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      Preface





    

    
      In Israel, the term “Conceptzia” has come to mean a set of assumptions, that are later shown to be mostly invalid, concerning the enemy’s military capabilities, plans, and intentions to launch a war against Israel. On October 7, 2023, Hamas shattered the Israeli “Conceptzia” and launched a devasting attack on Israeli forces and communities in the Gaza Envelope.

Fifty years and one day after Egypt and Syria surprised unprepared Israel and started what became known as the Yom Kippur War, an Arab army again surprised an unprepared Israel. Hamas and associated terrorist groups in Gaza broke the existing ceasefire agreement with Israel and started a war by massacring approximately 1,200 people, wounding 4,800, and taking 251 hostages to Gaza. Approximately 850 of those people killed were civilians and included men, women, and children ranging in age from newborn to over 80. The other 377 of those killed were soldiers and police officers. Many of the soldiers who were killed were unarmed, non-combat soldiers who were murdered after they had surrendered, or combat soldiers or police officers who had been wounded and were no longer able to defend themselves.

From the moment the news of the Hamas attack on Israel became known, people began asking how the Israeli army, which is held in high esteem by many in the defense community, allowed such a disaster to occur. People wanted to know why the IDF was not able to defend either its own bases or the civilian communities in the Gaza Envelope from the Hamas attack. Much false information is being disseminated over the internet concerning this Israeli failure. Some examples of this false information include the belief that the Israeli government allowed the October 7 massacre to occur to give them an excuse to attack Gaza. Another common false belief claims that Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu allowed the massacre to occur to save his government from collapse and remain in office. One more false belief states that the IDF ordered a six-hour stand-down before sending reinforcements to the embattled communities.

I am writing this book to help dispel these false claims and to gather in one source information concerning the events of the Israeli failure and the Hamas success of October 7. In attempting to accomplish this task, I will summarize the information published in English-language news sources, books, and research studies to try to provide insight into the question of why the Israeli defense of the Gaza Envelope failed in such a shocking manner. The specific issues that will be covered include:

Why did the Israeli military and political leaders believe Hamas was deterred and would not launch a large-scale ground attack on Israel?

Why did the Israeli military underestimate Hamas military capabilities and believe Hamas was not capable of launching more than a limited attack consisting of no more than several dozen gunmen infiltrating at two or three locations?

Why did the Israeli military believe the small number of forces that they stationed on the Gaza border would be sufficient to counter any Hamas attack?

Why did the Israeli military disregard the intelligence information available to them concerning the Hamas attack plans?

Why did the Israeli Ground Forces perform in such a disorganized and ineffective manner and take so long to rescue the civilian communities, military bases, and outposts that were under attack?

Where was the Israeli Air Force, and why did it make such a small contribution to countering the Hamas invasion?

Why did the Israeli Navy fail to prevent Hamas naval gunmen and combat swimmers from reaching the Israeli shore and murdering civilians at Zikim beach and participating in the attack on Zikim base?

The question of whether the Israeli Police Force commanders made appropriate decisions as to where to deploy their forces once the attack began should be reviewed. However, at this time, not enough information is available to discuss that issue.

Presently, the Israeli government says a full investigation into this failure will be conducted; however, they state that the investigative process must wait till the war has been successfully completed. The IDF has conducted an internal investigation of its own decisions and actions that occurred in the years preceding October 7 and during the day and days immediately afterward. Presently, the IDF briefed the results of the investigations to members of the communities that were attacked and to the families of the casualties. The Israeli press has reported on the results of these briefings in a limited manner, but the IDF has not yet posted these reports on its website (except for the first report released, the investigation of the attack on the community of Be’eri). Frustrated by the lack of progress by the Israeli government in conducting a review of the failure, a group of civilians started their own review process. This investigation has now been completed, and some information concerning the conclusions has been reported in the press. However, the complete report of the investigation does not appear to have been published in English on any site. This book is not intended to be an account of the conflicts over the investigations of the failure, but it will use any information provided by any of the investigations.

During their assault, Hamas gunmen and other Arab invaders from Gaza raped, tortured, murdered, and mutilated the bodies of women, men, and children. Several books have been published on this subject, as well as numerous online articles, podcasts, and videos. Sources countering these claims are also readily available to anyone interested. This book will not discuss these terrorist actions.

Additionally, much material is available online that claims that any action taken by Hamas and its associated forces was justified due to Israeli behavior towards the Arab people. Again, much material is available to discuss the competing claims to ownership of and sovereignty over the Holy Land, with the most important books being the Bible1 and A History of Israel by John Bright2. No discussion of this subject will be conducted in this book.

Rather than include small maps that are not sufficiently detailed to depict locations discussed in the book, I encourage the reader to use an online map of his or her choice to obtain a better appreciation of the geography of the conflict.

Following the initial attack, the Israel Defense Forces (IDF) fought for several days to regain control of the Gaza Envelope area. This book will not discuss in detail the battles that were fought at the military bases, outposts, and civilian communities beyond what is necessary to explain the reasons for the IDF failures. An excellent account of these battles has been published in a report of the study chaired by Lord Roberts of Belgravia (Andrew Roberts). The report is titled 7 October Parliamentary Report3 and is available online.

All of my information comes from the articles and studies that I have included in the bibliography section of the book. I give my opinion on the appropriateness of decisions and actions taken, but I have tried to present the facts of events and to make clear when comments are my opinion. I would be happy to read your alternative opinions, should you care to send them to me or provide me with links to any reviews that you write. Also, please send me any information you come across that shows I have not correctly reported the facts of the events.
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      On Saturday, October 7, Chief Inspector Arnon Zamora was commanding a Yamam alert team at the unit’s base near Jerusalem. A chief inspector is the equivalent of a captain in the army; Yamam is the anti-terrorist unit of the Israeli Border Police; and the Israeli Border Police is the gendarmerie and border security branch of the Israeli National Police.

