,” whereas Hamas named it “Sword of Jerusalem.” Henceforth this article will use the neutral term “May 2021 crisis.” ]  [7:  For the purpose of this article the strategy is defined in accordance with the Department of Defense (DOD) definition: “A prudent idea or set of ideas for employing the instruments of national power in a synchronized and integrated fashion to achieve theater, national, and/or multinational objectives.” (DOD Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms, January 2021, p. 203). The aim of this article is to present the “prudent idea” of adopting an offset strategy in face of the adversary’s offset strategy and apply it using the selected case study.] 


Offsetting Hamas’s Underground Network
One of Israel’s major advantages over Hamas is intelligence. Thanks to its advanced technologies, sophisticated high-tech industry, and large, experienced intelligence agencies, Israel has a tremendous advantage over Hamas, which over the years has allowed it to uncover many of the organization’s secrets. Among its key capabilities in this regard are SIGINT – the ability to eavesdrop on tactical communications and cellular telephones and identify their location; GEOINT – advanced ground and air surveillance equipment; and HUMINT – the use of agents and collaborators within the Gaza Strip. Over the years, Iin conjunction with its advanced and accurate attack capabilities, Israel has inflicted significant damage on Hamas members’ assets.[footnoteRef:8]	Comment by Owner: תוספת [8:  On the role of intelligence in counterterrorism, see Daniel Byman, “The Intelligence War on Terrorism,” Intelligence and National Security, Vol. 29, No.6 (2014), pp. 837-863.] 

One of the main ways Hamas sought to address Israel’s supremacy in this regard, after drawing from the lessons of Operation Protective Edge (2014), was by developing an “underground city” – which came to be known as the “Gaza metro” – beneath residential houses in the Gaza Strip. After years of concerted effort and the investment of many resources, Hamas was able to establish an underground network spanning tens of kilometers that remained hidden from view. The network contained an array of branching tunnels that housed command centers, depots, and rocket launchers, among other features. The tunnel’s cost is estimated at $500,000 per kilometer, meaning that the entire network cost at least several tens of millions of dollars.[footnoteRef:9] Hamas’s investment in this network was not in vain. Israel could not conduct air surveillance of activities in the tunnels, nor could it eavesdrop on conversations or locate cellular telephones given the lack of reception and the organization’s extensive use of land lines. Moreover, activities in the tunnels were far less exposed to civilians recruited by Israel for the purpose of information gathering.[footnoteRef:10]	Comment by נתנאל: תוספת	Comment by נתנאל: לא צריך פסיק אחרי ה-moreover? [9:  “A Peak into Hamas’s Metro,” IDF (website), May 20, 2021, https://www.idf.il/%D7%9E%D7%90%D7%9E%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%9D/2021/%D7%A4%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%99%D7%A7%D7%98-%D7%9E%D7%98%D7%A8%D7%95-%D7%AA%D7%A7%D7%A6%D7%99%D7%91-%D7%97%D7%9E%D7%90%D7%A1-%D7%9E%D7%A0%D7%94%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%AA-%D7%98%D7%A8%D7%95%D7%A8-%D7%A2%D7%9C%D7%95%D7%AA-%D7%9E%D7%97%D7%99%D7%A8-%D7%A2%D7%96%D7%94/ [Hebrew].]  [10:  Eado Hecht, “Hamas Underground Warfare,” BESA Center Perspectives Paper, No. 259, July 27, 2014.] 

At the same time, Hamas worked on developing attack tunnels into Israeli territory. The excavated tunnels began in the Gaza Strip, crossed the perimeter fence between the Strip and Israel, and exited into Israeli territory. Hamas had successfully operated such tunnels during Operation Protective Edge (summer of 2014), and Israel obliterated a significant portion of them in the second half of the operation. After 2014, however, Hamas continued trying to dig such tunnels so as to cross over to the Israeli side, surprise Israel’s security forces, and strike at civilian communities in what it regards as a high-value” action.[footnoteRef:11]	Comment by Owner: תוספת [11:  Nicole J. Watkins and Alena M. James, “Digging into Israel: The Sophisticated Tunneling Network of Hamas,” Journal of Strategic Security, Vol. 9, No. 1 (2016), pp. 84-103.] 

Israel opted to address the underground network in a manner that Hamas did not foresee. Beginning on the night between May 13 and 14, Israel systematically conducted underground artillery attacks on against the underground network every night, each time focusing on a different sector of the Gaza Strip, in order to render several tens of kilometers of tunnels unusable. The attack launched on the first night also included an ingenious ruse. During the 24 hours preceding the attack, the Israel Defense Forces (IDF) deployed large numbers of forces along the northern border of the Gaza Strip as part of a deception operation.[footnoteRef:12] The winds of war, alongside a message disseminated by the IDF Spokesperson that misleadingly hinted at the possibility that the IDF had entered the Gaza Strip with ground forces,[footnoteRef:13] led to large-scale evacuation of the local population and drove many Hamas members into the underground network. At this point the signal was given: a massive and unprecedented artillery barrage delivered hundreds of bombs, leading to the collapse of a significant portion of the underground network in the area and striking at the Hamas operatives stationed in those facilities.	Comment by נתנאל: הניסוח לא ברור, זה עלול להשמע שהתקיפות היו תת קרקעיות – והן לא (אלו היו תקיפות ארטילריות שכוונו כנגד מערך תת הקרקע) – השאלה איך לנסח זאת אחרת	Comment by merav: נראה לי שהכוונה יותר קרובה ל- misleadingly
(הטעיה מכוונת).
להבדיל מ erroneously  (בטעות) [12:  “‘I Was Sure We Were Going In’: Fighters Were Instructed to Enter Gaza as Part of an Exercise to Deceive Hamas,” Kan 11, May 24, 2021, https://www.kan.org.il/item/?itemid=106294 [Hebrew]. ]  [13:  Letter from Brig. Gen. Hidai Zilberman, spokesperson of the IDF, to Andrew Carey, president of the Foreign Press Association, May 15, 2021. ] 

Moreover, during the years preceding the operation, Israel had created an underground barrier with advanced technologies along the border fence with the Gaza Strip, in order to prevent possible infiltration into Israel by Hamas’s' special force, the " Nuchba". After Operation Protective Edge, in line with the lessons learned on this matter in the State Comptroller’s report, and with the cooperation of actors relevant to the project, orderly construction of the barrier was begun.[footnoteRef:14] In June 2016 a final decision was reached about the appropriate contours of the barrier, which was to be allocated close to 3 billion New Israeli Shekels (NIS). The planned barrier would reach a depth of tens of meters underground and stand about six meters above ground, stretching more than 60 km along the border.[footnoteRef:15] Over the course of approximately three years, dozens of engineers and laborers worked day and night, bringing the project to its full completion in October 2020.[footnoteRef:16]	Comment by נתנאל: תוספת	Comment by merav: לא צריך מרכאות כי מדובר בשם, עם אות גדולה.
בכל מקרה, אם משתמשים במרכאות, יש לשים לב שבכתיבה אמריקאית (ובכתב העת הזה), פיסוק צריך לבוא לפני סגירת המרכאות.	Comment by נתנאל: האם צריך פסיק אחרי השנה?	Comment by merav: אופציונלי. בשביל ביטויים של פחות מחמישה מילים בד"כ לא אלא אם כן רוצים להדגיש	Comment by merav: בהערת שוליים: 
פורמט תאריכים תוקן לפי הנחיות כתב העת:
Month Number, Year
(פסיק בין המספר של התאריך והשנה)

צריך לתקן גם בהמשך במקורות שהיו כבר באנגלית במסמך המקורי
 [14:  State Comptroller, The Handling of the Tunnel Threat, February 28, 2017, p. 44 [Hebrew]. On Israel’s handling of the tunnels upon the discovery of their scope during Operation Protective Edge, see Raphael D. Marcus, “Learning ‘Under Fire’: Israel’s Improvised Military Adaptation to Hamas Tunnel Warfare,” Journal of Strategic Studies, Vol. 42, No. 3-4 (2019), pp. 344-370.   ]  [15:  Ynet, June 16, 2016, https://www.ynet.co.il/articles/0,7340,L-4816481,00.html [Hebrew]; The Marker, August 20, 2017, https://www.themarker.com/allnews/1.4365499 [Hebrew].]  [16:  See testimonies from engineers and laborers, “Solel Boneh Presents – the Underground Barrier at the Gaza Strip Order,” YouTube, December 30, 2018, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=iC-FNZFKJ9k [Hebrew].] 

