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			Back cover

			Why did Operation Al-Aqsa Flood take place, and what were Hamas’s objectives? What really happened on the ground on October 7th? What lessons can we learn from the operations carried out by both sides?

			To answer these three questions and many others, Jacques Baud revisits the Israeli-Palestinian conflict from its very beginnings. Why has it still not found a solution? What strategies have Israelis and Palestinians adopted over the past 75 years? What is the impact of this conflict on our security? What are the options for Israel and Palestine in the coming years?

			In this book of rare clairvoyance, Jacques Baud deplores the fact that Western decisions are colliding with international law. The question is not who we are for, but how the international order created after 1945 should be applied. Israel’s failure to respect this law is provoking its downfall. As with any conflict, the solution will not come from emotion, but from objective, dispassionate analysis and honest mediation.

			 

			Jacques Baud is Colonel Chief of Staff, former Swiss secret service agent and expert in chemical and nuclear weapons. He was, among other things, head of doctrine for United Nations peacekeeping operations in New York. He is the author of several books on intelligence, war and terrorism, including the best-sellers Governing by Fake News, Putin: Game Master?, Operation Z, Ukraine Between War and Peace and The Russian Art of War, published by Max Milo.
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			Quote

			One of the mistakes some political analysts make is to think that their enemies must be our enemies.

			 

			Nelson Mandela (1990)

			 

			 

		

	
		
			Foreword

			If we are not careful, Israel could disappear.1 Not because it doesn’t fight Palestinian resistance, but precisely because it does. 

			The way Israel is fighting the Palestinians is leading to a loss of legitimacy that seems to be accelerating. It is accompanied—indeed amplified—by the decline in credibility of the Western world following the management of its wars, and in particular that of Ukraine. The complaint lodged by South Africa against Israel and the determination of the Houthis in Yemen to push the West to demand a ceasefire are markers of this evolution. 

			For many years, Israel has been criticized for its handling of the Palestinian conflict, but has enjoyed an impunity that no one has really tried to explain. In fact, it has no objective reason other than the sense of guilt of countries like Germany and France, which actively participated in the Holocaust during the Second World War. It is part of a form of supremacism cultivated by Europeans and exported to the Middle East by Israel, which accepts that, as in music, “one white woman is worth two black women,” and which is reflected in various forms in French political discourse.

			It’s a system of thought that illustrates our transition from a “law-based international order” created at the end of the Second World War to avoid repeating the horrors seen there, to a “rules-based international order,” which puts these rules into perspective. Even countries like Switzerland, which based its foreign policy on respect for the law, have now adopted the idea of basing it on “rules.”

			However, the “rest of the world” is attached to respect for the rule of law, which protects it from the voracity and foolishness of Western rulers. The conflict in Gaza thus stands at the hinge between two periods and two worlds: the one that unbridled and thoughtless policies have progressively weakened, and the one that, seeking to survive in spite of everything, has become resilient and strengthened. The latter needed a locomotive, and it found it in the Eurasian bloc of China and Russia. 

			South Africa’s action is not only a sign of political courage, it also highlights the ethical weakness of Western countries, which admire the move without daring to ask why they didn’t take the initiative. 

			The United Nations and humanitarian organizations regularly remind us that Israel violates international law. The regular use of torture, extra-judicial killings, the use of banned weapons, the sexual abuse of prisoners, the indefinite incarceration of children without charge, and arbitrary arrests form a sad catalog whose richness and density is equalled by no other country in the world. And yet, we act as if nothing had happened… albeit with a certain guilty conscience, because in Switzerland, for example, military relations with Israel are regularly the subject of a special, confidential report to the government.

			Our foreign policies have become gunboat policies, and we allow ourselves what we don’t tolerate from others. This is nothing new. What is new is that the rest of the world is starting to apply our own rules to us. 

			Of course, we can argue about the way the Houthis show their support for a ceasefire in Gaza. But do they act any differently from the West when it unilaterally applies embargoes and boards ships to and from Russia? In this context, South Africa’s claim of genocide marks a break with the past: it’s a way for the South to regain power from the North.