At 5:00 a.m. that morning, a senior officer of the unit called and informed Chief Inspector Zamora that the Shin Bet detected suspicious Hamas activity in Gaza and directed him to take his team to the Gaza Envelope, where he would meet a team from the Shin Bet’s Operational Unit near Kibbutz Yad Mordechai. Kibbutz Yad Mordechai is an Israeli community located approximately two miles north of the Israel-Gaza border. Forces from the Yamam unit and the Shin Bet Operational Unit frequently work together, in a grouping that the Israelis call a “tequila” team, to counter potential terrorist attacks. On October 7, this particular Israeli “tequila” force would consist of about fifteen fighters. From his experience and the tone of the conversation, Chief Inspector Arnon Zamora was under the impression that there was a suspicion that Hamas might be planning a limited infiltration into Israel. At approximately 6:00 a.m., Chief Inspector Zamora and his team departed for Yad Mordechai.1

While the Shin Bet considered a “tequila” force of about fifteen fighters adequate to deal with the expected threat, Hamas was preparing a much larger force to launch a three-wave attack on Israel. The first wave began its attack at 6:29 am with 1,175 Nukhba gunmen supported by a barrage of 1,406 rockets. Nukhba was the elite light infantry combat force of the Hamas military. Hamas knew from experience that the rocket fire would drive the Israeli defenders and civilians into their protective rooms and shelters and leave forward defensive positions mostly empty. In support of the first wave, eight Nukhba gunmen used powered paragliders to cross the border and enter Israeli communities, and thirty-eight Hamas naval gunmen attempted to land on the Israeli coast by sailing in seven Rigid Inflatable Boats of the Zodiac type. At 7:00 a.m., the second wave of 600 Nukhba gunmen began their attack, supported by 937 rockets. Finally, at 9:00 a.m., the third wave attacked with 435 Nukhba gunmen supported by 1,084 rockets. In addition to the Nukhba forces, approximately 580 gunmen from Islamic Jihad and other terrorist groups joined in the attack during the second and third waves. These gunmen were followed by several thousand civilian Arabs from Gaza who were armed with an assortment of weapons and wanted to take part in the slaughter. After breaching the border barrier at 114 locations, an estimated 5,000 to 5,600 Arab terrorists and civilians participated in the attack on October 7.

The number of Israeli soldiers estimated to have been available to defend the Gaza Envelope on the morning of October 7 was about 600. There were three infantry battalions and one tank battalion divided between the two Israeli Territorial Brigades responsible for guarding the Gaza Envelope, but at least half of the soldiers assigned to these battalions were on weekend and holiday leave. Many of the soldiers who were present were not alerted to perform a stand-to that morning to prepare for a possible attack by Hamas. Stand-to (stand-to-arms) is referred to as “morning alert” in Israel. Given this force ratio, Israel was unable to provide an adequate defense to the Gaza Envelope communities, and Israel suffered the loss of nearly 1,200 people killed, the majority civilians, and 251 taken as hostages. This represents an enormous loss to a country of only ten million people.

After a cursory review of the events of October 7, many people conclude that the Israeli defeat was caused by the failure of the Israeli intelligence organizations to provide early warning of a Hamas attack, but this conclusion is only partially correct. Yes, even a short warning would have reduced the extent of the disaster by allowing those Israeli combat soldiers present in the Gaza Envelope that morning to prepare. They would have dressed, gathered weapons, assembled, and been ready to react to the developing situation. Civilian security squads could have prepared as well. However, these forces would still not have been prepared to defend against a large-scale ground attack because, over many years, the Israeli intelligence services failed to properly assess the evolving threat posed by Hamas, and the entire Israeli defense establishment failed to prepare an appropriate defensive concept to defend against this threat.2 The disparity between the number of soldiers assigned by Israel to defend the Gaza Envelope on October 7 and the number of attacking gunmen was the result of this failed assessment and led to the inability of Israel to defend the Gaza Envelope communities and its own bases and outposts.

Furthermore, this failure resulted from decisions and actions that occurred at the highest levels of the Israeli military and intelligence organizations and not at the lower level. The soldiers and junior-level commanders performed their jobs properly and reported the Hamas behaviors that they were seeing prior to the attack. However, after reviewing the information provided, middle-level and higher-level commanders in key positions dismissed these reports and failed to pass this information to the top levels of the military and political leadership.

In short, Israel’s assessment of Hamas was invalid. Israel believed Hamas to be a dangerous terrorist organization, but one that did not have the ability to launch a large-scale ground attack on Israel. They saw the highly visible training activities being conducted by Hamas as being a show performed to pacify the more extreme Hamas members who demanded action against Israel. In the Israeli assessment, Hamas was able to launch small terrorist attacks involving shooting, bombing, or hostage taking. Any large-scale ground attack would need to be launched through attack tunnels, which the newly constructed Israeli barrier now blocks. Hamas rocket and mortar attacks would be defeated by the Israeli Iron Dome missile defense system. Possibly, a few Hamas gunmen would be able to breach or scale the border barrier in a surprise attack, but such an attack would consist of no more than several dozen gunmen attacking at two or three locations at one time. This limited ground attack situation was the scenario the Israeli forces prepared to meet, and Israeli forces would likely have been able to defeat a ground attack of this size.

Besides believing that Hamas was capable of attacking with a force of no more than several dozen gunmen at two or three locations at one time, Israel was confident that its intelligence services would provide warning of any planned attack by Hamas, and this warning would allow Israel to reinforce its forces beyond those presently stationed on the border.3 However, relying on early warning to provide time to prepare to defend against an attack seems to be a risky form of planning. For one to expect to see a clear signal of an attack or to receive a warning message from a human intelligence source is probably unrealistic. Being given the exact day and time of the attack or being able to predict that information from a compilation of intelligence data is even less realistic. Signs were seen that indicated the possibility of an attack, along with other signs indicating a continuation of quiet. Given the limited size of an anticipated Hamas attack, commanders decided they could defend against the attack without calling an alert. 