During the confrontation the barrier proved itself. At no time during the course of the entire operation was Hamas able to infiltrate Israeli territory through an underground tunnel, in contrast to several occasions in the past, such as the kidnapping of Gilad Shalit, a soldier (in the summer of 2006), and high-quality actions during Operation Protective Edge. According to IDF data, during the May 2021 operation dozens of raids were thwarted and attack tunnel routes blocked.[footnoteRef:17] Thus Hamas was denied one of its most effective and acclaimed axes for infiltrating Israeli territory. As Prime Minister Netanyahu summarized:	Comment by נתנאל: תוספת [17:  Statement by IDF spokesman, May 21, 2021 [Hebrew].] 

Hamas knew that if it tried to infiltrate our territory above ground, it would absorb lethal fire, and therefore it tried to build terrorist tunnels underground to infiltrate our territory…. They discovered that they were blocked, thanks to the steel wall we had built…. It is not just a wall; it is a smart wall, with sensors, with detection and warning capabilities. Every time they tried to approach, they were destroyed underground…. The vast resources and years of work that Hamas had invested in the attack tunnels went down the drain.[footnoteRef:18] [18:  Remarks by Prime Minister Netanyahu at a press conference upon the conclusion of the operation, YouTube, May 21, 2021 [Hebrew].] 


Offsetting the Rocket Threat to the Home Front
In recent decades Israel’s adversaries have recognized the civilian home front in the Sstate of Israel has been recognized as a major vulnerability. In the memorable and infamous words of Hezbollah Secretary-General Hassan Nasrallah, “Israel is no more than a spider’s web,” meaning that the Israeli home front has a particularly low resilience threshold and would not withstand long-term devastation because Israeli society is characteristically hedonistic, with a low breaking point and lack of fighting spirit.[footnoteRef:19]	Comment by נתנאל: האם צריך פסיק?	Comment by merav: רק אם רוצים להכניס pause לצורך הדגשה	Comment by נתנאל: תוספת	Comment by merav: התוספת מאפשרת מעבר לקול פעיל (מכיוון שהיא מספקת נושא מבחינה דקדוקית), ובאנגלית קול פעיל נחשב עדיף לקול סביל 	Comment by Owner: תוספת [19:   “Nasrallah Infuriates Israel: Israel Weaker than a Spider Web - Arabic sub English,” Shiatv, March 29, 2014, https://www.shiatv.net/video/1249120761.] 

To exploit this weakness and offset Israel’s power, terrorist organizations in Lebanon and the Gaza Strip began stockpiling rockets for the purpose of extensively targeting Israel’s home front. Hamas began launching rockets in 2001, and for the next decade Qassam rockets caused physical damage and made a psychological impact on cities and towns in southern Israel.[footnoteRef:20] Since then these capabilities have gradually improved along a number of dimensions. First, their range has steadily increased, to the point that by the eve of the May 2021 crisis, Hamas had rockets with ranges reaching hundreds of kilometers. Second, the stockpiles have grown to more than 10,000 rockets of various ranges as well as thousands of short-range mortar shells of a few kilometers’ range. Third, Hamas has developed the capability to oversee heavy barrages involving dozens of rockets launched simultaneously. Fourth, it has developed underground launch capabilities, thus reducing the exposure of rocket operators and enhancing their likelihood of survival.[footnoteRef:21]	Comment by Owner: תוספת [20:  Lian Zucker and Edward H Kaplan, “Mass Casualty Potential of Qassam Rockets,” Studies in Conflict & Terrorism, Vol. 37, No. 3 (2014), pp. 258-266.]  [21:  Ron Ben-Yishai, “This Is How Hamas Built Up a Real Capability to Threaten Gush Dan [Central Israel] and Ben-Gurion Airport,” Ynet News, May 12, 2021, https://www.ynet.co.il/news/article/Hk1vSbFO00, [Hebrew]; Amos Harel, “Hamas’s Barrages against Israel Attest to the Success of the Local Rocket Industry in Gaza,” Haaretz, May 26, 2021, https://www.haaretz.co.il/news/politics/.premium.HIGHLIGHT-1.9843538 [Hebrew].
] 

To offset the threat, Israel has adopted a threefold approach. The first and central aspect of its approach is in the area of air defense, the crowning glory of which is the Iron Dome system. Since 2006 Israeli technological teams have been engaged in developing a rocket interception system. Despite strong criticism and assertions by experts that the system is unnecessary, overly expensive, and bound to be an effective, the prevailing decision was to continue its development, and it became operational in 2012. Since then it has continuously improved, as new operating units have been formed and its precision as well as its capability to handle large barrages have been enhanced.[footnoteRef:22] In practice, according to IDF data, a total of 4,360 rockets and mortar shells launched towards Israel were intercepted during the course of the operation: 3,400 of these had crossed into Israeli territory, 680 fell within the Gaza Strip, and 280 fell into the sea. The Iron Dome system successfully intercepted rockets targeted at populated areas in Israeli territory with an accuracy of 90%.[footnoteRef:23] [22:  Ministry of Defense, “Iron Dome at One Decade: Another Series of Tests Completed,” January 20, 2020, https://www.mod.gov.il/Defence-and-Security/articles/Pages/12.1.20.aspx [Hebrew].]  [23:  IDF data are available at “Summary of Operation Guardian of the Walls: About 4,360 Rockets Were Fired towards Israel, 20 Senior Hamas Members Were Taken Out,” Maariv, May 21, 2021, https://www.maariv.co.il/news/military/Article-842024 [Hebrew].] 

The second aspect of Israel’s approach involved working to improve its warning system, protection (shelters), and information for the home front. In June 2019 the new Home Front Command missile warning system was instituted. The main innovation of this system is its division of Israel into 1,700 alert zones, in contrast to the 255 that existed previously.[footnoteRef:24] This means that the sirens warning of rocket fire have become much more focused, making routine daily life more feasible for zones that do not need to be warned. Thus, for example, if a warning has been sounded in Tel Aviv, residents of adjacent towns such as Herzliya can go about their lives, with no need to seek shelter or disrupt their daily routines.[footnoteRef:25] [24:  This marked the completion of a decades-long process in which Israel transitioned from a single alert zone in the First Gulf War (1990), to dozens of alert zones by 2006, and 100-200 alert zones by the 2010s. ]  [25:  “How Will the Revolutionary Change of the Home Front Command Warning System Affect You?” IDF (website), June 12, 2019, https://www.idf.il/%D7%90%D7%AA%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%9D/%D7%A4%D7%99%D7%A7%D7%95%D7%93-%D7%94%D7%A2%D7%95%D7%A8%D7%A3/2019/%D7%9B%D7%9C-%D7%94%D7%97%D7%99%D7%93%D7%95%D7%A9%D7%99%D7%9D-%D7%A9%D7%90%D7%AA%D7%9D-%D7%A6%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%9B%D7%99%D7%9D-%D7%9C%D7%93%D7%A2%D7%AA-%D7%91%D7%9E%D7%A2%D7%A8%D7%9B%D7%AA-%D7%94%D7%90%D7%96%D7%A2%D7%A7%D7%95%D7%AA-%D7%A9%D7%9C-%D7%A4%D7%99%D7%A7%D7%95%D7%93-%D7%94%D7%A2%D7%95%D7%A8%D7%A3/ [Hebrew].] 

In parallel, Israel continued to enhance protection (by providing shelters) in the area surrounding Gaza. Throughout the 2010s, efforts to provide full protection for cities and towns within 7 km of the Gaza Strip were completed, and protection was enhanced for residents within 40 km (reducing the gaps relative to full protection standards). Although there remain significant gaps in the level of protection (including in the city of Ashkelon), evidently 80% of the residents within range of most of the rocket fire from Gaza have adequate protection.[footnoteRef:26] Notably, the remaining gap applies only to old apartments because since 1992 – as one of the lessons learned from the First Gulf War, which marked the first time missiles were launched into the Israeli territory – the law in Israel requires that every new apartment contain an in-home shelter, which provides the ideal protection.[footnoteRef:27] [26:  State Comptroller, Annual Report – 70C, August 3, 2020, p. 37 [Hebrew].]  [27:  Home Front Command, “The Legal Standards for a Protected Area,” National Emergency Portal, https://www.oref.org.il/12495-15944-en/Pakar.aspx.] 