			Naturally, the Empire doesn’t accept this show of independence and counters with strikes in Yemen. Should Yemen strike New York or Washington too? We’d call that “terrorism.” 

			We cannot prejudge the decision of the International Court of Justice, and it is not impossible that it will get bogged down in procedural questions. But as for the substance, the notion of genocide is on everyone’s mind, and honest experts in the field do not hesitate to be clear about it. This means that we are supporting a country that is committing genocide. Even Germany, which is struggling to come to terms with its historical complex and supports Israel, is accused of maintaining a continuity of genocidal policies…

			 

			J. Baud

			 

			 

			

			
				
					1. Mark Tran, “State of Israel could disappear, warns Olmert,” The Guardian, November 29, 2007 (https://www.theguardian.com/world/2007/nov/29/israel)

				

			

		

	
		
			Quote

			A conventional army loses if it doesn’t win. A guerrilla army wins if it doesn’t lose.

			 

			Henry Kissinger (Foreign Affairs, 1969)

			 

			 

		

	
		
			1. The Palestinian Question

			The Palestinian question revolves around four issues:

			
					Land distribution;

					The Jerusalem question;

					Israel’s borders;

					The right to return.

			

			Historical Context

			While the idea of the Jewish people having a homeland enjoys fairly broad support in itself, the Israeli authorities have made just about every mistake possible to delegitimize it. In seeking to impose itself by force, Israel has never sought to convince its neighbors of the added value it would represent in the region. This is why official Israeli discourse uses biblical tradition rather than international law to justify its existence. Debates about the antiquity of the name “Palestine” are sophisms in an attempt to justify non-compliance with United Nations decisions. Yet the Zionists themselves used the term before 1948. 

			Our aim is not to settle issues that are obviously both culturally and scientifically complex, and in which faith is interwoven with history, but to show that basing rights and policies on biblical texts inevitably exposes them to contestation. Like the question of creationism in the West, biblical justifications are in themselves vulnerable: the Bible has never been a history book or a land register, but the vehicle of a spiritual message. A few centuries ago, a literal reading of the Bible could serve as a substitute for science, enabling the Church to back up a political message. Today, with the development of science and archaeology, giving it a scientific character tends to undermine the political message it is intended to convey. 

			That said, without getting into a theological dispute that more competent experts could shed light on, even an examination of the Bible tends to vindicate the Palestinians. According to biblical tradition, God allotted the land of present-day Palestine to Abraham and “his posterity.” According to tradition, this includes Ishmael, father of the Palestinian nation, and Isaac, father of the Israelite nation. The fact that Ishmael was Abraham’s natural son makes no difference to the account, since according to Genesis, God says: “I will also make a nation of the son of your handmaid; for he is your offspring” (Genesis 21:13).2 In other words, according to biblical tradition, the Jews have no more rights to the land of Palestine than the Palestinians, heirs to the tribes that have occupied the land ever since. 

			The idea of a Jewish state didn’t really emerge in Europe until the end of the 19th century, with the emergence of Zionism in the context of a revival of nationalism in the wake of the Dreyfus Affair. This led to the Balfour Declaration in November 1917, in which Great Britain undertook to promote the establishment of a Jewish “national home” in Palestine, with a view to the dismemberment of the Ottoman Empire. By the end of the war, violence between Jewish and Arab factions in Palestine prompted the British to fulfill their promise. 

			In the 1920s-1930s, the Zionist movement split into two currents, which became the World Zionist Organization (WZO) and the Revisionist Zionist Movement (RZM) (which gave rise to the World Union of Revisionist Zionists in 1925). This “revisionist” current had absolutely nothing to do with today’s revisionism, associated with the Holocaust. It demanded the “revision” of the British decision to grant Transjordan (today: Jordan) to the Hashemites (expelled from Mecca by Ibn Saud), to be added to the territory between the Mediterranean and the Jordan, to form the “Jewish National Home.” The OSM was in the majority at the time and tended to the left, while the MSR was a right-wing organization, from which the Likud (to which Benjamin Netanyahu belongs today) was born in the 1950s.