In fact, Hamas documents found by the Israel Defense Forces (IDF) during its operations in Gaza reveal that Hamas had prepared to attack on two occasions before October 7. These attacks, planned for September 2022 and May 2023, were postponed for various reasons. However, Israel failed to detect these preparations and took no preventative actions. These failures to detect a planned attack show the danger of relying on early warning to properly prepare a defense against an enemy capable of launching an attack from locations minutes away from your communities. Such a practice seems inherently risky.

Even worse, Israel believed that not only was Hamas not capable of launching a large-scale ground attack, but Israel also believed that Hamas recognized that an attempted attack would fail with serious losses. Israel believed that Hamas rulers were showing signs of behaving in a responsible manner and were interested in improving the economic situation in Gaza in order to consolidate their rule. In the Israeli view, Hamas recognized that it had much to lose in a failed military adventure and would not engage in any activities that might lead to a full-scale war with Israel and jeopardize this economic improvement and its rule. Given these considerations, Israeli leaders believed that Hamas was deterred from attacking from Gaza. Hamas would not go beyond engaging in minor military actions to put pressure on Israel to grant them concessions. These actions would include engaging in limited attacks; launching a small number of rockets, mortars, and fire balloons; and organizing mass demonstrations near the Israeli border barrier.

However, this supposed responsible behavior was not displayed by Hamas in the areas of Judah and Samaria (called the West Bank by some). There, Hamas would engage in terrorist attacks against Israel to make life difficult for Israelis living in the area and to force Israel to employ its military to counter these attacks. Hamas intended these attacks to show Arabs living in those areas, as well as those living in Gaza, that Hamas was fighting against the Israeli people, unlike the Palestinian Authority, which most of the Arabs saw as traitors because of their security cooperation with Israel. Furthermore, these attacks would offer a safety value to allow more extreme members of their organization to engage in offensive action. Possibly the desire of Israel to maintain quiet4 in the Gaza Envelope allowed Israel to rationalize this contradictory behavior by reasoning that Hamas’s aggression in Judea and Samaria was part of the Hamas versus Palestinian Authority feud.

In summary, Israel believed that Hamas was deterred from attacking Israel because it realized it lacked the capability to overcome the Israeli defense and lacked the intent to attack Israel because its rulers desired to be seen as the legitimate governing power in Gaza and were unwilling to take any action that would jeopardize this situation. Improving the economic condition of the Arabs in Gaza was a necessary part of this plan. Furthermore, Israel believed that its intelligence services would provide a warning of any change in this situation and provide the time to adjust its defensive plan and force deployment. Based on this invalid assessment, Israel considered Hamas to be a minor threat that could be managed with a small allocation of forces, while Israel focused its main efforts on dealing with the major threats posed by the Iranian Regime and its strongest proxy, Hezbollah. Unfortunately, Israel either ignored or misinterpreted the many warning signs they saw that could have told them their assessment of Hamas was invalid.5 The disaster of October 7 was the result of those failures.
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      On October 7, the Israeli Gaza Border was protected by an Iron Wall and an Iron Dome, but Hamas penetrated both. The border barrier or fence that guarded the Israeli-Gaza border on October 7 was a central element in the Israeli plan for defending the Gaza Envelope. The construction of the barrier began in 2017 and was completed in December 2021. Features of the barrier were designed to overcome the limitations of the previously constructed border fences. At its inauguration, Defense Minister Benny Gantz called this barrier an “Iron Wall” that would protect the Israeli citizens living in the country’s south.1 Similar claims were made by Chief of the General Staff Lieutenant General (LTG) Aviv Kohavi, Head of the Border Administration Brigadier General (BG) Eran Ofir, and Defense Ministry Director General reserve Major General (MG) Amir Eshel. The name “Iron Wall” is said to have come from the essay titled “About the Iron Wall” written in 1923 by Ze'ev Jabotinsky, an early Zionist leader. In his essay, Jabotinsky argued that a Jewish state would only achieve peace with its Arab neighbors when Jewish strength would convince the Arabs that they could not destroy the Jews by force.2

Unfortunately, in placing their trust in this wall, the Israeli leaders ignored the basic military principle, which holds that an obstacle or barrier will effectively hinder an enemy’s attack only when it is protected by effective friendly weapon fire. In an interview conducted in 2018, Saar Koursh, the former head of the company that constructed the barrier (Magal Security Systems), stated that the barrier was designed to provide warning of an attempted infiltration or an attempt to dig a tunnel under the wall. The barrier was never intended to stop mass demonstrations or large-scale attacks. He estimated that a determined attacker could breach the barrier in less than a minute using explosives, bulldozers, or tractors unless friendly fire stopped the breaching attempt.3

The border barrier that existed on October 7, 2023 was not the first barrier constructed by Israel to guard against attack from Gaza. After signing the Oslo Accords in 1993, Israel constructed a fence around the Gaza Strip; however, this fence was destroyed by the Arabs in Gaza during the First Intifada in 2000. In 2001, Israel constructed a new barrier located entirely within Israeli territory; however, Israel maintained a one kilometer wide buffer zone on the Gaza side of the border. The barrier consisted of two fences. Closest to the Gaza border, the Israelis constructed a fence consisting of six rolls of barbed wire stacked in a pyramid. Approximately twenty meters past the first fence and deeper in Israeli territory, the Israelis constructed a second fence fitted with electronic sensors to provide warning to a command control center located in Israel of attempted crossings. The Israelis constructed a patrol road alongside this inner fence.