The third aspect entails developing a sophisticated capability to locate and destroy launchers in real time. In recent years Israeli intelligence has been continuously transferring a significant portion of its intelligence work to be carried out by mechanized processes rather than people. For example, the Center for Information Processing and Analysis in the IDF’s SIGINT unit, known as Unit 8200, has been involved in advanced mechanization processes, including developing the capabilities to handle big data and extensive use of artificial intelligence (AI).[footnoteRef:28] Consequently, the efficiency of production and processing at the Center has improved, making it possible to derive more intelligence more quickly.[footnoteRef:29] 	Comment by Owner: תוספת [28:  On the use of AI in intelligence, see Boaz Ganor, “Artificial or Human: A New Era of Counterterrorism Intelligence?” Studies in Conflict & Terrorism, Vol. 44, No 7 (2021), pp. 605-624.]  [29:  Lt. Col. G., Maj. (res.) G., and Maj. (res.) L., “On Network Intelligence and Artificial Intelligence: The AI Transformation of the Center for Information Processing and Analysis at 8200,” IDF (website), February 2021, https://www.idf.il/%D7%90%D7%AA%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%9D/%D7%9E%D7%A8%D7%9B%D7%96-%D7%93%D7%93%D7%95/%D7%9E%D7%97%D7%A7%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%9D-%D7%94%D7%97%D7%93%D7%A9/%D7%A2%D7%9C-%D7%91%D7%99%D7%A0%D7%94-%D7%A8%D7%A9%D7%AA%D7%99%D7%AA-%D7%95%D7%91%D7%99%D7%A0%D7%94-%D7%9E%D7%9C%D7%90%D7%9B%D7%95%D7%AA%D7%99%D7%AA-%D7%A1%D7%90%D7%9C-%D7%92-%D7%A8%D7%A1%D7%9F-%D7%91%D7%9E%D7%99%D7%9C-%D7%92-%D7%95%D7%A8%D7%A1%D7%9F-%D7%91%D7%9E%D7%99%D7%9C-%D7%9C/ [Hebrew].] 

In March 2021 the Gaza Division inaugurated a new team, Hamaniyat HaDarom (“Sunflower of the South”), whose mandate is to facilitate more accurate and lethal intelligence gathering and research at the line of contact. The team includes soldiers from all the intelligence professions – SIGINT and Cyber, GEOINT, HUMINT, and researchers, among others – so as to facilitate the production of real-time integrative intelligence that can be relayed immediately to operational units.[footnoteRef:30] [30:  “The Gaza Division Instituted New Multi-Disciplinary Intelligence Organizational Measures,” IDF (website), March 17, 2021, https://www.idf.il/%D7%90%D7%AA%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%9D/%D7%90%D7%92%D7%A3-%D7%94%D7%9E%D7%95%D7%93%D7%99%D7%A2%D7%99%D7%9F/2021/%D7%94%D7%AA%D7%90%D7%A8%D7%92%D7%A0%D7%95%D7%AA-%D7%A8%D7%91-%D7%AA%D7%97%D7%95%D7%9E%D7%99%D7%AA-%D7%9E%D7%95%D7%93%D7%99%D7%A2%D7%99%D7%9F-%D7%90%D7%95%D7%92%D7%93%D7%AA-%D7%A2%D7%96%D7%94-%D7%97%D7%93%D7%A9/ [Hebrew].] 

During the May 2021 crisis, Israel’s intelligence units acted to locate and thwart launchers, rockets, and operators involved in firing rockets into the Israeli territory, sometimes using preliminary intelligence and sometimes drawing on real-time intelligence. In all, according to its own estimates, the IDF was able to locate and strike a total of 800 rockets and launchers, mostly on the basis of preliminary intelligence.[footnoteRef:31] These included about 570 launch sites and 70 multi-barrel launchers.[footnoteRef:32] For example, on May 18 the IDF attacked a Hamas rocket launch pad in the northern Gaza Strip immediately after rockets had been launched at the city of Be’er Sheva from this position. Later that day it attacked a Hamas multi-barrel rocket launcher in Khan Yunis that was targeting the city of Ashdod.[footnoteRef:33] [31:  “Summary of Operation Guardian of the Walls,” Maariv, May 21, 2021 [Hebrew].]  [32:  IDF Spokesman, “Summary of Operation Guardian of the Walls,” May 21, 2021 [Hebrew].]  [33:  Statement by IDF Spokesman, May 18, 2021 [Hebrew].] 

It is worth mentioning another focus of Israeli efforts in this area: the sabotaging of rockets in the Gaza Strip in such a way, so  that at the moment of truth, when Hamas sought to launch them, it they would fail. Accordingly, approximately one-fifth of the rockets fired at Israel, a total of about 700, failed to cross the perimeter fence as a result of such sabotage by Israeli intelligence actors. Reportedly, the Israeli Mossad sabotaged rockets that had reached the Gaza Strip from Iran.[footnoteRef:34] In another illustration of an intelligence operation aimed at undermining Hamas’s rocket capabilities, Israeli intelligence recruited a Gaza resident as an agent in 2016 and ran him as an operative until 2018. His assignments included reporting on the locations of Hamas rockets, and he was provided with equipment and instructions for sabotaging the organization’s rockets. It should be noted that in this case, Hamas learned of his role and turned him into a double agent, but the operation nevertheless serves to illustrate Israel’s efforts to sabotage Hamas’s rockets during those years.[footnoteRef:35] 	Comment by נתנאל: הוספתי את זה, כי זה בעצם מאמץ משלים לשלושה שתוארו לעיל, שהם העיקריים [34:  Chris Hughes, “Israeli Spies ‘Sabotaged Hamas’ Rockets So 20% Failed to Go off Properly,” The Mirror, May 23, 2021, https://www.mirror.co.uk/news/world-news/israeli-spies-sabotaged-hamas-rockets-24168826.]  [35:  For more on this intelligence operation, and on other incidents in which Hamas turned agents into double agents, see Netanel Flamer, “‘An Asymmetric Doubling’: A Non-state Actor Using the Method of Doubling Sources against a State – The Case of Palestinian Hamas against Israeli Intelligence,” International Journal of Intelligence and Counterintelligence, forthcoming.] 

In all, it appears that Israel’s efforts to offset Hamas’s rocket activities largely bore fruit, albeit not completely so. In relation to the thousands of rockets fired at Israel, only a very small proportion resulted in successful hits that caused damage to people or property, and this in turn gave Israel’s political leadership freedom of action in deciding the course of the operation. Notwithstanding the relative success in preventing damage, however, Hamas still managed to launch large numbers of rockets at Israel on a daily basis throughout the operation, without Israel being able to significantly neutralize its capability. In light of this, Israeli security officials have voiced criticism, arguing that intelligence on the rocket stockpiles of terrorist organizations in the Gaza Strip, and foremost among them Hamas, must be improved in advance of the next military campaign.[footnoteRef:36] Chief of Staff Kochavi, addressing this point, stated, “We are aware that alongside the many achievements, including the interception of more than 90% of Hamas fire, we must continue providing solutions to the challenge posed by rockets.”[footnoteRef:37]	Comment by merav: הכוונה: "אם כי..." [36:  “The IDF Admits: Intelligence Problems Prevented Discovery of Hamas’s Rocket System,” Channel 13, May 21, 2021, https://13news.co.il/item/news/politics/security/the-idf-concludes-1253820/ [Hebrew].]  [37:  Remarks by Chief of Staff Kochavi at a press conference upon the conclusion of the operation, YouTube, May 21, 2021, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=c-8Kbm1wc3c [Hebrew].] 