			 

			The Irgun
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			Figure 1—Irgun emblem, from the “Haganah B.” The map in the background is that of “Greater Israel” as imagined by revisionist Zionists in the 1930s, comprising present-day Israel with the occupied Palestinian territories and Transjordan (present-day Jordan). It remains an old dream of certain circles on the Israeli far right, and explains why Israel has never clearly defined its borders. This is why movements like Hamas refuse to recognize the State of Israel today. Because recognizing it could mean ipso facto giving up Palestinian lands. 

			 

			Operationally, the armed wing of the OSM was the Haganah. In 1931, a revisionist armed wing split off from it, initially called the Haganah Bet (“Haganah B”), before becoming the “Irgun Tzvai Leumi” (National Military Organization), commonly known as the Irgun, in 1935. Extremely right-wing, its members were largely drawn from Betar, the youth organization of the MSR, which had political offices throughout Europe, notably in Paris, Warsaw, London and New York. The foundations of its doctrine were laid as early as 1923, in an article entitled “The Iron Wall,” written by Vladimir Jabotinsky, leader of the revisionist movement.3 It is based on the idea that the Zionist movement in Palestine is inherently colonial and that, as in every country in the world, the settlers, “civilized or savage,” will have to confront the indigenous population until they are no longer in a position to fight. Colonization would therefore have to be carried out under the shelter of an “iron wall,” initially made up of military personnel. This was 25 years before Israel’s independence!…

			In Germany, the Nazis came to power on January 30, 1933. The following day, in the Jüdische Rundschau, their official organ, the German Zionists asserted that they alone could ensure the defense of Jewish interests, and not the traditional Jewish organizations.4 The German Zionists obviously did not share the Nazi ideology, but quickly realized that there was a convergence of interests that could be exploited: the Nazis wanted to “get rid” of the Jewish presence in Germany, and the Zionists wanted to populate Palestine. As early as March 16, they began negotiations with the new German government to examine ways of facilitating Jewish emigration.5

			The “spontaneous” worldwide boycott against Germany, launched on March 23, 1933 by American Jewish movements,6 was opposed by the Zionists, who were quick to send a telegram to Hitler, pointing out that “Palestinian Jews have not proclaimed a boycott on German goods.”7 On April 1st, 1933, Joseph Goebbels, Minister of Propaganda, responded with another boycott against Jewish businesses in Germany.8

			At this stage, two strategies are developing in parallel in Germany: 

			
					that of the Jewish community (“assimilationists”), who seek to influence German policy to allow normal coexistence with the Nazi authorities; 

					that of the Zionist movement (“nationalists”), which believed that a policy of assimilation was not possible and that the time had come to create the Jewish national home promised by the Balfour Declaration by exploiting Nazi policy. 

			

			It’s easy to imagine that for the Nazis, the idea of having a policy imposed on them by the Jewish community was far less acceptable than the idea of them leaving Germany. This explains why, after some hesitation, the Nazis finally accepted and exploited cooperation with the Zionists. 

			In the second half of 1933, the Zionist Federation of Germany (ZVfD)9 invited Leopold von Mildenstein, an SS officer with the Reich Central Security Office (Reichssicherheitshauptamt or RSHA), to spend six months in Palestine. The aim was to promote Jewish nationalism, which the Zionists felt had been legitimized by the rise of German nationalism. Indeed, on June 21, the ZVfD sent a letter to the German government proposing extensive cooperation in the creation of a state in Palestine, citing their mutual nationalist objectives.10

			Negotiations led to the promulgation of Decree 54/33 of August 10, 1933, which authorized the creation of two clearing banks under the supervision of the ZVfD, to facilitate the financing of emigration to Palestine.11 A bank in Germany, the Palästina-Treuhandstelle zur Beratung deutscher Juden GmbH (PalTreu), and one in Palestine, the Anglo-Palestine Bank, were established. This arrangement enabled Jewish wealth to be transferred to Palestine, bypassing the boycott and currency export restrictions, while offering preferential exchange rates and tax breaks. It also circumvented immigration quotas to Palestine imposed by Great Britain for individuals who did not have £1,000 in cash with them. It worked as follows: when a Jewish person wanted to emigrate to Palestine, they realized their assets and deposited the funds with the PalTreu, which bought consumer goods and exported them to Palestine; on the spot, these goods were sold by the Palestinian bank and the proceeds paid back to the immigrants. The principle was not new, and is still used in the Middle East under the name of “hawala.”