Once the decision was made by the Israeli government to withdraw all military forces and civilian communities from the Gaza Strip in 2005, the Israeli military realized it needed to upgrade the capability of the border barrier. First, the military performed an operational assessment to determine the threat situations they should expect from the Arab terrorist forces in Gaza. From this analysis, they decided that the likely threat would consist of insurgency-style operations characterized by cross-border shooting or the infiltration of terrorists with the intent of conducting ambushes, placing mines and explosive devices, abducting soldiers and civilians from border posts and communities, and penetrating deeper into Israel to perform suicide bombings. The Israeli military did not expect Arab terrorist forces to launch a conventional assault consisting of several battalions or brigades against multiple Israeli locations. At most, the Israelis thought the terrorist organizations would launch an assault consisting of several dozen terrorists at one, two, or maybe three locations simultaneously. Therefore, Israel constructed the barrier to deal with these lower-level insurgency-type situations. This assessment of Hamas’s capability seems to have remained constant from 2005 all the way to the morning of October 7, 2023. No information concerning this analysis is available to the public for review. 

Since the Israelis were conducting this withdrawal unilaterally without achieving an agreement with the Arab governing authority, the Israeli military expected the Arab insurgent forces to attempt to breach the barrier once the Israeli withdrawal was complete. An additional complication for the Israeli military related to the elimination of the one-kilometer wide buffer zone that Israel maintained previously on the Gaza side of the barrier. Once the withdrawal was complete, anyone from Gaza would be able to approach the border and the forward border fence without interference from the Israeli military.

Given their assessment of the threat, the Israelis decided to maintain the existing border barrier but to add additional elements. On the Israeli side of the existing sensor-fitted inner fence, the Israelis prepared a buffer zone measuring between 70 and 150 meters. On their side of the buffer zone, they installed a new fence consisting of six rolls of barbed wire stacked in a pyramid, similar to the first fence. Alongside this innermost fence, the Israelis built an asphalt road for wheeled reconnaissance vehicles, a dirt track for the use of tracked vehicles, and a smooth, flat, sand zone that would show the footprints of anyone who crossed the zone.

The Israelis emplaced motion sensors in the ground in the buffer zone. These sensors would report to the existing command control center. Near the fence, the Israelis built weapon towers equipped with remotely operated machine guns every two kilometers along the barrier’s entire 60 kilometer length. Israeli army observers located in the command control center could remotely fire these machine guns at infiltrators. The Israeli military would patrol the area from the air using sensor-equipped drones and tethered aerostats and from the ground using light patrol vehicles such as Humvees carrying ground detection radar. Eventually, the Israeli military intended to replace the manned ground patrols with unmanned ground reconnaissance systems. The lack of a buffer zone on the Gaza side of the barrier allowed Arab terrorists to approach the first fence of the barrier system, and the Israeli military calculated that the terrorists could cut through this fence in three minutes or less. However, they believed the border barrier sensors and patrols would detect the infiltrators within this time and allow the military to react appropriately.

The Israeli military knew the border barrier suffered from a number of weaknesses. Arab terrorist organizations could attempt to tunnel under the border barrier, so they planned to place acoustic sensors in the area between the first and second fence to detect the sound of digging. The barrier would not prevent infiltration from the sea, so Israeli plans called for the eventual construction of a barrier extending into the Mediterranean Sea to force terrorist boats and swimmers to move farther from the shore into the area patrolled by the Israeli navy’s patrol boats. More seriously, the new border barrier would not prevent Arab terrorist organizations from firing rockets, shooting mortars, launching fire balloons, and flying fire kites across the border into Israeli military positions and civilian communities. Therefore, the Israeli Defense Ministry developed a plan to install a rocket warning system for the southern area of the country and to strengthen the roofs of homes in the border area.

Indeed, Arab rocket fire from Gaza against Israel began as early as 2001, and its intensity increased over the years, with the greatest increase occurring after Hamas seized control of the Gaza Strip from the Palestinian Authority in 2007. Rather than relying on warning systems and shelters, Israel chose to counter this threat with a ground-based air defense system. Preliminary development began in 2005, and formal development of the Iron Dome system began in 2007. The system was deployed in early 2011, and the first successful interception of a rocket fired from Gaza occurred in April 2011. The system has an effective range of 4 to 70 kilometers. The Iron Dome system estimates the impact point of incoming rockets, and only those rockets that are determined to be a threat to a populated area are engaged. The system initially showed an effectiveness of approximately 85 percent, and this effectiveness has been said to be increasing over time. In order to counter the Iron Dome, the Arab terrorists began to fire their rockets in volleys to overload the system. Although the intercept capability of the system is not 100 percent, the deployment of the Iron Dome system allowed the residents of the Gaza Envelope a greater measure of safety against indirect Arab fire than they experienced before the deployment.

Although the Arab terrorist organizations continued to build, smuggle, and fire rockets against Israel, the success achieved by the Israeli Iron Dome air defense missile system led the Arab terrorist organizations to return to the tactic of using tunnels to infiltrate into Israel to perform attack missions. Tunnels were used to smuggle goods and weapons into the Gaza Strip as early as 2000, while Israel still maintained control of the Gaza-Egypt border. Beginning in 2001, Arab terrorists began to dig tunnels under Israeli positions and to pack them with explosives for attack purposes, a tactic used in many previous conflicts. However, the Arab terrorists quickly decided these explosive tunnel attacks were too much work for too little benefit, so they decided to use tunnels to infiltrate Israel. In 2006, Hamas used a tunnel that passed under the barrier to attack an Israeli tank and capture the Israeli soldier Gilad Shalit, who was ransomed five years later for 1,027 Arab security prisoners, including Yahya Sinwar. This success encouraged the Arab terrorist groups in Gaza to expand their use of tunnels.

 In 2013, a Hamas tunnel was discovered from Gaza leading to Ein Hashlosha, an Israeli border community located very close to the Israeli Gaza Division’s Headquarters. The Israeli military was aware that many other tunnels were being dug under the border barrier, and Israeli civilians living in the Gaza Envelope said they could feel and hear digging in the vicinity of their communities. During the 2014 conflict, called by Israel “Protective Edge”, Hamas used attack tunnels on several occasions to conduct successful attacks on Israeli forces.

