שלום רב,
ערב יום הכיפורים, להלן לקט מס' 53 (שנה טובה):
1. המלחמה בחיפה - תמונות לפי ימים.
2. [סגיב] דמוגרפיה! האתר לא כל כך פעיל, אבל שעון הדמוגרפיה לא עוצר.
3. מספר מאמרים (בהמשך הדף):
· [פלורין] Police on the Lookout for Terrorists With Missiles Near Airports.
· [אבנטל] ניתוח אמריקאי של המלחמה בלבנון.
· [פלורין] Situation Called Dire in West Iraq - ומה מתוך זה יגיע ומתי לירדן?
· [אבנטל] קיסינגר על הפסקת האש מול חיזבאללה.
4.  [שרביט] מכתב למערכת שפורסם בהארץ: בתגובה על "ביקורת על הרמטכ"ל במפגש עם אלופים בדימוס; 
חלוץ: לא נתקלתי בעליהום כזה" מאת עמוס הראל ("הארץ", 17.9) הגנרלים של של"ג - הכישלון הגדול במלחמות ישראל - מלמדים פרק בהלכות לחימה את קברניטיה של מלחמה שהולכת ומתבררת כלא כל-כך בלתי מוצלחת, בוודאי בהשוואה למלחמה ההיא. ולא סתם מלמדים - בהתנשאות, בפטרונות, וכן בלא מעט יוהרה.

הגנרלים של של"ג בונים כנראה על זיכרוננו הקצר. הם חושבים ששכחנו את הפאשלות המרשימות של המלחמה ההיא: את הדרגים הלוגיסטיים התקועים בדרכים פקוקות בשל תכנון לקוי; את ההפעלה הכושלת של הטנקים בצירים המפותלים בהרי הלבנון; את סולטן יעקב ועוד ועוד.

הגנרלים של של"ג מבכים את יכולת הלחימה הבלתי מספקת, לדעתם, של כוחות היבשה. נוח להם להתעלם מכך שהסורים יצאו מהמלחמה ההיא בתחושה די מוצדקת, שבכל הקשור ללחימה הקרקעית הם השיגו הישגים לא רעים בכלל - דיוויזיה אחת שלהם הצליחה לעכב גיס ישראלי עדיף בהרבה כמותית ואיכותית. הרי היה זה זמן קצר אחרי של"ג שאסד האב הכריז על יכולתו להגיע לאיזון אסטרטגי מול ישראל, הרבה בגלל הערכתו את מאזן הכוחות ביבשה. אכן, הישג הרתעתי מרשים. לעומת זאת, יש יותר מסימן מוצק אחד לכך שאויבינו הפוטנציאלים הבינו בעקבות המלחמה הזאת את הצפוי למדיניותיהם במקרה של עימות עתידי עם ישראל.

הגנרלים של של"ג מבקרים את ההיסוסים להפעיל את המבצע הקרקעי - כמה חבל שהם לא היססו קצת יותר. אין באמת בסיס לטענה שניהול אחר של המבצע הקרקעי במלחמה האחרונה היה מביא להפסקה מוחלטת של ירי הקטיושות, קשה להשתכנע שהוא היה נגמר בפחות הרוגים לכוחותינו.

הגנרלים של של"ג לא הבינו אז, וכנראה אינם מבינים גם היום, שהצלחה במלחמה לא נמדדת בדונמים של שטח כבוש או במספרים של הרוגים בצד האויב. בסופו של יום, היא גם לא נמדדת במספר הקטיושות שיורה הצד השני. ההצלחה במלחמה נמדדת בסדר המדיני-אסטרטגי שנוצר בעקבותיה. במובן זה, המלחמה של 2006 אינה כישלון - מה שלא ניתן לומר על זו של 1982.

5. צוללות בישראל - האתר הלא רשמי.
6. ביטאון חיל האוויר האמריקאי מהדורת ספטמבר:
· מאמר מערכת - כתב הגנה על תפיסת הלחימה מהאוויר.
· עוד כתב הגנה, הפעם על תכנית ה- JSF, מול המבקשים להקטין את עלות התכנית. תשומת לב לתגי המחיר ליחידה ביצור סדרתי במיליוני דולרים של 2002: 48 לדגם הרגיל, 62 לדגם עם המראה ונחיתה על מסלול קצר, ולהשוואה 120 מיליון $ ל- F-22. 
· הרצון של חיל האוויר האמריקאי להקדים סגירות סד"כ ממשיך ונתקל בהתנגדות של הקונגרס.
· בכירי חיל האוויר האמריקאי בתמונות - למי שנוסע להיפגש, טוב בפרצופים ורוצה להתכונן.
· מהפכת ה- JDAM.
· סקירה רהוטה אך לא מחדשת על ה- QDR האחרון ומגמות בניין הכוח בארה"ב.
7. [פישר] קונסורציום שבראשו חברת לוקהיד מארטין יבנה את החללית הבאה שתסיע את בני האדם אל הירח - "אוריון". נאס"א זיכתה את הקבוצה במכרז בשווי 3.9 מיליארדי דולרים כדי שזו תפתח ותבנה את החללית שתחליף את המעבורות שיצאו משירות נאס"א בסוף 2010. הסוכנות זנחה את רעיון המעבורת המכונפת ואת התכנון של החלליות לשימוש חוזר וחוזרת לרעיון הקפסולה, כדוגמת החלליות שהעלו את האמריקנים הראשונים למסלול. לוקהיד מרטין התמודדה במכרז של נאס"א מול בואינג ונורת'רופ-גרומאן, שפעלו במשותף. 
8. פינוי אווירי במסוק רפואי ללא טייס (מרל"ט) - המרכז למחקר רפואה תעופתית וחלל במכון פישר רוצה לרכז פורום חשיבה יישומי בתחום הכטב"מים הרפואיים שנועדו לבצע פינוי פצועים בתנאי קרב שאינם מאפשרים פינוי מוסק רגיל. המעוניינים להצטרף לקבוצת החשיבה בנושא מוזמנים ליצור קשר עם המכון. לי זה נראה מדע בדיוני. למען האמת, טכנולוגית אין כאן משהו מיוחד, רק שיש כאן בעית עלות תועלת. זה לא שיש מחיר לחיי אדם, אלא שיש דברים אפקטיביים יותר לעשות למען הקטנת מספר הנפגעים. 
9. סרטונים - מסוק צולל ומפגש אוירי.
10. המלצה על ספר - סיפורו של אלברט איינשטיין ושל המשוואה E=MC2. הסברים בהירים של התאורים לצד תאור
11. [סגיב] מבט אחר על ישראל (אחלה תמונות אם כי בקבצים כבדים).
12. פינה חדשה: רגע של (זה לא) עברית - לאחר בדיקה באקדמיה ללשון העברית:
· מים מזוככים - על משקל מים מזוקקים, מים מזוככים זה מים שנשאבו מבאר ועברו תהליך סינון. רעיון יפה, אבל לא עברית.
· אמצעים כלוחים - obsolete על משקל "אבד עליו הכלח". רעיון יפה, אבל לא עברית. מסתבר שהמילה כלח היא מילה יחידאית בתנ"ך (ספר איוב), פירושה אינו ידוע, ואינה משמשת בעברית שלנו אלא בביטוי "אבד עליו הכלח". 
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Police on the Lookout for Terrorists With Missiles Near Airports
By Del Quentin Wilber
Washington Post Staff Writer
Saturday, September 9, 2006; A03