Offsetting Hamas’s Efforts to Attack and Abduct Soldiers
Israel as a country is extremely sensitive not only to civilian casualties but also to the loss of life or abduction of soldiers by its enemies. Over the years of its confrontation with terrorist organizations, this fact has resulted in Israel agreeing to pay a disproportionate price for the return of prisoners, and even for the bodies of dead soldiers. Among the largest such exchanges were the 1985 Jibril deal, in which three IDF soldiers being held in Lebanon by Ahmed Jibril’s Popular Front for the Liberation of Palestine (PFLP) were released in exchange for 1,150 security prisoners; a 2004 deal in which Hezbollah released an Israeli civilian and three IDF soldiers’ bodies in exchange for 450 security prisoners; and a 2008 deal in which the bodies of two IDF soldiers held by Hezbollah were returned in exchange for a number of Hezbollah members and about 200 bodies of Palestinians.[footnoteRef:38]	Comment by merav: אפשר להוסיף אבל לא הכרחי אם אין התייחסות נוספת לאותו גוף	Comment by merav: אמנם זה לא חלק מהמשימה (ולכן לא שיניתי באופן גורף), שמתי לב שחלק מהערות השוליים עדיין צריכים ליטוש (לפי כללי ההנחיות) ושיניתי פה ושם לצורך הדגמה – אותיות גדולות בכותרות גם אם לא כך במקור, ופסיק לפני המרכאות [38:  Yoram Schweitzer, “A Mixed Blessing: Hamas, Israel, and the Recent Prisoner Exchange,” Strategic Assessment, Vol. 14, No. 4 (January 2012), pp. 23-40; Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs, “Government Statement on Prisoner Exchange,” January 24, 2004, https://mfa.gov.il/MFA/PressRoom/2004/Pages/Government%20statement%20on%20prisoner%20exchange%20-%2024-Jan.aspx; Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs, “Main Points of the Framework of the Agreement on the Release of Israel’s Missing and Captive Soldiers in Lebanon,” June 28, 2008, https://www.mfa.gov.il/mfa/pressroom/2008/pages/agreement%20on%20release%20of%20israeli%20soldiers%20in%20lebanon%2029-jun-2008.aspx.] 

In relation to Hamas, Israeli society’s sensitivity to harm to its soldiers is illustrated by the prisoner exchange involving the soldier Gilad Shalit, abducted by Hamas in June 2006. Then Prime Minister Ehud Olmert, in a speech, addressed the Israeli sensitivity to loss and Hamas’s effort to exploit this for its own ends. According to Olmert, this sensitivity was “exploited by kidnapping our soldiers, negotiating for information regarding their condition, and the release of recorded statements which are dictated.”[footnoteRef:39] Although Olmert, during his tenure, refused to release hundreds of Palestinian prisoners in exchange for a single soldier, Prime Minister Netanyahu did agree to such a deal. in the context of which, in  Accordingly, in October 2011, Gilad Shalit was released by Hamas and transported to Israel, in exchange for Israel’s release of 1,024 Palestinian prisoners. The deal was preceded by a campaign of many years for the release of Gilad Shalit, which drew widespread popular support as well as the backing of Israel’s main media outlets.[footnoteRef:40]	Comment by נתנאל: פיצלתי לשני משפטים	Comment by Owner: תוספת בהערת השוליים [39:  Prime Minister Ehud Olmert’s speech at the Caesarea Conference, June 28, 2007, https://mfa.gov.il/MFA/PressRoom/2007/Pages/PM%20Olmert%20speech%20at%20Caesarea%20Conference%2028-Jun-2007.aspx.]  [40:  Yuval Karniel, Amit Lavie-Dinur and Tal Samuel Azran, “Professional or Personal Framing? International Media Coverage of the Israel–Hamas Prisoner Exchange Deal,” Media, War & Conflict, Vol. 10, No. 1 (2017), pp. 105-124; Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs, “Gilad Shalit: Released after 5 Years in Terrorist Captivity,” October 18, 2011, https://www.mfa.gov.il/mfa/foreignpolicy/issues/pages/behind%20the%20headlines-%20six%20months%20in%20terrorist%20captivity%2011-jan-2007.aspx.] 

Alongside its sensitivity to abductees and prisoners, Israel is also highly sensitive to casualties among its soldiers. They are often described as “all of our soldiers,” whose death significantly affects the national morale. In the aftermath of the Second Lebanon War, the Winograd Commission, tasked with investigating the events of the war, sharply highlighted this phenomenon:	Comment by נתנאל: תוספת
With a great deal of pain and caution, we further note that the IDF conducted this war as one for whom fear of casualties among its soldiers was a core element of planning and operational considerations. With all due sensitivity for the lives of soldiers, and the need to make this one of the guiding considerations, it is difficult to accept the extraordinary influence this consideration had on the decisions of senior commanders (and political decision-makers).[footnoteRef:41] [41:  The Commission of Inquiry into the Events of Military Engagement in Lebanon 2006 (Winograd Commission), Final Report, Vol. I, January 2008, p. 252.] 

Terrorist organizations in the Gaza Strip, and Hamas in particular, have identified this fact. Israel’s enemies have become quite attuned to the special sensitivity of the Israeli public and its political and security leadership in the face of such a scenario. Hence their repeated attempts to actualize it, as a powerful lever for striking at Israel and achieving strategic gains through just a single action on the one hand, and in order to acquire valuable assets for the purpose of dealing and bargaining with it on the other hand. A “successful” abduction also enhances local and regional status and recognition.[footnoteRef:42] Furthermore, it expresses Hamas’s deep commitment to Palestinian prisoners in Israel, a salient issue that preoccupies Palestinian public opinion.[footnoteRef:43] [42:  Ibid., pp. 283-284.]  [43:  “Abduction Attacks – Hama’s Strategic Tool against Israel,” Shabak, July 26, 2014, https://www.shabak.gov.il/publications/Pages/study/Skira270714.aspx [Hebrew].] 

In preparation for its next major confrontation with Israel, Hamas is also training for a scenario involving the abduction of soldiers, an action it frames as one of the most important tactics developed by the organization.[footnoteRef:44] An exercise carried out by Hamas’s military arm in March 2018 illustrates this point: a Hamas operative who infiltrated Israel in June 2020 revealed, in his interrogation, that in 2018 he was assigned to Hamas’s air defense system and equipped with shoulder-fired missiles intended to bring down helicopters for the purpose of attacking or abducting soldiers.[footnoteRef:45] In another large exercise, in December 2020, Hamas practiced a maneuver in which its fighters attacked and seized an IDF tank, abducting the soldiers in it.[footnoteRef:46] Hamas has carried out numerous trainings for such flagship actions, such as raiding an IDF post and abducting an IDF soldier.[footnoteRef:47] 	Comment by merav: הוספתי תרגום אבל לא ברור לי אם "התקשורת הצבאית" זה שם של כתב עת (כפי שמוצג בתעתיק) או תיאור של גוף (של חמאס). 
האם אין תאריך? אם זו חוברת ולא כתבה בתוך כתב עת, אז את מה שבתוך המרכאות לשנות לאותיות מלוכסנות, ולמחוק את המרכאות.	Comment by merav: בהערת שוליים:
ניסיתי לכתוב בתעתיק מערבית לאנגלית כפי שביקש המחבר, אבל כדאי שייבדק ע"י מישהו עם מומחיות בתעתיק מערבית לאנגלית (כאן ובהמשך).

עם זאת, לגבי הבקשה לכתוב את המקורות בערבית בתעתיק "או בהתאם להוראות המו"ל" – 
למעשה הוראות המו"ל (אשר מבוססות על הנחיות שיקגו) הן לשמור על אחידות, ולכן אולי כדאי לרשום לא בתעתיק אלא – כמו בעברית – לתרגם מערבית לאנגלית (מתרגמים כותרות של מאמרים וספרים, אבל שומרים על שמות של מו"לים וכתבי עת עצמם בתעתיק) ולציין את שפת המקור.