Therefore, in order to defeat the tunnel threat, Israel constructed a new barrier that ran along the entire 65 kilometer length of the Israel-Gaza border. Work began in mid-2017 and was completed in December 2021. The barrier consisted of an underground concrete wall with sensors embedded to prevent Hamas terrorists from digging tunnels into Israel or at least detect any digging attempts. Above the underground concrete wall, the Israelis erected a six-meter-high steel fence and attached rolls of razor wire to the Gaza side of the steel fence from about eight feet above ground to the top of the wall to prevent easy climbing of the wall. The Israelis continued to use sensor towers equipped with radar, cameras, and night vision devices to detect anyone approaching the barrier, and weapon towers equipped with machine guns to engage attackers remotely. The drones, tethered aerostats, and mounted patrols continued to monitor the border. Solid concrete walls were constructed in several areas where Israeli communities were very close to the border as protection against direct small arms fire from Gaza. A short distance in front of the main barrier, a simple metal fence was maintained. Although the Israeli military did not claim the barrier would prevent any tunneling by Hamas under the barrier, they believed the underground wall and its sensors would make any such tunneling effort more difficult. In addition to the land barrier, a sea barrier extending two hundred meters into the sea was constructed in the vicinity of Zikim beach to counter the increasing threat seen from Hamas naval gunmen. This barrier consisted of an underwater layer of stone fitted with seismic motion detectors and an above-water layer of stone forming a mound. Surrounding the breakwater was a six-meter smart fence to detect intrusion attempts.

The wall successfully limited Israeli civilian losses during several conflicts and allowed Israel to refrain from launching a ground invasion of Gaza to end Arab terrorist rocket firing. The first conflict, named “Guardian of the Walls”, occurred in May 2021. In this conflict, Israel fought both Hamas and Islamic Jihad using its Air Force and Iron Dome air defense system. Ground forces did not participate offensively. The next two large conflicts, named “Breaking Dawn” in August 2022 and “Shield and Arrow” in May 2023, were fought against Islamic Jihad; Hamas did not participate. In both of these conflicts, Israel primarily used its Air Force and Iron Dome air defense system. The last test of the wall occurred in the months preceding October 7, when the Arabs organized large demonstrations along the Gaza barrier. In none of these conflicts was the barrier breached, and Israel’s faith in the protective value of its Iron Wall and Iron Dome increased.4
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      At the conclusion of the 2014 conflict called by Israel “Operation Protective Edge”, Hamas began working to improve its military power with the goals of strengthening its defensive posture in Gaza, developing a plan to launch a terror campaign against Israel in Judea and Samaria, and combating Israel and Jews through international institutions and forums.

However, by 2016, many in Hamas developed a more offensive frame of mind. Recognizing that future tunneling under the new border barrier with its underground wall would be difficult and costly, the Head of Hamas Operations, Raad Saad, developed a new plan to breach the Gaza Border Barrier and destroy the defending territorial Gaza Division.1 In his initial plan, five Nukhba companies would attack the bases and outposts of the division to pin down their defenders and destroy them, attack communities to take hostages, and establish ambush positions along highways and road junctions to delay reinforcements. Hamas attacking forces would advance as far as the cities of Be’er Sheva, Ashdod, Ashkelon, and Rehovot, a city near Tel Aviv. The entire attack would be launched above ground without the use of tunnels. Rocket and mortar fire would drive Israeli defenders from their defensive positions into their shelters. The attackers' actions in the army positions and civilian communities would be livestreamed. By October 7, 2023, the size of the initial attack force was increased from five companies containing approximately 500 gunmen to several battalions containing thousands of Nukhba gunmen plus elements from other Gaza terrorist organizations and unaffiliated civilians. The attack force was expanded to include the use of naval speedboats carrying naval gunmen, powered paragliders, and drones. Despite these additions, the basic nature of the October 7 plan remained similar to its original form, a daylight, above-ground, broad attack conducted by a large, light infantry force.

By 2017, the leading members of the Hamas leadership in Gaza were men who believed they could successfully launch this large-scale, ground attack against Israel. With the election of Yahya Sinwar as Hamas leader in Gaza, this group gained a like-minded leader. Believing that surprise was necessary for their plan to succeed, Hamas began to execute a deception plan to hide its offensive plans from Israel.

The Israel Defense Forces (IDF) Intelligence Directorate obtained an early copy of this Hamas attack plan in 2018 and a later version in 2022, which they named “Walls of Jericho”. However, the intelligence commanders assessed that Hamas did not display the capabilities necessary to implement the plan, and they considered the plan to be unrealistic. Despite new information gathered over the years from 2018 to 2023, Israeli intelligence leaders did not change their assessment of Hamas capabilities and the feasibility of the Hamas attack plan.

By 2019, Hamas leadership gave formal approval to the attack plan, and Hamas joined with the Iranian Regime’s Quds Force and Hezbollah in developing plans for a multi-front war to destroy Israel. Planning progressed, and Hamas increased the size of its elite Nukhba to several battalions with reserves. Hamas might have attacked Israel before 2023, but the COVID-19 pandemic in 2020 caused Hamas to limit its large-scale training and delay its plans by two years.

In May 2021, Hamas and the Islamic Jihad began firing rockets at Jerusalem and other Israeli communities, resulting in a twelve-day conflict, named by Israel “Operation Guardian of the Walls”. During the fighting, Hamas and the Islamic Jihad fired over 4,000 rockets, and Israel responded by striking over 1,500 targets, to include rocket launcher sites, weapon storage locations, command and control centers, and many kilometers of the Hamas tunnel system. Before starting the conflict, Hamas had decided that its large-scale ground attack plan was not yet ready for execution, and Israel limited its offensive response to air attacks and did not employ ground forces offensively. After twelve days, the warring sides agreed to a ceasefire.

Upon the conclusion of “Operation Guardian of the Walls”, each side saw the results differently. Israel saw the operation as a victory, after having inflicted heavy losses on Hamas and showing the terrorist organization that it would not be able to launch a successful, large-scale attack across the new Gaza border barrier. Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu, Defense Minister Benny Gantz, and Chief of the General Staff Lieutenant General (LTG) Avi Kochavi were strengthened in their belief in the “Conceptzia” that Hamas was deterred from engaging in a large-scale ground attack on Israel.