Police officer Steven Benner was on patrol in northern Anne Arundel County, driving his unmarked sport-utility vehicle through parking lots, climbing onto rooftops and peering down access roads that wind through wooded areas.

Suddenly, a jetliner screamed a few hundred feet overhead. That Southwest Airlines jet -- and the many other low-flying airliners here -- was the reason he was combing the area. Benner, an officer with the Maryland Transportation Authority Police, was looking for threats from shoulder-fired missiles around Baltimore-Washington International Thurgood Marshall Airport.

Benner said he tries to think like a terrorist. He looks for people who seem out of place, such as those parked in restricted areas who might be taking notes or photographs as reconnaissance for an attack. Sometimes he drives off the beaten path to potential launch sites. He knows it wouldn't take much to get off a shot: A missile could be fired from the back of a moving pickup truck.

"They don't do things by the book, so we can't do things by the book," Benner said, adding that he is also on the lookout for people monitoring him. "If we do this randomly and every so often, they are not going to be able to pattern police movements. I like to be a little smarter than them, a little faster than they are."

Since British police said they foiled a plot to blow up airliners over the Atlantic, security authorities have focused on the threat of explosive liquids and gels. But the commercial airline industry faces a variety of threats, including bombs in cargo, hijackings and shoulder-fired missiles.

The U.S. government says shoulder-fired missiles have been used in at least 36 attacks on civilian aircraft in the past three decades, all overseas. Many security experts say the threat of attack in the United States is more remote than in other countries, particularly those in Africa and the Middle East.

Still, the possibility worries police and intelligence officials because many missiles are on the black market and many terrorist groups have them. Authorities estimate that terrorist organizations have several hundred to several thousand shoulder-fired missiles, which can cost as little as $5,000. In a report to Congress last month, the Department of Homeland Security called missile attacks a "real and international concern."

To counter the threat, the U.S. government has spent more than $100 million to develop a reliable anti-missile system to install on commercial planes. The systems, which are mounted underneath aircraft, detect missile launches and then fire laser beams at the weapon to disrupt its guidance system and send it off course. The military already uses such countermeasures on its aircraft.

The government hopes to develop systems that would cost about $1 million each for installation on thousands of jetliners. But widespread deployment of such devices on the U.S. commercial fleet would probably take at least a decade. The Department of Homeland Security is spending an additional $10 million to test different anti-missile systems, some of which could be ground-based, at airports. Most security experts say commercial jets are most vulnerable when landing or taking off because they are going relatively slow and are low to the ground.

In the absence of technological solutions, police have filled the gap. Police at Dulles International Airport and Reagan National Airport conduct patrols, but a spokeswoman declined to discuss security efforts in detail.

Shoulder-fired missiles are small and can fit in a large duffel bag. Some have ranges of up to three miles, and some can reach altitudes of 15,000 feet.

Most departments began the patrols after two missiles barely missed an Israeli jetliner taking off in Kenya in late 2002. A DHL cargo plane was badly damaged after being struck by a missile in Iraq a year later. In response, the U.S. military cleared a large area around Baghdad's airport, and commercial planes have taken the dramatic approach of flying over the airfield at 10,000 feet and then corkscrewing down to the runway to avoid missiles.

Maryland Transportation Authority Police officials have briefed officers on the missiles' range and effectiveness. Each officer has been given photographs of the missiles, which are known in law enforcement circles as "manpads," for man-portable air defense systems.

The photos, which include close-ups of the individual components, are displayed in the department's BWI squad room with a large map that shows "BWI Manpad Sites," nearly a dozen locations that police check at random intervals because they think they would make good launching sites.

The biggest part of the effort focuses on officers such as Benner, who on a recent afternoon spent 90 minutes checking the perimeter of the airport. He inspected the Amtrak train station for explosives and drove through parking garages to ensure that no terrorists were hiding there. He also checked school and business parking lots.

He has never confronted anyone suspected of being terrorist, but he has kicked out people picnicking in restricted areas and questioned aviation enthusiasts who gather at airports and take notes on the comings and goings of planes.

Gary W. McLhinney, chief of the Maryland Transportation Authority Police, said the patrols are one of the oldest and best tools he has to combat a potential attack. "The patrols are an important and an effective use of our resources," McLhinney said. "This is such an important issue."

Airport police have expanded their anti-missile networks by reaching out to other law enforcement organizations that patrol potential launch sites. The U.S. Park Police, which monitors many of the parks and roads along the Potomac River, has stepped up patrols because of the threat posed to planes heading to and from National Airport.