			It was a “win-win” solution: for the Zionists, to encourage Jewish emigration to Palestine; and for Germany, to circumvent the boycott while encouraging the departure of the Jewish population. The mechanism was enshrined in the Transfer Agreement (Ha’Avara Agreement), signed between the ZVfD and the German government on August 25, 1933.12 A small Manual for Jewish Emigration was published, to facilitate the process and provide advice on emigration.13

			In 1933-1934, it appeared that Great Britain would not “revise” its policy in Palestine. Jabotinsky sought the support of another Mediterranean player: Fascist Italy, where he had lived for three years and whose language he spoke fluently. On March 29, 1936, the barracks of the first Betar naval squadron were inaugurated at the Civitavecchia naval academy.14 Apparently, a ship was allocated to him, with which he fought alongside the Italian navy in Abyssinia in 1935.15

			In 1935, irritated by the slow pace of the Ha’Avara process, Hitler introduced a package of laws further restricting the rights of Jews in Germany (the Nuremberg Laws), to encourage them to emigrate. 

			In 1936, the Arabs of Palestine unleashed a violent revolt, led by Hadj Amin al-Husseini, Mufti of Jerusalem, which the British brutally repressed. This repression led to the disappearance of part of the Palestinian elite, which would be lacking ten years later at the time of the “partition.” In July 1937, London sent a commission of inquiry, the Palestine Royal Commission (also known as the Peel Commission), which recommended the partition of the country and the creation of two states. Under arrest warrant, Amin al-Husseini found refuge in Germany. He asked the Führer to support the creation of an Arab state in Palestine?16 But Hitler did not want to find himself caught up in a “ménage à trois:” he supported the Zionists not out of sympathy, nor out of concern to give them a state, but to “get rid of them” by circumventing the embargo imposed on him. 

			Two visions emerged among Nazi leaders: one was to continue the Ha’Avara process, expelling all Jews as a matter of priority, and later “solving” the problem of this Jewish state; the other—advocated by Adolf Eichmann—was to disperse the Jews throughout the world. Finally, in autumn 1937, Hitler chose to continue his cooperation with the Zionists.17

			In 1938, embroiled in the Spanish Civil War, Mussolini needed to solidify his alliance with Germany. He therefore adopted racial laws, broke off his support for Jabotinsky’s Zionists and expelled them from Italy. The result was heightened tension between Zionist “nationalists” and Jewish “assimilationists,” who were blamed for the situation, and divisions within the Zionist movement itself. 

			But the Labor wing of the Zionists was not to be outdone. Between February 26 and March 2, 1937, Haganah intelligence officer Feivel Polkes was in Berlin (at RSHA expense) to develop contacts with the German secret service in exchange for improved terms of Jewish emigration to Palestine and funding for Haganah intelligence activities. After the assassination of Swiss Nazi party leader Withelm Gustloff (1936) and the attempted assassination of Konrad Henlein, head of the Sudetendeutsche Heimatfront in Czechoslovakia, Germany wanted to develop its intelligence capabilities on the activities of Jewish organizations abroad. Polkes thus became the Haganah’s point of contact with the German intelligence services operating in Palestine under the cover of the German news agency DNB.18 According to a CIA report (drawn up in 1960 on the occasion of the Eichmann trial), Polkes was paid £20 a month by the Germans.19 His contact in Germany was none other than Adolf Eichmann, who visited Palestine in October 1937… before becoming one of the main architects of the deportations of Jews.20