כלומר, ההנחיות של שיקגו מרשות תעתיק ו\או תרגום, אבל ממליצות על אחידות. 
המו"ל לא מפרט בעניין הזה אבל כן מפנה באופן כללי להנחיות של שיקגו.
 [44:  Hamas military press, “The Development of Military Tactics,” Al-‘Aalam al-‘Askari, p. 1 [Arabic].
]  [45:  Shin Bet Media, “Navy Thwarts Invasion by Sea,” Navy.IDF (website), July 30, 2020, https://navy.idf.il/Article/5073 [Hebrew]. ]  [46:  Izz al-Din al-Qassam Brigades, “The Exercise/Maneuver of Standing Strong and the Challenge,” March 26, 2018 [Arabic].
]  [47:  Joint Operations Room of the Resistance Factions, “‘Strong Backing’ Exercise,” Al-Manar, December 29, 2020, https://www.almanar.com.lb/7672128 [Arabic].
] 

Concurrently, Iin the years before the May 2021 operation, Hamas tried to carry out abductions in Judea and Samaria. In 2020 a member of the cyber unit of Hamas’s military arm made contact with two young men from Beit Ummar, recruiting them to work for the organization and assigning them the task of planning strikes and gathering information towards this end. One of the plans involved abducting a civilian from a nearby Israeli community.[footnoteRef:48] In the course of the May 2021 operation a Hamas spokesman said that “any ground invasion anywhere in Gaza will be an opportunity to increase the number of casualties and prisoners we hold. We are prepared to teach the enemy harsh lessons.”[footnoteRef:49]	Comment by Owner: תוספת	Comment by merav: Simultaneously זה יותר נקודתי (באותו רגע)
Concurrently  - באות זמן לאורך זמן [48:  “ISA Thwarts Recruitment of Minors by Gaza Strip-based Hamas Terrorists to Carry Out Terrorist Attacks in Judea and Samaria,” Shabak, 9 November 2020. https://www.shabak.gov.il/english/publications/Pages/new.aspx.]  [49:  Remarks by Abu Ubaida, spokesman for Hamas’s military arm, May 13, 2021.] 

Another area in which Hamas has tried to offset the IDF’s advantage and inflict casualties is that of anti-tank weapons. Over the past decade, having drawn lessons from Operation Cast Lead, Hamas has been smuggling various types of anti-tank missiles, including the advanced Kornet missile, into the Gaza Strip. Some of these missiles arrived from Iran and Hezbollah for use by organizations in the Strip. Hamas made use of anti-tank missiles to attack military and civilian vehicles during the Pillar of Defense and Protective Edge operations, and later as well. In November 2018, for example, Hamas launched a Kornet missile at a bus transiting near the border. The bus had been full of soldiers just moments before the rocket fire, but they had disembarked. One soldier, who remained to guard the bus, was severely injured.[footnoteRef:50] Prior to the May 2021 operation, Hamas continued to provide anti-tank training for its members, using a simulator and operatives from the organization’s Nuchba unit. In addition, it stationed anti-tank units and anti-tank missile launch pads along the perimeter fence, with the aim of locating and striking IDF as well as civilian vehicles.[footnoteRef:51] [50:  The Meir Amit Intelligence and Terrorism Information Center, “Hamas’s Use of Anti-Tank Kornet Missiles Supplied by Iran and Hezbollah,” November 19, 2018.]  [51:  See the report on such a squad by a news correspondent for Al-Jazeera, May 31, 2021.] 

In response, during the May 2021 crisis Israel did everything in its power to prevent Hamas from achieving gains in this area. The first and most important measure was its persistence in refraining from the deployment of ground troops into the Gaza Strip and its adherence, to the extent possible, to air, sea, and cross-border land attacks. Towards this end, in the years prior to the operation, under the leadership of Chief of Staff Kochavi, Israel developed concepts and modes of operation aimed at significantly increasing the lethality of its firepower so as to achieve substantive gains even without a ground invasion.[footnoteRef:52] Although the IDF did station large forces in the Gaza Strip area during the operation, it did so with a view to deterrence and preparation for any scenario, rather than mobilization for action. As Prime Minister Netanyahu summarized it, “I can say that we did bold and innovative things, without being dragged into unnecessary adventures. Had it been necessary to conduct ground operations in Gaza, we would have done so. But I thought that this time, in light of the goal we had set, we could achieve better results in other, safer ways.”[footnoteRef:53] [52:  IDF website editorial board, “The Multi-Year Plan ‘Tnufah’,” IDF (website), February 13, 2020, https://www.idf.il/%D7%9E%D7%90%D7%9E%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%9D/%D7%AA%D7%A8-%D7%A9-%D7%AA%D7%A0%D7%95%D7%A4%D7%94/%D7%AA%D7%A8-%D7%A9-%D7%AA%D7%A0%D7%95%D7%A4%D7%94-2020/ [Hebrew]. ]  [53:  Prime Minister’s Office, “Prime Minister Netanyahu in Joint Statements to the Media,” May 21, 2021, https://www.gov.il/he/departments/news/event_press_release210521 [Hebrew].] 

To address the threat of anti-tank missiles striking IDF tanks and armored personnel carriers (APCs), Israel developed the Trophy (Me’il Ru’ach, literally “Windbreaker”) system, an active protection system installed on the vehicles to identify and neutralize incoming firepower threats. The system, introduced into the IDF in 2009, achieved its first successful interception in 2011 along the Gaza Strip border. However, while it operated successfully and helped thwart attacks during Operation Protective Edge, the need to mobilize large numbers of vehicles meant that some of them lacked the protection of this system. By the time of the most recent operation all Merkava Mark IV tanks and Tiger APCs were equipped with the system, and the process of equipping Merkava Mark III tanks had begun.[footnoteRef:54] [54:  Rafael, “TROPHY Active Protection System for AFVs,” https://www.rafael.co.il/worlds/land/trophy-aps/; Israel Ministry of Defense, “Trophy,” https://www.mod.gov.il/Defence-and-Security/merkava/Pages/trophy.aspx [Hebrew].] 

The most significant addition in the years preceding the May 2021 crisis was the ability to identify and locate launch sites and to strike anti-tank squads immediately after the launch.[footnoteRef:55] This capability has existed for several years, but in early 2021 work was completed on an advanced detector that can immediately and with great accuracy identify the launch site and guide the crew in returning fire and destroying it.[footnoteRef:56] At the same time, special forces from the IDF’s Maglan unit were stationed around the Gaza Strip, camouflaged in the field for days and equipped with observation devices to locate, identify, and destroy Hamas anti-tank forces and strike at high-ranking personnel.[footnoteRef:57] In terms of defense, in recent years the area surrounding the Gaza Strip has seen the introduction of protective measures, such as rows of trees that provide concealment and protective walls aimed at preventing Hamas lookouts from observing vehicular traffic on the Israeli side and at reducing the organization’s field of vision. During the operation itself, all non-concealed roads within 5 km from the perimeter fence were closed.[footnoteRef:58] [55:  Interview with Yiftach Klein, director of business development for active protection systems for armored combat vehicles at Rafael, Walla April 1, 2007, https://news.walla.co.il/item/3053210 [Hebrew].]  [56:  “Precise Identification of a Fire Power Source – and Its Destruction: The New Trophy Detector,” Ynet, March 20, 2021, https://www.ynet.co.il/news/article/SkmvC11CQO [Hebrew].]  [57:  See testimonies by fighters in the article “The Moment We Have Identification, We Launch a Strike. In Recent Days We Destroyed More Than a Few Kornet Squads,” Yediot Ahronoth – Weekend Supplement, May 21, 2021, pp. 20-21 [Hebrew].]  [58:  Ibid.] 

In sum, it is safe to say that Israel has achieved maximal success in offsetting the threat of abductions and attacks against soldiers by Hamas. The non-entry of ground forces rendered much of Hamas’s preparatory work ineffective, and attempts to strike IDF forces across the border, for the most part, failed. During the entire operation there were only two successful anti-tank launches, both of which resulted from lack of full compliance with the policy and transit in areas visible to Hamas, resulting in the death of one IDF soldier. The remaining attempts by Hamas, however, were unsuccessful, and Israel managed to locate and strike many anti-tank squads.[footnoteRef:59]  [59:  IDF spokesman, statement upon conclusion of the operation, May 21, 2021 [Hebrew].] 


Offsetting Hamas’s Opportunities to Delegitimize Israel in the International Arena
One of Hamas’s effective means of offsetting the Israeli advantage is through assimilation into the civilian population, situating the organization’s command centers and offices, as well as munition depots and launch sites, amidst the civilian population. This practice entails a twofold offset: on the one hand, Israel, because it accepts moral and legal restrictions when facing the prospect of extensive harm to innocent people, will be reluctant to strike these Hamas assets; on the other hand, if Israel decides to strike them anyway, it will suffer a serious blow in the international arena, as for example occurred after Operation Cast Lead and the publication of the Goldstone Report criticizing Israel’s attacks in the Gaza Strip.[footnoteRef:60] [60:  UN Human Rights Council, “Report of the United Nations Fact Finding Mission on the Gaza Conflict,” September 15, 2009. For a review of the strategy behind Hamas’s campaign against Israel at the UN Human Rights Council, see Eitan Gilboa, “The Palestinian Campaign against Israel at the United Nations Human Rights Council,” Israel Affairs, Vol. 27, No.1 (2021), pp. 68-88.] 