Park Police Chief Dwight E. Pettiford said the department has trained maintenance crews and park service employees to recognize those who may be attempting to launch a missile and those who may be scouting for an attack. "We have to be constantly vigilant," Pettiford said.

Police officials said they work closely with the Transportation Security Administration and the FBI to learn about threats.

When the TSA was created after the Sept. 11, 2001, attacks, security officials reached out to community associations to enlist the help of neighborhood watch groups. Scott McHugh said he pushed for such community briefings when he was the federal security director at Dulles in 2002 and 2003. He and other former federal security directors say the community meetings have dwindled and occur at only a few airports. He said TSA officials have failed to implement policies that could effectively counter the threat.

TSA spokeswoman Yolanda Clark said in an e-mail that security officials meet with community and business groups and that they work closely with local police and federal law enforcement on the issue of shoulder-fired missiles.
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> LEBANON CONFLICT

> Aerospace &Defence News Headlines

> A Military Assessment of the Lebanon Conflict

>

> IAF Performance

>

> The Israeli Air Force (IAF) has come in for considerable criticism during

> the conflict. The majority of this has been more in relation to the

> strategic use of the Air Force as opposed to its actual tactical utility.

> However, the IAF tactical utility, for so long unquestioned in Israel, 

> needs

> to be examined.

>

> Despite having excellent ISTAR and a formidably short kill chain the IAF,

> primarily through the use of F-15s, F-16s (using JDAM and Paveway bombs) 

> and

> armed UAVs, was unable to interdict the small pockets of rocket firings 

> from

> the border area into Northern Israel. After 16 days of aerial bombardment

> Hezbollah was still quite capable of sustaining a barrage of 100 or more

> rocket firings against Israel, despite thousands of combat sorties by the

> IAF. Hezbollah is estimated to have some 1,250 launchers of all types of

> which about 300 were destroyed (or 25%). This IAF operational failure 

> caused

> the IDF to mount a full blown invasion of the region to reduce Hizbollahs

> capability.

>

> The IAF did have some successes in destroying some protected C2 nodes,

> re-supply convoys and larger long range missile launchers; indeed it 

> appears

> the majority of 220mm and Fajr-3 &5's were subsequently destroyed after

> being deployed. However, the IAF claims of destroying two-thirds of all

> Hezbollah long range launchers should be closely examined. This is because

> numerous dummy missile firing sites with fake heat signatures were 

> targeted

> during the course of the campaign. Furthermore is has been claimed by

> various Israeli sources that Hezbollah has retained a battery or more of

> either Zelzal-2 range or Nazeat 10-H (210 and 140 km range respectively).

>

> The IAF didn't seem capable of degrading the capability of Hezbollah's

> Command and control or communications network. Whilst some 23 tons of 

> bombs

> were dropped on an underground command bunker in Dahiya in south Beirut on

> July 19, it is clear from the sudden self imposed silencing of the 

> launchers

> by Hezbollah for the July 31 ceasefire that its command and control, and

> communications network was still in place. Indeed immediately after the

> ceasefire front line units resumed pre-planned and co-ordinated firings.

>

> UAV Applications

> This conflict was the first to have both sides make use of offensive 

> UAV's.

> Both sides actually made extensive use of Offensive UAV's during the

> conflict. UCAVs, (specifically IAI's Heron), were seen to be repeatedly

> engaging targets with Spike and Hellfire missiles. It is understood that a

> strike was carried out against Hezbollah in Southern Lebanon on the 31st 

> of

> July. It could well be that the platform used was Elbit's Hermes 450 or 

> IAI

> searcher II UAVs. This seems unlikely as based on information available it

> is known that both the Hermes 450 and Searcher II platforms were heavily

> engaged on ISTAR missions. Iranian UAVs were repeatedly used by Hezbollah

> and the IRGC (Iranian Revolutionary Guard Corps) but were unable to repeat

> the success that they achieved earlier in the year; this is further

> discussed in detail below.

>

> Perhaps what is most interesting about this conflict is the lack of

> excitement about the use of UAVs. The wide spread use of ISTAR platforms 

> by

> Israel hasn't been a focus of attention, no Sunday newspaper features on 

> the

> use of "Robot weapons from the future" tells us they have become 

> mainstream.

> A revolution in its own right.

>

> Air Defence Performance

> Hezbollah and Iranian Revolutionary Guard Corps (IRGC) forces only managed

> to shoot down one air platform during the conflict. They shot down a CH-53

> with an anti-tank missile. Reports of an Israeli F-16 being shot down on 

> the

> 17th of July were established to be a partial rocket ignition caused by

> strikes on a Zelzal rocket launcher. Hezbollah may have had some MANPADS 

> in

> their inventory but there were no confirmed reports of substantial use. 

> With

> the IAF able to strike from 15,000 feet and without a high altitude air

> defence system there was nothing that Hezbollah could do.

>

> Syrian Air Defences did much better. On the 29th of July they managed to

> shoot down an Israeli Heron UAV that was attempting to "paint" Syrian

> re-supply convoys. After a couple of decades of air defence ineptitude the

> Syrians can congratulate themselves; although this did not stop IAF

> performing low pass flights over Syrian Presidential Palaces as a reminder

> of their military capabilities. Three other Israeli air platforms were 

> lost,

> two AH-64a's to a collision and a AH-64D to what seems to be Israeli

> artillery fire.

>

> These small losses confirm that Hezbollah and the IRGC (Iranian

> Revolutionary Guard Corps) were unable to interdict the massed Israeli

> heliborne advances in the past week or even deter strike or reconnaissance

> operations. Considering that Iran deployed a number of high prestige 

> weapon

> systems into southern Lebanon it can be assumed that they also deployed 

> its

> most effective air defence systems. This poor performance would put 

> pressure

> on Iran to procure S-300's and M1-Tor's because it seems to confirm their

> indigenous and Chinese supplied air defence systems are ineffective 

> against

> Elbit's airborne Electronic Warfare product range. When these systems 

> might

> be delivered is unknown as Rosboronexport recently confirmed that any 

> future

> orders for S-300s could only be delivered from 2011 onwards due to a huge

> backlog and a lack of qualified technicians.