			But this was not the only factor. From July 6 to 15, 1938, the Evian Conference brought together 32 countries at the initiative of President Roosevelt, to find a solution to Jewish emigration. But none of the participating countries agreed to accept Jewish refugees. This failure was largely due to the Zionist organizations, including Golda Meir’s, who feared that the initiative would undermine their efforts to encourage Jews to emigrate to Palestine.21

			In early 1940, a radical group of revisionist Zionists led by Avraham Stern, opposed to the divorce with Italy, broke away from the Irgun. Initially called the “Real Irgun,” his faction became the Lohamei Herut Israel (Lehi) at the end of 1940, better known as the “Stern Group.” Vladimir Jabotinsky was then overwhelmed by his right: the Stern Group deliberately engaged in terrorist violence, making itself responsible for several hundred Jewish and Arab deaths in Palestine.22 For him, the British threat was greater than the Nazi threat. Indeed, after the French defeat in 1940, Great Britain invaded Syria, fearing that it would fall into German hands, and thus extended its hold over the region. Through the German embassy in Beirut, the Stern Group offered to cooperate with the 3rd Reich in fighting the British in the Middle East.23

			This unnatural closeness between the Zionists and the Nazi regime led to American mistrust of the Jewish community. As early as 1942, after the United States entered the war, the FBI feared the threat of Jewish espionage on behalf of the Nazis. The arrest of Herbert Karl Friedrich Bahr, a Jewish refugee suspected of working for the Gestapo, materialized American fears. He was sentenced to 30 years in prison. For this reason, during the war, the United States accepted very few Jewish refugees fleeing the Nazi regime.24

			Particularly in France, the reading of the events of the Second World War is highly caricatured. As active players in the Holocaust, the French have never managed to escape from a binary vision of reality. The French government’s association of “Judaism” with “Zionism” is one of the driving forces behind today’s anti-Semitism, and makes it difficult to understand the complex situations in Ukraine and Palestine. 

			In October 2015, Benjamin Netanyahu declared:

			At that time, Hitler didn’t want to exterminate the Jews, he wanted to expel them.25

			He arouses international disapproval, but he’s right. In the 1930s, the Nazis’ priority was not to kill all Jews, but to expel them from Germany. Zionists then sought to align their goal of populating Palestine with Nazi policy. They simply applied a pragmatic strategy of allying themselves with those who could serve their cause. By 1940, the war in Europe and the Mediterranean made transfers to Palestine virtually impossible, forcing Germany to find a “final solution” to the Jewish question. 

			On the other hand, when Netanyahu claims that Hitler was inspired to exterminate the Jews by al-Husseini, in an attempt to blame the Palestinians for the Holocaust,26 he is lying. The transcript of their discussion of November 28, 1941 exists and does not confirm this accusation.27 Moreover, the Grand Mufti’s participation in the Holocaust—mentioned by Dieter Wisliceny, one of Eichmann’s deputies, during the Nuremberg trial—is today refuted by most historians, who believe that he was simply trying to save his skin.28 As for the influence Amin al-Husseini may have had on Hitler, this is also denied by many historians.29 That said, al-Husseini is said to have helped recruit volunteers for Bosnian units (created within the Waffen SS after the formation of a “Jewish Legion” in the British army), in order to fight Tito’s Serbs in Yugoslavia, with no links to the Middle East. Moreover, the Nazis never supported the idea of Arab independence in Palestine: they were neither “pro-Jewish” nor “pro-Arab,” but sought to reduce the influence and presence of the British Empire,30 an objective—quite logically—shared with the Zionists.