Hamas saw the results differently and came to believe that its goal of destroying Israel by a large-scale ground assault was feasible, especially if Hamas received support from the other members of the Iranian Regime “Axis of Evil”. Hamas thought correctly that Israel overestimated the damage it had inflicted. Despite its many air attacks, Israel failed to silence Hamas and Islamic Jihad rocket fire, and Israeli attacks on the tunnel network were largely ineffective. The attack tunnels suffered only slight damage and could be repaired, and the more important network of tunnels housing command centers, workshops, storage sites, and living tunnels suffered almost no damage at all.2

Approximately a month after the 2021 conflict, Hamas leaders contacted the commander of the Iranian Regime’s Quds Force with a request for funding for two years to prepare their forces to destroy Israel. The Quds Force is the element of the Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps that is responsible for foreign operations. Despite the economic difficulties that the Iranian Regime was facing, the Regime agreed to the request because it saw the battle to destroy Israel as a high-priority objective.3 In addition to the Iranian Regime, Qatar funded Hamas through two streams of money.4 One funding pipeline was approved by Israel and officially went to pay for civilian needs in Gaza.5 The second funding pipeline was supposedly unknown to Israel and went directly to Hamas without any restrictions.

By 2022, Hamas under Sinwar presented three alternative attack plans to the Iranian Regime and Hezbollah for their consideration. Sinwar’s preferred plan was an attack on Israel to be executed on a Jewish holiday, such as Passover, and would include attacking forces from all elements of the “xis of Resistance” except for Iran itself. In the second alternative, Hamas would constitute the majority of the attacking forces, with Hezbollah using only a portion of its strength and keeping the remainder in reserve. The other forces, such as Syria, Iraq, and Yemen, would engage from a distance with drone and missile attacks. The final alternative would utilize only Hamas forces, but Hezbollah would assist Hamas forces in Lebanon in attacking Israel from that location. Iran and Hezbollah approved the first alternative, a joint, multi-front war on Israel.6

Hamas leaders initially planned to launch their attack on Israel in September 2022 during the Jewish Sukkot Holiday, but based on their belief that they were at 85% readiness, they decided to postpone the attack. They next considered attacking in May 2023 during the Passover Holiday, but again delayed for reasons unknown. However, at that time, Hamas leaders set the attack date for October 7, 2023, which was the end of the Sukkot Holiday. Despite the agreement by the Iranian Regime and Hezbollah to participate in a multi-front attack on Israel, there does not appear to be evidence that they were notified of the date of the attack. Sinwar limited that information to prevent it from reaching Israel. Israeli intelligence failed to detect preparations for either of these two prior potential attacks.

Following its post-October 7 counter-attack into Gaza, Israeli forces discovered on a computer a copy of Yahya Sinwar’s handwritten instructions for the Hamas attack on Israel.7, 8 The six-page document was dated August 24, 2022. In the document, Sinwar directed forces to conduct intensive movements along the border in the weeks before the invasion to accustom the Israelis to seeing this activity as routine. On the attack day, bulldozers should be used to breach the barrier, remove obstacles, and level roads. He estimated the breaching operation would be completed in 10 to 15 minutes, and the attack would be conducted in waves. His instructions specified that, “Fifteen minutes after the start of the initial attack, contact must be made with other Palestinian factions to summon them and request that they mass forces as quickly as possible to integrate them orderly into the operational plan.” These associated forces would be directed to attack population centers but “our forces (Hamas) must concentrate on defined and important targets and on key positions.”9

 Sinwar intended the attack to destabilize Israeli society and to reshape the current Israel-Gaza conflict. His objective was to create “a fundamental strategic shift in the situation on the ground through continued physical control of command centers, communications, and IDF bases — so as to freeze a new reality.” His instructions directed Hamas forces to massacre civilians and commit atrocities. Sinwar emphasized the attackers should broadcast the atrocities in real time “to terrorize the Israeli public and undermine its security.” Killing and committing atrocities was not enough, and Sinwar ordered the attackers to burn entire neighborhoods of communities and instructed, “Spray the place with fuel or diesel from a special tanker, burn the place and broadcast the images.” In addition to terrorizing Israelis, Sinwar hoped the real-time images of the massacre would encourage other “Islamic Nations” and “resistance elements” to join the attack. In his orders, he wrote, “Ensure images are released that will produce a burst of ecstasy, frenzy and momentum among our people, especially in the West Bank, among the ‘interior’ (Arab citizens of Israel) and in Jerusalem. This is to spur them to respond to the calls, to go out and rise up, and at the same time to sow fear and dread in the enemy.”10

    

  

    
      Chapter 3



Hamas Decision to Attack





    

    
      There is strong support for the view that Hamas began preparing for a large-scale ground attack on Israel in 2016. By 2017, many of the Hamas senior leaders believed this plan was feasible. Israel obtained a copy of an early version of the plan by 2018 and a later version in 2022. Israel gave the name “Walls of Jericho” to the second version of the plan. However, there is less evidence to show exactly when Hamas leaders set the date and time for the attack to begin.

Reports captured by Israel during its ground offensive in Gaza show that Hamas twice scheduled the attack to be launched before October 7, 2023. The first planned date was in September 2022 during the Sukkot Holiday, but this attack was postponed because Hamas leaders estimated that their forces were only at an 85% readiness level. The second attack was planned for May 2023 during the Passover Holiday, but this attack was also postponed for unknown reasons; although some say the reason was that coordination with Hezbollah had not been completed by that time. Following this postponement, the Hamas Military Commander Muhammad Deif, with the agreement of the Hamas Overall Commander Yahya Sinwar, selected October 7, 2023 as the date for the attack. This date was the Jewish Sabbath and the first day after the conclusion of the Jewish holiday of Sukkot.