>

> Israeli Air Defences would appear to be relatively competent against

> airborne platforms. Earlier this year Hezbollah was twice able to make

> return flights with an Iranian Mirsad UAV (or maybe an Iran Aircraft

> Manufacturing Industries (HESA) Ababil-3) into Israeli airspace. However,

> during this conflict Iran was unable to repeat this earlier success. Three

> Hezbollah UAVs were shot down whilst attempting to enter Israeli airspace

> air to air by the IAF Python V missiles. Two of which were, according to

> some sources, carrying bomb loads. It would appear that all attempts to

> cross the border were at night time suggesting that Iran has added an

> infrared application modification to the standard television camera.

>

> Israeli Air Defences seemed to be less capable against rocket and missile

> fire. Despite large scale investments none of the three key air defence

> systems (MTHEL, Arrow &PAC-2) engaged targets, although that is arguably

> because Hezbollah decided not to strike at Tel Aviv. It seems that MTHEL 

> was

> not deployed, which is worth noting, as it was specifically designed to

> counter exactly the low altitude strategic rocket threat. It is understood

> that the number of batteries needed to meet the threat and operational 

> cost

> made deployment cost-prohibitive.

>

> The Rocket Campaign

> Before the conflict started Hezbollah was armed with some 12,000 rockets

> supplied by Iran and Syria. Some 10,000 of these were the Iranian 107 mm 

> and

> 122mm rockets which have a range of less than 20km. Syria supplied a 

> limited

> number of 220mm rockets with the longer 30km range. Iranian Fajar-3 and

> Fajar-5 rockets used from the second week of the war onwards (43 and 75 km

> range respectively) had not been used against Israel before and caused

> proportionately more damage and casualties than the 107mm and 122mm 

> rockets.

>

> Rating the effectiveness of the Hezbollah rocket campaign against Israeli

> civilian targets is fairly difficult to quantify; except in terms of

> absolute casualties. Whilst some 4000 rockets were fired they managed to

> cause only a limited number of casualties. In comparison, Iraq's blitz of

> Teheran in the final year of the Iran-Iraq war, using fewer Scud's caused

> much higher casualties and disruption. Although admittedly the Scud is a

> larger rocket. Indeed, more casualties were caused by Iraq's pre-emptive

> Scud bombardment prior to Operation Desert Shield.

>

> It was widely reported that Israel seemed incapable of stopping rocket

> attacks. But upon closer examination it is clear that certain the strategy

> dynamics employed by Hezbollah changed over the campaign. At the beginning

> of the campaign Hezbollah was merely countering IAF strikes with short 

> range

> rockets. (as part of a tit-for-tat strategy). By the second week of the 

> war

> Hezbollah was using the long range Fajr-3 and Fajr-5 rockets in order to

> place political pressure on Israel. By the final week of the campaign, 

> with

> its forces being surrounded and with Israel not responding to cease fire

> initiatives, Hezbollah was forced into commiting what ever rockets it had

> remaining in forward areas. So, it appeared that Hezbollah was escalating

> their campaign, with the Israelis unable to prevent them, but it was

> actually the opposite. Hezbollah's escalation was simply an attempt to 

> gain

> some utility from stocks that were out flanked.

>

> Ground Operations

> The performance of the opposing ground forces is difficult to rate because

> of the different strategies that were used in the different stages of the

> war. A review of events is followed by analysis of the operations.

>

> The first significant battle was at Bent Jbail which began on July 24 and

> finished on the August 1. Skirmishes continued through to the 8th of 

> August

> presumably as pockets of infantry were flushed out or attempted to

> manoeuvre. The initial fighting was characterized by Israeli forces

> struggling to fight their way into fortified positions with small teams of

> infantry and penny packets of tanks. Bent Jbail was manned with some 200

> skilled ATGM (Anti-tank guided missile) operators and fighters. They had

> large stocks of forward placed rockets and knew exactly where to hit even

> Merkava MK4's. These early engagements allowed Hezbollah to focus their

> forces against the IDF. This concentration of forces gave them an 

> unexpected

> firepower and combat capability; with them able to kill over 15 IDF

> soldiers. Parallel with operations at Bent Jbail was the Battle of Maroun

> al-Ras where three Merkava's were penetrated between July 19 and July 22.

>

> The inability of the IDF to win decisively at Bint Jbeil, combined with 

> the

> failure of airpower to reign in Hezbollah rocket strikes, forced the 

> Israeli

> government to commit significant forces to a full scale invasion of 

> Lebanon.

> Abandoning its cross border raids and air power demonstration strategy in

> the process.

>

> The IDF quickly reacted to these events with some 15,000 reservists being

> called up on July 28 and by July 31. 5 brigades struck North East into

> Lebanon blocking off the Syrian border to the region and placing the army 

> in

> a position to move to the Litani river. This drive also cut off Hezbollah

> forces operating south of this point. By August 1 there was heavy fighting

> at Aita el-Shaab, Al Adisa, Kfar Kila and Taibe with further fighting in 

> the

> north at Marjayoun. For the next five days the battles of Aita el-Shaab 

> and

> Taibe continued with Israeli forces suffering significant armoured losses 

> at

> Taibe on August 5 and August 6.

>

> By August 9 the IDF was at least nine miles into Lebanon. A slow advance

> across the length of the southern border began with fighting being renewed

> at Bent Jbail Aita-el-Shaab and Dibel as the IDF attempted to clear out

> enemy fighters. On August 10 Marajaoun fell, allowing Israeli forces to 

> move

> north up to the Litani river. It would appear that this obligated 

> Hezbollah

> forces to maneuver and fierce fighting erupted the length of the 

> frontline.

> Later than night airborne forces moved on to the Litani river line with 

> the

> largest Israeli military airlift in 30 years.