			The Cold War

			By 1945, the Mediterranean was largely in the hands of Britain and France. Stalin saw the creation of a Jewish state as an opportunity, both to combat British imperialism and to gain access to the Mediterranean Sea. He saw it as a fair return for the support he had given to the Jews during the war, and intended to rely on Zionist leaders in Palestine, such as Golda Meir, who were socialists and of Soviet origin. This is why, as early as 1946, he secretly supported the Jewish fighters against the British by supplying them with weapons. At the time, the USSR was one of the UN’s most fervent supporters of the creation of a Jewish state.31

			 

			The shrinking of Palestinian territory
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			Figure 2—Israel’s expansion. Until the 1920s, there was little Jewish presence in Palestine (a). The partition plan proposed by resolution 181 (b) was only a proposal. The borders currently accepted for Israel are those of the 1949 armistice (c). The war of June 1967, unleashed by Israel against countries that were not expecting it, led to the occupation of the Golan Heights, the West Bank and the Gaza Strip (d). 

			 

			But after the creation of the State of Israel, its leaders showed a preference for the West, and the USSR began to support the Palestinians, who had been forced to abandon their land. This led to the emergence of a Marxist-based Palestinian resistance, dominated by the Palestine Liberation Organization and Fatah, which lasted until the late 1980s. 

			However, the relationship between the Jewish community and the USSR is still very much on everyone’s mind. In the West, fear of the Communists was transferred to the Jewish community, which was the source of many of the Soviet spies of the period, such as the Rosenbergs and Rudolf Abel, who were later unmasked. The United States remained wary of Jewish asylum-seekers, and visas were granted sparingly. A situation that only served to underline the need to give them a state. 

			Resolution 181

			The CIA was dubious about the Jews’ sincerity. On November 28, 1947, the day before the United Nations voted on the partition of Palestine, it published a SECRET report entitled “The Consequences of the Partition of Palestine.” It refers to the deployment of Jewish clandestine agents, as well as the transport of illegal immigrants and arms from the Black Sea to Palestine. Astonishingly perceptive, the CIA warns against accepting the partition plan and anticipates the violence that would ensue:32

			In the long term, no Zionist in Palestine will be satisfied with the territorial arrangements of the partition plan. Even the most conservative Zionists will want all the Negev, the western part of Galilee, the city of Jerusalem and eventually all Palestine. The extremists will not only demand all of Palestine, they will want Transjordan. […]

			In the chaos that will follow the implementation of partition, atrocities will certainly be committed by fanatical Arabs; these actions will receive wide publicity and will even be exaggerated by Jewish propaganda. The Arabs will be accused of being the attackers, whatever the actual circumstances.

			This analysis was soon confirmed, and is still relevant today. But President Truman didn’t listen, and pushed his diplomatic corps to “convince” the countries that opposed the resolution: the United States brandished the suspension of its economic aid to decide against Haiti, and the Firestone firm threatened Liberia that it would no longer buy latex from it!… 

			On November 29, 1947, the United Nations General Assembly adopted Resolution 181, proposing the partition of Palestine into a Jewish state and an Arab state, with Jerusalem under international status. Intended to take effect on April 1, 1948, this plan was not a decision, but merely a proposal that was not legally binding. 

			Resolution 181 does not aim to create a Jewish state, but proposes two states: a Jewish state and an Arab state. It envisaged that there would be Arabs living in Jewish territory and Jews living in Arab territory, that they would normally be integrated into the new states or be consulted, by virtue of the principle of self-determination of peoples; but it did not provide for any formal consultation mechanism. To understand resolution 181, we need to look back at what Palestine was at the time. The dismantling of the Ottoman Empire and the division of the Levant between France and Great Britain (the Sykes-Picot agreement) led to the creation of the “Mandatory State of Palestine,” which then comprised present-day Israeli territory, the occupied Palestinian territories and present-day Jordan. This state had legal status. Golda Meir herself declared herself a Palestinian, and held a Palestinian passport.33 Palestine even took part in the 1936 Olympic Games with a delegation.34

			The reason why resolution 181 was only a proposal is that, according to the UN Charter, any change of borders or sovereignty must respect the right of peoples to self-determination. According to this principle, a referendum had to be held throughout Palestine to dissolve the Mandatory State of Palestine, in order to establish one or two new entities. Then, the people would have to decide whether or not to partition Mandate Palestine. Eventual, because two visions clashed at this stage: the Jewish vision, which envisaged two separate states for Arabs and Jews, and the Arab vision, which foresaw a single state where Jews and Arabs would coexist. All this was to take place, if possible, before the departure of the British on May 15, 1948. 