There are some in Israel who claim that the political and social turmoil associated with the issue of judicial reform strongly influenced Yahya Sinwar’s decision to approve October 7, 2023 as the date for the long-planned ground attack, but captured Hamas documents do not support this view. A study conducted by Lieutenant Colonel (LTC) Yehonatan Dahoah-Halevi of the Jerusalem Center for Security and Foreign Affairs claims that an intelligence report sent by Hamas al-Qassam Brigade Intelligence to Sinwar in July 2023 stated that “the crisis in Israel [political turmoil related to judicial reform] is a decisive factor in harming the readiness of the Israeli military.” The report advised Sinwar to wait for the crisis to deepen and did not advise setting a near date for the attack.1

Further evidence against political turmoil having influenced the decision to attack is provided by documents that show that, as early as August 2022, Sinwar believed an extraordinary action was necessary to prevent the normalization of relations between Israel and Saudi Arabia. Sinwar was convinced that if Saudi Arabia joined the Abraham Accords, other Arab and Islamic countries would follow, dealing a fatal blow to the Arab desire to destroy Israel and establish an Arab state in the territory between the River Jordan and the Mediterranean Sea.2 Sinwar is said to have expressed this view to fellow Hamas political leaders in a briefing in August 2022 and in a meeting on October 2, 2023. In the meeting, he is said to have stated that activation of the attack plan that had been in preparation for two years was necessary to change the direction of international politics and the balance of forces in the region. Nothing in the information reported on these meetings implies that Sinwar was seeking input on the timing of such an attack. Rather, he was explaining the reason for an already scheduled action that was soon to occur. These political considerations and the belief that the Hamas military was prepared for the attack appear to have outweighed any influence the Israeli political turmoil may have exerted on setting the attack date.3

With respect to the normalization of the relationship between Israel and Saudi Arabia, Sinwar’s calculation seems to have been correct. Saudi Crown Prince Mohammed bin Salman has told foreign visitors that he cannot normalize relations with Israel until the war in Gaza ends and Israel agrees to a process to establish a Palestinian Arab state. The second of these conditions is not possible for Israel any time in the near future, if ever.

Therefore, it appears the decision to launch a large-scale ground attack on Israel was made by Hamas leadership in 2019, and in May 2023, the date for the attack was set for October 7, 2023, after having been postponed twice before. The time of the attack was set for 6:00 am.

In the hours before the attack, Muhammad Deif was said to have been observing Israeli forces closely to observe their state of readiness. Had he received information that Israel was suspecting an attack and was taking appropriate defensive measures, he might have again postponed the attack. He and Sinwar considered surprise essential to the successful execution of the attack plan. Unable to believe that Israel appeared to show no signs of awareness of the attack or was making preparations to defeat it, he delayed giving the attack order until 6:29 am. Had Israel decided to alert forces and improve defenses, Deif may have postponed the attack. However, rather than believe they had thwarted a potential invasion, Israeli leaders would possibly have been strengthened in their belief in the “Conceptzia” that Hamas was deterred from launching a large-scale ground attack on Israel, and may have been even more unlikely to have responded appropriately to the following Hamas attack preparation.
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Hamas Deception





    

    
      Yahya Sinwar and Muhammad Deif believed that the Hamas large-scale ground attack on Israel required surprise to be successful, and Hamas instituted a deception campaign to create the conditions for achieving this surprise. To execute this deception campaign, Sinwar made statements and performed some actions to portray Hamas leadership as moving in the direction of becoming a responsible governing body that was trying to improve the economic conditions of the Arabs living in Gaza. Although statements were made in Arabic showing that Hamas retained the objective of destroying Israel and replacing it with an Arab state extending from the River Jordan to the Mediterranean Sea, these statements were portrayed as being made to placate radical members of the Hamas organization and not representative of the current views or plans of senior Hamas leadership. This plan was so successful that until the opening shots of the October 7 attack were fired, Israeli senior military and intelligence organization leaders were convinced that Hamas was not interested in engaging with Israel in a large-scale conflict.1, 2

A measure of the degree to which these senior Israeli military and intelligence organization leaders were deceived by the Hamas deception plan is shown by their positive review and recommendation to proceed with the “Hudna” Plan prepared by the Coordinator of Government Activities in the Territories (COGAT) Unit. The COGAT Unit is the element in the Israeli Ministry of Defense responsible for overseeing civilian policy in Judea and Samaria and for facilitating logistical coordination between Israel and Gaza. A “Hudna” is a temporary ceasefire during a jihad or holy war. 

The “Hudna” Plan was a recommendation to the Israeli government for a response to a proposal made by Egyptian officials in May on behalf of Hamas for a long-term ceasefire between Israel and Hamas. Under the agreement, Israel would recognize Hamas as the ruler of Gaza, grant it near-sovereignty, and allow it to broaden its connections with regional states and organizations in return for the continuation of the responsible behavior displayed by Hamas leadership. However, at the time that Sinwar made this offer for the “Hudna”, he had already set the date of October 7 to launch the long-planned, large-scale ground attack on Israel named by Hamas “Operation Al-Aqsa Flood”.

The “Hudna” Plan, titled “Program for Long-Term Truce in the Strip”, was prepared by COGAT with consultation from the Shin Bet and the Israel Defense Forces (IDF) Southern Command. On June 11, 2023, four months before the Hamas terror attack on Israel, COGAT distributed the plan within the IDF and, in July, presented the plan to the government cabinet. Upon review, most senior IDF and intelligence organization leaders recommended implementing the plan, thinking that they would gain quiet and long-term stability for Israel based on their belief that Hamas was interested in a long-term agreement that would improve the economic situation and living conditions of the Arabs living in Gaza and allow Hamas to consolidate its rule. Furthermore, they thought the agreement would strengthen the influence of the more moderate Hamas leaders.3