>

> By August 13 Israel had all but surrounded remaining Hezbollah forces in

> southern Lebanon. Knowing that ceasefire lines always follow the final

> frontline both sides spent the final day of the war heavily engaged in 

> what

> was the bloodiest day of the conflict. The IDF lost 24 dead in a number of

> different engagements with around 100 or more casualties. Hezbollah

> casualties are unknown but can be presumed to be equal or higher as their

> earlier advantages of local knowledge, surprise, prepared positions and

> superior local firepower were now lost.

>

> Thus there are three distinct phases of the campaign. The first stage it 

> is

> arguable that the strategy and tactics let down the IDF. With limited

> resources and operational scope against a well prepared and motivated

> opposition the IDF struggled, particularly at Maroun al-Ras and Bent 

> Jbail.

> The second phase is the move to bypass Hezbollah positions and maneuver to

> the north East through Marajaoun. This second phase confirmed that the

> Israeli reserve call up system is as sharp as ever with large numbers of

> reservists being called up and quickly deployed into operations. There is 

> a

> clear failure to effectively finish off Hezbollah force concentrations in

> the border region, leading to further conflict and rocket attacks. The 

> third

> phase is an operational and strategic success for Israel as they manage to

> maneuver around Hezbollah and give them no further advantage in continuing

> the fight.

>

> Hezbollah proved that they had mastered positional warfare, absorb modern

> weapon systems and had the organization and morale to withstand being

> surrounded and overrun. Hezbollah will have lost many of their best units

> and weapon systems during this conflict but enough have survived to 

> rebuild

> again. Furthermore Iran will quickly move to re-supply Hezbollah with more

> of "what worked" and less of "what didn't". Given a breathing space

> Hezbollah ought to come out of this conflict technically more capable and

> with veteran cadres.

>

> The high casualty rates suffered by Hezbollah can be traced to the second

> week of operations when Hezbollah failed to appreciate that the 

> operational

> tempo had increased. Nor does it appear that they were prepared for this 

> or

> able to change as Hezbollah were seen adding finishing touches to bunkers

> and sowing mines rather than falling back. Although it could be argued 

> they

> had no plans to fallback And the troops had no interest in falling back to

> fight another day.

>

> Israeli heavy armoured forces seem to have suffered a series of setbacks

> with some 30 tanks damaged, although only 10 appear to have been either

> badly damaged or destroyed. Most of these casualties were caused by long

> range man portable anti tank missiles such as the Kornet-E 9P133, Metis-M

> 9M131, the 9K113 Konkurs (AT-5 'Spandrel') and the 9K111 Fagot (AT-4

> 'Spigot'). It understood that over 500 missiles were fired with around 50

> hits on Israeli armoured vehicles. This was clearly been a surprise to

> Israeli commanders, who committed penny packet armoured forces in 

> unsuitable

> roles. With tank crewmen taking half of IDF casualties it will act as an

> early warning to the Israeli military that even their powerfully armoured

> Merkava's are vulnerable.

> Israeli special forces launched two known large scale raids. August 2 saw 

> a

> large airborne raid on the Hezbollah stronghold of Baalbek some 62 miles

> behind enemy lines. Whilst the original mission to capture a high ranking

> Hezbollah figure failed due to complications and quick defensive 

> reactions,

> Israel did manage to withdraw successfully with 5 captured soldiers. 

> August

> the 5th saw a second raid with Naval Commandoes raiding an apartment in

> Tyre. It seems likely that this was another airborne raid but the outcome 

> is

> unknown.

>

> Israeli ground force casualties were primarily caused by small arms fire 

> and

> long range anti-tank missiles. The scale of Israeli ground force 

> casualties

> can be attributed to the some 40 Hezbollah and IRGC command bunkers and

> their numerous associated firing position entrenchments, their tactical

> decision to stand and fight, as well as their relative professionalism. 

> This

> was compounded by Israeli strategic policy early in the war. Around 50% of

> Israeli casualties can be attributed to anti-tank missiles, 25% to small

> arms and mines , around 10% to friendly fire, 10% to rocket fire and 5% to

> accidents. Historically the majority of casualties are caused by artillery

> so it makes for interesting statistics.

>

> Neither side released exact Hezbollah and IRGC casualties and the precise

> number will probably never be known due to the fog of war and political

> reservations. It is expected that Hezbollah and IRGC casualties were high.

> The reasons for this are that the Israeli persistent surveillance assets

> deployed over the combat zone allowed Israeli commanders to immediately

> identify significant enemy manoeuvres. This forced Hezbollah and the IRGC 

> to

> remain in static positions. This combined with a Hezbollah determination 

> to

> stand and fight rather than melt away into the remaining population would

> have made for a high casualty environment. The Israeli heliborne capture 

> of

> the South side of the Litani river would have further increased casualties

> through interdiction amongst those enemy forces attempting to retreat 

> north.

> Thus out of a 6000 strong force it is believed that around some 600-900

> Hezbollah and IRGC troops were killed during the fighting.

>

> Naval Operations

> Perhaps the most discussed topic on Defence related blogs and forum boards

> has been the C-802 strike against the Israeli Navy Corvette Hanit. Indeed

> news that the missile was not a UAV was broken on blogs and forum groups

> days before it made the mainstream press; an interesting phenomenon that 

> we

> will surely see more of in the future. The turbojet-powered C-802 has a

> range of up to 120 km. and a 155-kg blast-fragmentation warhead. The 

> missile

> was fired by either Hezbollah or the IRGC using a Lebanese coastal radar.

> This would appear to be confirmed as following the C-802 strike there was 

> a

> subsequent destruction of the Lebanese coastal radar network by Israeli

> forces. How a C-802, a relatively mediocre anti shipping missile, managed 

> to

> hit the most modern ship in the Israeli fleet is of obvious interest. The

> Israeli position is that the Hanit had its automatic defences off because 

> of

> an IFF conflict with IAF forces operating in the area. Two missiles were

> fired; one hit the Hanit and the other hit an Egyptian "trawler" that was

> fishing nearby. This would go someway to confirm claims that the missile 

> has

> "98% effectiveness". However, this is not matched by the missile's ability

> to distinguish targets or actually arm its self properly with the missile

> hitting the Hanit failed to go off. This non-detonating strike caused only 

> a

> minor fire in the flight deck and with the ship out of repairs after 14 

> days

> according to an Israeli Defence Spokesperson.