A reporter for the France24 network provided a concrete illustration of such assimilation practices. In the midst of a live broadcast during Operation Protective Edge (2014), a rocket was launched towards Israel right behind him. The following morning he visited the launch site and discovered that the launcher was stationed in the midst of a civilian population, 50 m from a hotel, 100 m from a building flying the UN flag, and adjacent to many civilian homes.[footnoteRef:61] 	Comment by merav: הערת שוליים זו והערות 64, 65 צריכות ליטוש (אותיות גדולות, פסיק לפני מרכאות, תאריך, ונקודה בסוף) [61:  Gallagher Fenwick, “Exclusive: Hamas rocket launch pad revealed near Gaza homes”, France 24 English, 5 August 2014 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=uE3feo_b8Cg] 

After the May 2021 crisis Hamas leader Yahya Sinwar stated that despite Hamas’s desire to reduce the phenomenon, which he claimed had been more widespread in previous crises, it had been unable to relocate all of its command centers and therefore some remained within the civilian population.[footnoteRef:62] During the operation Hamas issued instructions prohibiting civilians and reporters from photographing rockets being launched atop roofs of the homes, so as to create the impression that it was only launching rockets from open spaces and locations far from civilians.[footnoteRef:63] The instructions attest to the fact that it was launching from populated areas and seeking to conceal these launchers. Another example of Hamas using civilian cover for its activities during the last most recent crisis emerges from a statement by the United Nations Relief and Works Agency (UNWRA), announcing that Israel’s attacks in the Strip exposed a tunnel beneath a school the Agency was operating in Gaza City.[footnoteRef:64] 	Comment by Owner: תוספת [62:  “Sinwar Met with Several University Lecturers in the Strip,” remarks by Yahya Sinwar,  Donia Al-Watan, June 6, 2021, https://www.facebook.com/watch/live/?v=538115407212291&ref=search [Arabic]. 
]  [63:  Hamas, “Memorandum to Activists and Journalists,” May 17, 2021 [Arabic].
]  [64:  UNRWA finds attack tunnel under one of its Gaza schools”, Jerusalem Post, 6 June 2021 https://www.jpost.com/arab-israeli-conflict/unrwa-finds-attack-tunnel-under-one-of-its-gaza-schools-670262] 

Notably, there are those who argue that such practices do not always reflect Hamas’s policy, and that sometimes the constraints arising from Gaza’s population density necessitate military action within a civilian environment, as civilians have nowhere else to go.[footnoteRef:65] Moreover, there is a debate about the line dividing those involved in fighting and those not involved in cases of asymmetric warfare, in which fighters often tend to “disappear” by assimilating into civilian disguise.[footnoteRef:66] In any event, Hamas assimilated into the population and used it as an offset tactic. Therefore, during the May 2021 crisis Israel had to deal with the challenge of striking at Hamas positions in the midst of civilian populations, and it took a number of measures to offset it by minimizinge harm to non-combatants.	Comment by Owner: תוספת

(נראה שהיה חסר כאן משפט מעבר ברצף הלוגי) [65:  See, for example, Harriet Sherwood, “In Gaza, Hamas fighters are among civilians. There is nowhere else for them to go”, The Guardian, 24 July 2014 https://www.theguardian.com/world/2014/jul/24/gaza-hamas-fighters-military-bases-guerrilla-war-civilians-israel-idf]  [66:  Michael l. Gross, Moral Dilemmas of Modern War Torture, Assassination, and Blackmail in an Age of Asymmetric Conflict (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010), pp. 38-50.] 

The first way Israel offset Hamas’s activities in this area was by developing advanced intelligence capabilities to facilitate surgical strikes that would, to the extent possible, hit only those targets identified as involved in the fighting. As discussed above, in the years before the operation, Israel developed its intelligence capabilities in the field of targeting, including through extensive use of artificial intelligence (AI). Its air force makes use of the same highly accurate intelligence to select the most suitable weapon for an attack, with the aim of hitting its target while significantly minimizing collateral damage among non-combatants. During the May 2021 crisis Israel made extensive use of such intelligence to carry out strikes that were as “surgical” as possible.[footnoteRef:67] Even in attacking buildings, as discussed below, it would selectively choose a weapon to target a specific building without damaging adjacent buildings.[footnoteRef:68] [67:  “8200 Developed a System That Can Identify Attacks – Even before They Happen,” IDF (website), June 13, 2021, https://www.idf.il/%D7%90%D7%AA%D7%A8%D7%99%D7%9D/%D7%90%D7%92%D7%A3-%D7%94%D7%9E%D7%95%D7%93%D7%99%D7%A2%D7%99%D7%9F/2021/%D7%90%D7%9C%D7%9B%D7%99%D7%9E%D7%90%D7%99-%D7%9E%D7%A2%D7%A8%D7%9B%D7%AA-%D7%9E%D7%95%D7%93%D7%99%D7%A2%D7%99%D7%9F-%D7%90%D7%9E%D7%9F-%D7%A4%D7%99%D7%AA%D7%95%D7%97-8200-%D7%91%D7%99%D7%A0%D7%94-%D7%9E%D7%9C%D7%90%D7%9B%D7%95%D7%AA%D7%99%D7%AA/ [Hebrew]; Amir Bohbot, “As Precise as It Gets: A Peak into the Most Classified Team in the Unit That Knows Every Window in Gaza,” Walla, January 25, 2020, https://news.walla.co.il/item/3336954 [Hebrew]. ]  [68:  “Operation Guardian of the Walls,” Israel Air Force (website), May 13, 2021, https://www.iaf.org.il/9331-52987-he/IAF.aspx [Hebrew].] 

Another means of avoiding harm to innocents was the prevalent practice of “roof knocking.” In the 2000s Israeli security forces began using this technique, which includes firing a warning shot at an intended target in order to allow non-combatants to vacate the premises. The warning shot is supplemented by measures such as phone calls and notices to residents or building employees. During the May 2021 crisis Israel evacuated large numbers of multi-story buildings in this manner before destroying them. In one instance a recording was made of the conversation between Israeli security personnel and a guard who was asked to ensure the building’s evacuation prior to attack. The guard was informed of the timetable for the attack and told that warning shots would be fired before the final assault leading to the building’s destruction.[footnoteRef:69] [69:  Nidal Al-mughrabi and Dan Williams, “Taking the call in Gaza before Israel takes out the building”, Reuters, 14 May 2021 https://www.reuters.com/world/middle-east/taking-call-gaza-before-israel-takes-out-building-2021-05-14/] 

At the same time, there were instances in which Israel refrained from attacking high-value targets because of concerns about hitting non-combatants. The Head of the IDF Operations Directorate, Major General Aharon Haliva, provided firsthand testimony of such an incident in remarks delivered shortly after the crisis, upon the completion of his tenure. He described how, after launching five sophisticated and expensive missiles at a particular target in the Gaza Strip, Israeli forces received new intelligence indicating that the attack might result in non-combat casualties. It was therefore decided to halt the attack and absorb the loss of diverting valuable armaments towards the sea.[footnoteRef:70]	Comment by Owner: לשקול הערת שוליים על הקש בגג [70:  “The Next Director of Military Intelligence: ‘During the Operation We Launched 5 Expensive Missiles – and Diverted Them to the Sea upon Receiving New Information’,” Ynet, June 6, 2021, https://www.ynet.co.il/news/article/Hk00JDqqd [Hebrew]. ] 

These measures were complemented by a public relations effort that included the disclosure of intelligence information, in order to explain the nature of targets attacked by Israel and maintain legitimacy for attacks in the Gaza Strip. A salient example involved the attack on the Al-Jalaa Building in Gaza City, which had housed the offices of media outlets such as the Al-Jazeera network and AP news agency, among others. Even though the building had been evacuated prior to the attack, in line with Israel’s “roof knocking” policy, its action drew fierce condemnation as an assault on freedom of the press. In response, Israel provided a detailed explanation of the reasons for its attack. While the operation was still ongoing, Israel provided the Biden administration with information about the presence in the building of a technological unit of Hamas’s military intelligence that engaged in GPS disruption, among other measures.[footnoteRef:71] After the operation these facts were made public, alongside additional details about the presence in the building of a Hamas military intelligence facility with signal intelligence and electronic warfare capabilities aimed at disrupting the Iron Dome system, among other objectives. Israel also highlighted the concerted effort it had made to vacate all civilians from the building and its surroundings, and the need to bring the entire building down to ensure the complete destruction of Hamas’s assets therein.[footnoteRef:72] In addition, Israel’s ambassador to the UN, Gilad Erdan, personally met with AP’s director general to convey this information.[footnoteRef:73] [71:  “Israel Transferred Sensitive Information to the US: Hamas Was Disrupting GPS Transmission from the Razed Building,” Ynet, May 18, 2021, https://www.ynet.co.il/news/article/B1skCr11Ku [Hebrew].]  [72:  “Information Regarding the IDF Strike on the al-jalaa Building, May 15 2021”, IDF Announcement, 8 June 2021]  [73:  Erdan to AP CEO: Hamas worked on anti-Iron Dome tech in AP Gaza building, Jerusalem Post, 9 June 2021.] 