In making their assessment of the plan, Israeli leaders mistakenly thought that Hamas, to include the more hawkish wing and military branch, was deterred from again engaging in combat with Israel following what Israel saw as the Hamas defeat during the 2021 “Operation Guardian of the Walls” conflict. This view was reinforced when Hamas refrained from joining Islamic Jihad in the fighting against Israel during the August 2022 conflict, “Breaking Dawn”, and the May 2023 conflict, “Shield and Arrow”. In fact, Hamas even provided intelligence information to Israel on Islamic Jihad and at times used force to punish Islamic Jihad for unauthorized firing of rockets at Israel.4, 5

Other requests from Hamas also gave the impression that Hamas desired to improve the situation of the Arabs of Gaza. Some requests included renovation of the Rafah border crossing with Egypt, an increase in the number of Arabs from Gaza permitted to work in Israel, the construction of a port, and permission for Gaza children with cancer to enter Israel for treatment. In addition, the Israeli leaders may have remembered that in an interview with Israeli television in 2006, while he was still a prisoner in Israel, Yahya Sinwar expressed his desire to see a long-term truce that would give quiet to his and possibly the next generation. Finally, at that time, Hamas was engaging in secret negotiations with Israel in Cairo for the exchange of the two living hostages then being held in Gaza and the bodies of the two deceased soldiers.

Although the Israeli leaders believed Hamas was interested in quiet in Gaza, they did not believe that Hamas had given up its long-term desire to destroy Israel and replace it with an Arab state extending from the River Jordan to the Mediterranean Sea. They believed Hamas was deterred from taking offensive action from Gaza, but they saw that Hamas was actively working to attack Israel from Judea, Samaria, and Lebanon. Also, they recognized that the Islamic Jihad terror group opposed the moderate behavior being exhibited by Hamas and was dedicated to continuing the armed struggle. Despite these misgivings, a review of the statements made by IDF and intelligence organization leaders’ shows that the Hamas deception plan was successful, and Israeli leaders were convinced that Hamas was deterred and was consequently interested in maintaining quiet and stability on the Gaza border. However, the office of Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu issued a statement that said that he had not accepted these recommendations, approved only an increase in the number of Arabs from Gaza permitted to work in Israel, and did not approve negotiations for a long-term truce with Hamas. Defense Minister Yoav Gallant stated that he had never been shown the information contained in the Hamas attack plan named by Israel “Walls of Jericho” when he made his recommendation to approve the Hamas-requested conditions associated with the long-term "Hudna” Plan.
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      In order to understand the reasons for the failure of the Israeli military and intelligence organizations to effectively defend against the Hamas invasion of October 7, one must understand the meaning of the Israeli term “Conceptzia”. The word “Conceptzia” entered the Israeli Hebrew language following the Agranat Commission of Inquiry that investigated the failures of the Israeli military that occurred during the first few days of the 1973 Yom Kippur war. A “Conceptzia” in Israel is a set of assumptions, that are later shown to be mostly invalid, concerning the enemy’s military capabilities, plans, and intentions to launch a war against Israel.

The “Conceptzia” of 1973 assumed that Egypt would not start a war against Israel until it had received surface-to-surface missiles (SCUD) that would threaten Israel’s cities and deter Israel from conducting deep attacks against Egyptian infrastructure. Israel knew that Egypt received SCUD missiles in June 1973, but Israeli intelligence estimated that Egypt would not be able to operate the missiles before 1974. Also, Israel thought it was the stronger side and believed that Egypt saw the balance of power in a similar manner and would not start a war that it knew it would lose. An additional factor in the formation of the Israeli “Conceptzia” was their view of the relationship between the U.S. and the Soviet Union, and the agreement of the two superpowers on the policy of détente. The policy of détente was based on the idea that disputes among states should be resolved through negotiation
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Permission is hereby granted, free of charge, to any person obtaining

a copy of the Font Software, to use, study, copy, merge, embed, modify,

redistribute, and sell modified and unmodified copies of the Font

Software, subject to the following conditions:



1) Neither the Font Software nor any of its individual components,

in Original or Modified Versions, may be sold by itself.



2) Original or Modified Versions of the Font Software may be bundled,

redistributed and/or sold with any software, provided that each copy

contains the above copyright notice and this license. These can be

included either as stand-alone text files, human-readable headers or

in the appropriate machine-readable metadata fields within text or

binary files as long as those fields can be easily viewed by the user.



3) No Modified Version of the Font Software may use the Reserved Font

Name(s) unless explicit written permission is granted by the corresponding

Copyright Holder. This restriction only applies to the primary font name as

presented to the users.



4) The name(s) of the Copyright Holder(s) or the Author(s) of the Font

Software shall not be used to promote, endorse or advertise any

Modified Version, except to acknowledge the contribution(s) of the

Copyright Holder(s) and the Author(s) or with their explicit written

permission.



5) The Font Software, modified or unmodified, in part or in whole,

must be distributed entirely under this license, and must not be

distributed under any other license. The requirement for fonts to

remain under this license does not apply to any document created

using the Font Software.



TERMINATION

This license becomes null and void if any of the above conditions are

not met.



DISCLAIMER

THE FONT SOFTWARE IS PROVIDED "AS IS", WITHOUT WARRANTY OF ANY KIND,

EXPRESS OR IMPLIED, INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO ANY WARRANTIES OF

MERCHANTABILITY, FITNESS FOR A PARTICULAR PURPOSE AND NONINFRINGEMENT

OF COPYRIGHT, PATENT, TRADEMARK, OR OTHER RIGHT. IN NO EVENT SHALL THE

COPYRIGHT HOLDER BE LIABLE FOR ANY CLAIM, DAMAGES OR OTHER LIABILITY,

INCLUDING ANY GENERAL, SPECIAL, INDIRECT, INCIDENTAL, OR CONSEQUENTIAL

DAMAGES, WHETHER IN AN ACTION OF CONTRACT, TORT OR OTHERWISE, ARISING

FROM, OUT OF THE USE OR INABILITY TO USE THE FONT SOFTWARE OR FROM

OTHER DEALINGS IN THE FONT SOFTWARE.