>

> Conclusions

> In conclusion Hezbollah have proven themselves to be a professional,

> dedicated and organised force, whose prime position, equipment and 

> personnel

> seems to have been squandered for two captives. The Israeli military also

> seems to have been misused for two of the three weeks of the conflict. The

> air force attracted much negative publicity for expending large amounts of

> ordinance for little apparent gain. The regular army forces were initially

> committed to attacks against superior forces that were dug in- for no

> apparent strategic gain.

>

> There are a number of technical military questions that have come out of

> this conflict. The failure of Hezbollah in the air war asks questions 

> about

> the quality of Iranian air defence capability. The Israeli army needs to 

> sit

> down and examine exactly how it lost so many tanks and will presumably 

> speed

> up and increase the size of the current program for armour self protection

> suite that is being fought between Rafael with Trophy and IMI with Iron

> Fist. IFF has shown it's self to be of vital importance with an Israeli

> warship, 10 Israeli soldiers and an AH-64D all apparently lost due to poor

> IFF (the bill for this alone would pay for an IFF program) Another

> interesting question is why, with Hezbollah using Iranian Electronic

> Industries 1950s era analogue VHF radios why Tadiran Jammers were not able

> to break down Hezbollah command and control. Finally, a review of the 

> MTHEL

> and ballistic missile defence programs needs to be made as none of them 

> were

> able to influence the outcome of this conflict, a significant expense for 

> no

> apparent gain.

>

> CONTACT:

> Ben Moores is a defence analyst with a specialisation in European defence

> electronics and Iranian military capability. Any queries should be sent to

> ben.moores@btconnect.com <mailto:ben.moores@btconnect.com>

Situation Called Dire in West Iraq
Anbar Is Lost Politically, Marine Analyst Says

By Thomas E. Ricks
Washington Post Staff Writer
Monday, September 11, 2006; A01
The chief of intelligence for the Marine Corps in Iraq recently filed an unusual secret report concluding that the prospects for securing that country's western Anbar province are dim and that there is almost nothing the U.S. military can do to improve the political and social situation there, said several military officers and intelligence officials familiar with its contents.

The officials described Col. Pete Devlin's classified assessment of the dire state of Anbar as the first time that a senior U.S. military officer has filed so negative a report from Iraq.

One Army officer summarized it as arguing that in Anbar province, "We haven't been defeated militarily but we have been defeated politically -- and that's where wars are won and lost."

The "very pessimistic" statement, as one Marine officer called it, was dated Aug. 16 and sent to Washington shortly after that, and has been discussed across the Pentagon and elsewhere in national security circles. "I don't know if it is a shock wave, but it's made people uncomfortable," said a Defense Department official who has read the report. Like others interviewed about the report, he spoke on the condition that he not be identified by name because of the document's sensitivity.

Devlin reports that there are no functioning Iraqi government institutions in Anbar, leaving a vacuum that has been filled by the insurgent group al-Qaeda in Iraq, which has become the province's most significant political force, said the Army officer, who has read the report. Another person familiar with the report said it describes Anbar as beyond repair; a third said it concludes that the United States has lost in Anbar.

Devlin offers a series of reasons for the situation, including a lack of U.S. and Iraqi troops, a problem that has dogged commanders since the fall of Baghdad more than three years ago, said people who have read it. These people said he reported that not only are military operations facing a stalemate, unable to extend and sustain security beyond the perimeters of their bases, but also local governments in the province have collapsed and the weak central government has almost no presence.

Those conclusions are striking because, even after four years of fighting an unexpectedly difficult war in Iraq, the U.S. military has tended to maintain an optimistic view: that its mission is difficult, but that progress is being made. Although CIA station chiefs in Baghdad have filed negative classified reports over the past several years, military intelligence officials have consistently been more positive, both in public statements and in internal reports.

Devlin, as part of the 1st Marine Expeditionary Force (Forward) headquarters in Iraq, has been stationed there since February, so his report isn't being dismissed as the stunned assessment of a newly arrived officer. In addition, he has the reputation of being one of the Marine Corps' best intelligence officers, with a tendency to be careful and straightforward, said another Marine intelligence officer. Hence, the report is being taken seriously as it is examined inside the military establishment and also by some CIA officials.

Not everyone interviewed about the report agrees with its glum findings. The Defense Department official, who worked in Iraq earlier this year, said his sense is that Anbar province is going to be troubled as long as U.S. troops are in Iraq. "Lawlessness is a way of life there," he said. As for the report, he said, "It's one conclusion about one area. The conclusion on al Anbar doesn't translate into a perspective on the entire country."

No one interviewed would quote from the report, citing its classification, and The Washington Post was not shown a copy of it. But over the past three weeks, Devlin's paper has been widely disseminated in military and intelligence circles. It is provoking intense debate over the key finding that in Anbar, the U.S. effort to clear and hold major cities and the upper Euphrates valley has failed.

The report comes at an awkward time politically, just as a midterm election campaign gets underway that promises to be in part a referendum on the Bush administration's handling of the Iraq war. It also follows by just a few weeks the testimony of Army Gen. John P. Abizaid, the top U.S. commander for the Middle East, who told the Senate Armed Services Committee early last month that "it is possible that Iraq could move toward civil war."

"It's hard to be optimistic right now," said one Army general who has served in Iraq. "There's a sort of critical mass of tough news," he said, with intensifying violence from the insurgency and between Sunnis and Shiites, a lack of effective Iraqi government and a growing concern that Iraq may be falling apart.

"In the analytical world, there is a real pall of gloom descending," said Jeffrey White, a former analyst of Middle Eastern militaries for the Defense Intelligence Agency, who also had been told about the pessimistic Marine report.