In summarizing the operation, senior Israeli officials, foremost among them the prime minister and defense minister, underscored the supreme importance the IDF placed on preventing any harm to non-combatants to the extent possible.[footnoteRef:74] This assertion was validated by a neutral party, UNRWA’s Gaza director, Matthias Schmale. In an interview immediately following the ceasefire, he was asked whether the declarations by senior IDF officials, claiming that the attacks during the operation had been extremely precise, were correct in his view. As someone charged with addressing the humanitarian situation in Gaza who had personally experienced the attacks in the Strip, he affirmed the claim, saying, “I also have the impression that there is a huge sophistication in the way that the Israeli military strikes struck over the last 11 days.”[footnoteRef:75]	Comment by Owner: זה היה משפט ארוך מדי- חילקתי לשניים עם מעט תוספות [74:  “Netanyahu, Gantz, Kochavi, and Argaman Summarize Operation Guardian of the Walls,” YouTube, May 21, 2021 [Hebrew].]  [75:  Interview with Matthias Schmale, Channel 12, May 25, 2021, https://www.mako.co.il/news-military/2021_q2/Article-610590a4a54a971026.htm.] 

Overall, it appears that Israel managed to maintain relatively low rates of non-combatant injuries or casualties. For example, an investigation into the names of casualties resulting from the first two days of fighting found that of the 74 deaths reported by Palestinian sources, 16 were killed in failed attempts by organizations in Gaza to launch rockets towards Israel. Of the remaining 58 casualties, at least 42 were known operatives in various organizations. Thus, more than two-thirds of the reported deaths were combatants.[footnoteRef:76] This relative success, alongside diplomatic efforts, helped prevent severe crises of the sort that occurred during previous operations, such as the return of an ambassador or severing of diplomatic ties, and relations with the “Abraham Accords” countries remained intact.[footnoteRef:77] Moreover, in contrast to the past, a number of European foreign ministers, including Germany’s, visited Israel during the operation to express solidarity.[footnoteRef:78]	Comment by merav: בהערת שוליים: 
לא מציינים את שם הגוף באותיות מלוכסנות.
אם מדובר בנייר עמדה, נייר מדיניות, טור דעה, וכו', אפשר לציין:
IDC Herzliya Institute for Policy and Strategy, position paper / policy paper / editorial … [76:  The Meir Amit Intelligence and Terrorism Information Center, “An Examination of the Names of the Fatalities in the IDF Airstrikes during the First Two Days of Operation Guardian of the Walls Reveals That Most of Them Were Terrorist Operatives,” May 21, 2021.]  [77:  Michael Milstein, “Guardian of the Walls: Strategic Balance, a View to the Future, and Policy Recommendations,” IDC Herzliya Institute for Policy and Strategy, May 27, 2021 [Hebrew].]  [78:  Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs, “Foreign Ministers Flying to Israel to Express Support and Solidarity,” May 19, 2021, https://www.gov.il/he/departments/news/foreign_ministes_will_arrive_to_israel_to_express_support_and_solidarity [Hebrew].] 


Analysis of the “Offsetting the Offset” Strategy
As this article contends, the measures discussed above indicate that during the May 2021 crisis Israel implemented a strategy of “Offsetting the Offset” (OTOS). The strategy is defined as one that is adopted by side A in a conflict in order to offset the offset efforts that side B has adopted to prevent side A from actualizing its power. OTOS reflects systemic planning and management of the state’s efforts to build and exert power in order to prevent, or at least minimize, the possibility of the enemy exploiting the state’s weaknesses to offset its advantages. 
As noted, asymmetric warfare is characterized by the weaker party, which cannot compete as an equal with the stronger party, being at least able to exploit the weaknesses of the stronger party in order to offset the latter’s power and prevent it from actualizing its advantages. Accordingly, OTOS in asymmetric warfare is defined as a strategy adopted by the stronger party to a conflict in order to offset the offset efforts that the weaker party adopted, for the purpose of preventing the stronger party from actualizing its power, by exploiting the stronger party’s vulnerabilities.
Drawing on the analysis of Israel’s strategy during the 2021 crisis, one may identify four key components that characterize OTOS: decision-making, analysis, formulation of an action plan, and military buildup. First of all, the state’s policymakers must make a decision to implement this strategy while relinquishing other alternatives, such as “going full force” or refraining completely from actiona different decision or avoidance of action. As discussed below, implementation of the strategy has significant implications at a number of levels and requires many resources, and therefore is no trivial matter: decision-makers at the highest level must make the decision because their commitment is necessary for operationalization.	Comment by Owner: האם המושג הנכון יותר לבניין כח הוא לא Force development?

(לעומת הפעלת כוח – Force deployment)	Comment by merav: שניהם מונחים מוכרים. תלוי מה הכוונה.
Military buildup מצביע על הגדלה כמותית
Force development מצביע גם על שינויים איכותיים, הכשרה וכו.	Comment by merav: " חלופות אחרות כמו הכרעה או הימנעות מפעולה"

(לא הבנתי איך הכרעה מייצגת חלופה להכרעה, ולכן תרגמתי כ- different decision)	Comment by Owner: הבחירה בOTOS היא דרך ביניים; הבוחר בה למעשה לא רוצה להמנע מפעולה, אך גם לא רוצה להכריע ולהטיל את מלוא כובד משקלו בבחינת "בעת הבית השתגע". זו הכוונה ב"הכרעה" (האופציה השניה). איך אפשר לנסח זאת?

(תיקנתי גם את תחילת המשפט כי הכוונה ב"כי" לא הייתה לbecause אלא ל-that)
Second, in-depth analysis of the confrontation’s characteristics with the enemy is necessary. A state that wishes to implement the “Offsetting the Offset” strategy must first analyze how the other side is planning and implementing its offset efforts. There are three stages to this analysis: First, the state adopting this OTOS approach must analyze how the enemy perceives this state’s strengths and weaknesses. Second, it must analyze how the enemy is formulating its plan of operation to exploit the state’s weaknesses so as to offset the latter’s ability to realize its power. Third, it must analyze the enemy’s necessary gains and objectives for each of the offset efforts it has adopted.
Accordingly, any country that adopts OTOS must formulate its own operational approach. In doing so it must choose the mode of operation that will be most effective in offsetting the enemy’s efforts yet facilitating a significant impact. The process of selection should address each type of effort, thus making possible a holistic response that reflects the strategic approach. In this context it is necessary to abandon modes of operation that “play into” the enemy’s offset efforts, and instead to develop new modes of operation that will facilitate implementation of OTOS. In light of the above, the fourth component of OTOS is the buildup of supportive power to facilitate implementation of the strategy and selected modes of operation.	Comment by Owner: תוספת
The following table illustrates the four above-mentioned components as applied to the case study:.
	Component
	How it was reflected in Israeli strategy during the May 2021 crisis?