Devlin, who is in Iraq, could not be reached to comment. Col. Jerry Renne, a spokesman for the U.S. Central Command, said Saturday that "as a matter of policy, we don't comment on classified documents."

Anbar is a key province; it encompasses Ramadi and Fallujah, which with Baghdad pose the greatest challenge U.S. forces have faced in Iraq. It accounts for 30 percent of Iraq's land mass, encompassing the vast area from the capital to the borders of Syria and Jordan, including much of the area that has come to be known as the Sunni Triangle.

The insurgency arguably began there with fighting in Fallujah not long after U.S. troops arrived in April 2003, and fighting has since continued. Thirty-three U.S. military personnel died there in August -- 17 from the Marines, 13 from the Army and three from the Navy.

A second general who has read the report warned that he thought it was accurate as far as it went, but agreed with the defense official that Devlin's "dismal" view may not have much applicability elsewhere in Iraq. The problems facing Anbar are peculiar to that region, he and others argued.

But an Army officer in Iraq familiar with the report said he considers it accurate. "It is best characterized as 'realistic,' " he said.

"From what I understand, it is very candid, very unvarnished," said retired Marine Col. G. I. Wilson. "It says the emperor has no clothes."

One view of the report offered by some Marine officers is that it is a cry for help from an area where fighting remains intense, yet which recently has been neglected by top commanders and Bush administration officials as they focus on bringing a sense of security to Baghdad. An Army unit of Stryker light armored vehicles that had been slated to replace another unit in Anbar was sent to reinforce operations in Baghdad, leaving commanders in the west scrambling to move around other troops to fill the gap.

Devlin's report is a work of intelligence analysis, not of policy prescription, so it does not try to suggest what, if anything, can be done to fix the situation. It is not clear what the implications would be for U.S. forces if Devlin's view is embraced by top commanders elsewhere in Iraq. U.S. officials are wary of simply abandoning the Sunni parts of Iraq, for fear that they could become havens for al-Qaeda and other terrorist groups.

One possible solution would be to try to turn over the province to Iraqi forces, but that could increase the risk of a full-blown civil war. Shiite-dominated forces might begin slaughtering Sunnis, while Sunni-dominated units might simply begin acting independently of the central government.
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A flawed cease-fire won't end Hezbollah's war against Israel 

By Henry A. Kissinger
September 10, 2006
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Italian members of the United Nations Interim Force on their first patrol outside a village in southern Lebanon last week.


	


Two misconceptions dominate public discussion on the crisis in Lebanon. The first is that Hezbollah is a traditional terrorist organization operating covertly outside the law. The second is that the cease-fire marks an end to the war in Lebanon. Neither of these views is valid. 
Hezbollah is, in fact, a metastasization of the al-Qaeda pattern. It acts as an overt state within a state. It commands an army much stronger and far better equipped than Lebanon's on Lebanese soil, in defiance of two United Nations resolutions. Financed and trained by Iran, it fights wars with organized units against a major adversary. As a Shia party, it has ministers in the government of Lebanon who do not consider themselves bound by its decisions. A non-state entity on the soil of a state with all the attributes of a state and backed by the major regional power is a new phenomenon in international relations.

Since its creation, Hezbollah has been almost permanently at war. The first of three Hezbollah wars occurred when, in 1983, its attack on U.S. Marine barracks killed 241 American servicemen and persuaded America to withdraw its peacekeepingforces from Beirut. The second was a campaign of harassment that induced Israeli forces to withdraw from southern Lebanon in 2000. The third was inaugurated this year with the kidnapping of two Israeli soldiers inside Israel that led to the Israeli retaliatory attack.

We are witnessing a carefully conceived assault, not isolated terrorist attacks, on the international system of respect for sovereignty and territorial integrity. The creation of organizations such as Hezbollah and al-Qaeda symbolizes that transnational loyalties are replacing national ones. The driving force behind this challenge is the jihadist conviction that it is the existing order that is illegitimate, not the Hezbollah and jihad method of fighting it. For the jihad's adherents, the battlefield cannot be defined by frontiers based on principles of world order they reject; what we call terror is, to the jihadists, an act of war to undermine illegitimate regimes.

A cease-fire does not end this war; it inaugurates a new phase in it. This twin assault on the global order, by the combination of radical states with transnational non-state groups sometimes organized as militias, is a particular challenge in the Middle East, where frontiers denote few national traditions and are not yet a century old. But it could spread to wherever militant, radical Islamic groups exist. Leaders therefore are torn between following the principles of the existing international order on which their economy may depend, or yielding (if not joining) the transnational movement on which their political survival may depend.

The crisis in Lebanon is a classic case of that pattern. By the rules of the old international order, the war technically took place between two states – Lebanon and Israel – that, in fact, have very few conflicting interests. Their sole territorial dispute concerns a small strip of territory, Shebaa Farms, occupied by Israel from Syria in 1967 and indirectly certified as not being part of Lebanon by the United Nations in 2000. The U.N. cease-fire resolution affirms that the crisis was provoked by Hezbollah, which had kept the Lebanese armed forces out of the southern part of Lebanon facing Israel for 30 years. Yet by the existing international rules, the secretary of state was obliged to negotiate on the cease-fire with the Lebanese government, which controlled no forces in a position to implement it while the only forces capable of doing so have never formally accepted it.

The real goals of the Lebanese war were transnational and not Lebanese: to overcome the millennia-old split between Sunnis and Shia on the basis of hatred for Israel and America; to relieve diplomatic pressure on Iran's nuclear program; to demonstrate that Israel would be held hostage if pressure became too acute; to establish Iran as a major factor in any negotiation; to scuttle the Palestinian peace process; to show that Syria – the second major sponsor of Hezbollah – remained in a position to pursue its ambitions in Lebanon.