	Decision-making
	Israel’s political leadership decided that in the next month round of hostilities with Gaza its response would be strong and powerful, reestablishing deterrence while neutralizing the logic of engagement for Hamas, but with no intention of occupying the Gaza Strip and toppling its leadership	Comment by Owner: לא הבנתי מה השייכות של המילה "חודש" לכאן (אלא אם יש לה משמעות אחרת שאני לא מכיר)	Comment by merav: טעות שלי בהקלדה. סליחה

	Analysis
	Israel conducted an in-depth analysis of Hamas’s four main offset efforts:

	
	Disappearing underground to offset Israel’s intelligence and technology advantages
	Large-scale rocket buildup in order to strike Israel’s home front and undermine Israeli civilian resilience
	Killing and abducting soldiers in order to exact a steep price from Israel’s “underbelly”
	Launching actions from amidst the civilian population so as to prevent Israel from attacking and to undermine its international legitimacy

	Mode of operation to offset the adversary’s offset efforts
	- Defensive preparations along the Gaza Strip border
- Massive air assault on the metro
	- An approach based on warning and interception
- Striking at rockets and launch squads
- Public relations and awareness among the Israeli home front
	- Refraining from ground invasion
- Identifying and destroying anti-tank rocket launchers

	- Avoiding harm to non-combatants to the extent possible (accurate intelligence, precision munitions)
- “Roof knocking”
- International public relations

	Military buildup to offset the offset
	- Constructing an underground barrier at the Gaza Strip border
- Heavy bombardment of the metro using advanced weapons
	- Iron Dome
- Sophisticated warning system
- Intelligence and attack technologies
	- Trophy system
- advanced capability to detect anti-tank rocket launchers
	- Precision munitions for surgical strikes




It should be noted that the four components of the strategy are not necessarily linear, as the Israeli case demonstrates. For example, the technologies of Iron Dome and the Trophy system for intercepting anti-tank missiles took many years to develop and were incorporated into the IDF to address a particular type of threat, not necessarily on the part of Hamas but in other arenas as well, such as potential hostilities involving Hezbollah in Lebanon. Similarly, the intelligence capabilities of identifying targets and immediately striking them were developed gradually and for a variety of needs. Nevertheless, the 2021 crisis illustrates how all these elements ripened into components that made it possible to implement an overall strategy for offsetting Hamas’s main offset efforts.
An analysis of Israel’s implementation of OTOS finds that this strategy offers a number of key advantages for the actor that adopts it. The main advantage is maximal neutralization of the enemy’s efforts in a manner that “pulls the rug out from under them” and renders a significant portion of their investments worthless. During nearly seven years Hamas invested considerable resources in building up the offset efforts described above, fully expecting that they would bear substantial fruit in the moment of truth. In practice, a significant portion of Hamas’s efforts to achieve sufficiently substantive gains to project an “image of victory” failed, in the face of Israel’s strategy.
Thus, the second advantage of OTOS for the state that adopts this strategy is the breathing space to implement its policy. As the past demonstrates, a mass-casualty event in Israel, or large numbers of non-combatant casualties in the Gaza Strip as a result of Israeli action, would result in tremendous pressure, whether domestic or foreign, on Israel. The minimization of these events thanks to OTOS enabled Israel to pursue its aims extensively and purposefully during the operation. 
Another important advantage is It the fact that useing of OTOS also allowed Israel to operate systematically and proactively. As soon as it began offsetting Hamas’s offset efforts, it was able to be the initiator, implementing its own plan of operation without having to be reactive in the face of successfully actualized outset efforts by Hamas. 	Comment by merav: “be the initiator”
Or
“take the initiative”
At the same time, OTOS also has a number of drawbacks. Its main and somewhat paradoxical disadvantage, of which policy-makers must be fully aware when adopting OTOS, is that its very adoption in effect amounts to a victory for the other side in determining the framework of the conflict. Although in practice the measures taken by the second actor are offset, as the state adopting the strategy is able to exploit its own advantages, nonetheless the overall concept of the other side – that the conflict will not be decided but rather a matter of offset and relinquishment – is in fact fully accepted. 	Comment by merav: הוסר המקף. המונח הופך למילה אחת (כשמשנים decision  ל- policy)	Comment by Owner: תוספת
The party that adopts OTOS, particularly when this is the stronger actor in asymmetric warfare, is effectively agreeing to the rules of the game set by the weaker party and using its power only to achieve a more successful draw, rather than a decisive victory that would express its full power. From a purely military perspective, Israel undoubtedly emerged victorious from the May 2021 crisis. However, its use of OTOS preserved the status quo, even if Hamas emerged weakened and deterred, and even though Israel clearly has the capability to achieve a decisive victory. At the same time, given that Israel is not interested, at least not now, in deciding the conflict with Hamas, OTOS is evidently the best option.
There are two other major disadvantages to OTOS. The first is the need to invest extensive resources in order to offset the enemy’s offset efforts. A salient example is the interception of rockets by the Iron Dome system: while every rocket in the Gaza Strip costs a few hundred dollars to produce, every Iron Dome interceptor costs about $70,000.[footnoteRef:79] Although Israel’s smart warning system means that it does not have to intercept every rocket – because calculating the trajectory in advance allows it to limit the interceptions to rockets heading towards populated areas – nonetheless the expense is substantial. This fact necessitates evaluating the appropriateness of the strategy for each particular arena.  [79:  “Drawbacks of Iron Dome: The Defense Establishment Is Considering Renewed Efforts to Develop Laser Interceptors,” Maariv Online, May 18, 2019, https://www.maariv.co.il/journalists/Article-699268 [Hebrew].] 

Another disadvantage is the fragility of this strategy, that is, the great importance of its holistic nature in providing an optimal response to all the offset efforts. To illustrate this point, consider a situation in which Israel fully adopted the strategy but its implementation was less than optimal, such that one of its attacks resulted in a multi-casualty event in the Gaza Strip and the deaths of many non-combatants; in that case its vast investment in other offset measures would have been for naught because that attack would have been a game changer, granting Hamas the gains it had hoped to achieve through its offset efforts. Another example, which nearly materialized in the past, is a situation in which Israel runs out of Iron Dome interceptors following particularly massive bombardment, which changes the entire equation.[footnoteRef:80] [80:  Then Prime Minister Netanyahu raised this point at the time. See the minutes of the Knesset State Control Committee, Protocol No. 236, The Knesset (website), p. 30 [Hebrew].] 


Conclusion
During the May 2021 crisis, many concepts and capabilities that Israel had been developing were consolidated into an orderly military strategy vis-à-vis the Gaza Strip, thus combining these concepts into a single action plan. The plans for this strategy, analyzed in the present article as the “Offsetting the Offset Strategy,” had long been underway in Israel, and it was transformed from a potential to an actual strategy in a systematic and orderly manner during the crisis, supported by a number of Israel’s strengths and its security forces. The strategy, which made it possible to offset the main pillars of the action plan Hamas had formulated for its campaign against Israel, did largely neutralize the organization’s ability to achieve gains, but at the same time it incorporated Hamas’s preference for an offset-driven armed conflict with no decisive outcome. 	Comment by merav: " הבשילו תפיסות ויכולות רבות בישראל לכדי אסטרטגיה צבאית מסודרת מול רצועת עזה, שהביאה לידי ביטוי תפיסות ויכולות רבות של ישראל שהתגבשו לכדי תכנית פעולה אחת"


This article raises a number of questions about the difficulty states face in exerting their power against a weaker adversary that a priori dismisses decisive victory and instead seeks to perpetuate the existing deadlock. The strategy adopted by Israel has indeed shifted the balance in its favor: Hamas’s assets were extensively and intensively damaged, while the Israeli side managed to avoid significant damage – the fact that has the potential to hurt Hamas at the practical level and determine for certain period. Yet the very fact that Israel decided to conduct the campaign in a way that offsets the other side’s efforts, without yielding a decisive outcome, does amount to a victory for Hamas’s approach.
The analysis proposed in this article is a preliminary one, aimed at shedding light on an innovative strategy that emerges from the case study. In effect it offers another model for policy-makers seeking an appropriate strategy in states facing an adversary that uses offset measures. The advantages and disadvantages presented in the analysis here can serve such policy-makers in discussing whether OTOS is the right strategy given the constraints and circumstances in a particular arena. Moreover, the model analyzed here reflects an asymmetric conflict between a state and a non-state organizational actor, whereas in a conflict between states or in a symmetric conflict, the considerations might differ in accordance with the characteristics of the conflict.	Comment by merav: הוסר מקף (בעקבות החלפת decision ב-policy)	Comment by merav: כנ"ל
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