This is why the balance sheet of the war in Lebanon must be assessed in large part in psychological and political terms. No doubt the war inflicted heavy casualties on Hezbollah. The overriding psychological reality, however, is that Hezbollah remained intact and that Israel proved unable (or unwilling) either to suppress the rocket attacks on its territory or to gear its military power to political objectives capable of providing bargaining positions after the cessation of hostilities.

Much of the discussion over observance of the cease-fire applies traditional verities to an unprecedented situation. One of the principals in the war is not a party to the cease-fire and has refused either to disarm or to release the two Israeli prisoners it kidnapped, as called for in the U.N. resolution. The countries needed to enforce the agreement have been ambivalent because of the importance they attach to relations with Iran, their fear of terrorist attacks on their own territory, and, to a lesser extent, their interest in improving relations with Syria.

The mandate for the U.N. force in southern Lebanon reflects these hesitations. The secretary general of the U.N., Kofi Annan, has declared that the mission of the U.N. force is not to disarm Hezbollah but to encourage a political process that, in his words, “must be achieved through an internal Lebanese consensus, a political process for which the new UNIFIL (United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon) is not and cannot be a substitute.” Syria has declared that it would consider the deployment of UNIFIL forces along its borders as a hostile act, and the U.N. has acquiesced. How is the political process going to work when the U.N. force is precluded from dealing with the most probable challenges? The Lebanese army – composed largely of Shia and armed with obsolescent weapons – is in no position to disarm Hezbollah or to control the Syrian border.

To compound these complexities, Hezbollah, as a political party, participates in the Lebanese parliament and, on the ministerial level, in the central government. Both institutions generally make decisions by consensus. Hezbollah thus has at least a blocking veto on those issues on which the cooperation of the Beirut government is needed for enforcement.

Hezbollah's likely next move will be an attempt to dominate the Beirut government by intimidation and using the prestige gained in the war, manipulating democratic procedures. In such a situation, Iran and Syria will be in a stronger position to shape the rules of the cease-fire than the U.N. forces, which – as experience shows – are likely to be withdrawn when terrorist attacks inflict casualties. The challenge for American policy and all concerned with world order is to recognize that the cease-fire requires purposeful management. A principal objective must be to prevent the rearmament of Hezbollah or its domination of the Lebanese political process. Otherwise, the U.N. force will provide a shield for creating the conditions for another even more dangerous explosion.

The war in Lebanon has transformed the position of Israel dramatically. Heretofore the Palestinian issue has for all its intensity been about the traditional principles of the state system: the legitimacy of Israel; the creation of a Palestinian state; the drawing of borders between these entities; the security arrangement and rules for peaceful coexistence. From Prime Minister Yitzhak Rabin's “land for peace” formula, to Saudi Arabia's offer of peace and mutual recognition, to Prime Minister Ariel Sharon's concept of unilateral withdrawal from occupied territories, the so-called peace process was conceived as culminating in an internationally accepted peace between internationally recognized states.

Hezbollah and other rejectionist groups are determined to prevent precisely this evolution. Hezbollah, which took over southern Lebanon, and Hamas and various jihadist groups, which marginalized the Palestinian Authority in Gaza, disdain the schemes of moderate Arab and Israeli leaders. They reject the very existence of Israel, not any particular set of borders.

One of the consequences is that the traditional peace process is now in shambles. After being attacked with missiles from both Gaza and Lebanon launched by non-state jihadists, Israel will find it difficult to view unilateral withdrawal as a road to peace, nor will it be able under current conditions to find a partner to guarantee security. Finally, in the aftermath of Lebanon, the current Israeli government lacks the authority or public support to withdraw even the 80,000 settlers from the West Bank envisaged in the Sharon plan.

At the same time, an indefinite continuation of the status quo is not sustainable. Some new road map must emerge to underpin the comprehensive Mideast policy that must follow the Lebanon war. To deal with the crisis produced by the combination of non-state fanaticism and state power politics, a joint project among America, Europe and the moderate Arab states is needed to work out a common approach. Only in this manner can a leadership accepting peaceful coexistence emerge in the occupied territories.

Everything returns to the challenge of Iran. It trains, finances and equips Hezbollah, the state within a state in Lebanon. It finances and supports the Sadr militia, the state within a state in Iraq. It works on a nuclear weapons program, which would drive nuclear proliferation out of control and provide a safety net for the systematic destruction of at least the regional order. The challenge is now about world order more than about adjustments within an accepted framework.

A common Atlantic policy backed by moderate Arab states must become a top priority, no matter how pessimistic previous experience with such projects leaves one. The debate sparked by the Iraq war over American rashness versus European escapism is dwarfed by what the world now faces. Both sides of the Atlantic should put their best minds together on how to deal with the common danger of a wider war merging into a war of civilizations against the background of a nuclear-armed Middle East. This cannot be done through ad hoc bargaining over Security Council resolutions; rather, the Security Council resolutions should emerge from an agreed strategy.

Many of the countries in such a grouping have a more optimistic view about the prospects of diplomacy than the American administration. We should be open to these concerns and be prepared to join a serious exploration of prospects for turning away from confrontation. But the European allies need to accept that this process should not be driven by domestic politics or media pressure. It has to include a bottom line beyond which diplomatic flexibility cannot go and a time limit to prevent negotiations from turning into a shield for developing new assaults.

In the Lebanon crisis, one can detect the beginning of such a process. Europe shared enough of the American perception, and America paid enough attention to European concerns, to produce a coordinated diplomacy in the Security Council and to supply a significant peacekeeping force for southern Lebanon.

It remains to be seen whether this cooperation can be sustained in the next phase, specifically, whether the U.N. effort in Lebanon can become a means to deal with the dangers outlined here or become a way to avoid the necessary decisions. This is even more true of the impending Iran negotiations. Ever since the collapse of the Soviet Union, thoughtful observers have wondered whether the Atlantic ties can be maintained in the absence of a commonly perceived danger. We now know that we face the imperative of building a new world order or potential global catastrophe. It cannot be done alone by either side of the Atlantic. Is that realization sufficient to regenerate a sense of common purpose?
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