			But the Jewish population was very much in the minority in Palestine, and the referendums provided for in “181” would certainly have gone in favor of the Arabs. For this reason, the Jewish population rejected this solution in favor of military action to seize the territories. 

			Arab fears were quickly confirmed: the populations were not consulted, and during the six months set aside for the implementation of the partition mechanism, the Jewish militias felt authorized to appropriate their territory by force. The Palestinian villagers were quickly overtaken by these militias, made up mainly of seasoned former soldiers from the British army.35 By the end of 1947, they had already committed 33 massacres against Palestinians, even before the Arab countries became involved in the conflict.36 On March 10, 1948, Jewish leaders adopted Plan D (“Dalet” in Hebrew), which Israeli historian Ilan Pappé recalls37

			The orders included a detailed description of the methods to be used to forcibly evict people: large-scale intimidation; besieging and bombing villages and population centers; burning houses, property and goods; eviction; demolition; and, finally, burying mines among the rubble to prevent the return of evicted inhabitants.

			From April 1, 1948, the Haganah and Palmach militias carry out several operations to create a “fait accompli” in the run-up to May 15, 1948, the day set for independence: operation NACHSHON (April 1), operation HAREL (April 15), operation MISPARAYIM (April 21), operation CHAMETZ (April 27), operation JEVUSS (April 27), operation YIFTACH (April 28), operation MATATEH (May 3), operation MACCABI (May 7), operation GIDEON (May 11), operation BARAK (May 12), operation BEN AMI (May 14), operation PITCHFORK (May 14) and operation SCHFIFON (May 14).38

			Between the end of 1947 and the end of 1948, Jewish (and later Israeli) armed groups had conquered around 80% of the country, destroyed some 500 villages and driven more than a million people into exile.39 The most famous episode was the brutal massacre of women and children at Deir Yassin—nicknamed the Palestinian Oradour-sur-Glane—by Lehi and Irgun units, then led by Menachem Begin,40 on April 9, 1948. In 1950, Ben Gourion confessed to:41

			Until the British left, not a single Jewish settlement, even a disused one, was seized or invaded by the Arabs, while the Haganah forcibly occupied several Arab positions and liberated Haifa and Tiberias, Jaffa and Safad. 

			So, on the decisive day, the part of Palestine where the Haganah had operated was almost completely cleared of Arab occupiers.

			This period is called “Nakba” (catastrophe) by the Palestinians. This term will be used by the Israelis to describe their response against Gaza in 2023. In fact, even before May 14, 1948, the date of the creation of the State of Israel, the Jews were already occupying more land than was provided for in the partition plan, and had expelled the Arabs who should have been cohabiting with the Jews on this land. This is true ethnic cleansing, which concerns the vast majority of Palestinian refugees, who remain to this day. It was for this reason—and not for a simple disagreement over the contours of the two countries, as experts and university professors claim—that the Arab populations took up arms the day after the proclamation of the State of Israel. This first conflict was superimposed by a second, which broke out on May 14 with the Arab countries seeking to prevent Jordan from annexing the Palestinian lands not yet taken by Israel. In 1949, at the end of this “second” war, an armistice determined Israel’s “tolerated” borders, and around a million Palestinian refugees found themselves in Israel’s neighboring countries and in Gaza.

			The United Nations realized that the implementation of “181” would pose problems and appointed a mediator on May 20, 1948, Count Folke Bernadotte. He succeeded in negotiating a truce between Israelis and Palestinians, with the aim of setting up a democratic mechanism for the creation of the two states envisaged by Resolution 181. But he was assassinated on September 17, 1948, by an “act of cowardice which appears to have been committed in Jerusalem by a group of criminal terrorists.”42 This group was the Lehi (also known as the “Stern Group”), whose head of operations at the time was a certain Yitzhak Shamir, who went on to become Prime Minister of the Israeli state and was never tried for this crime.43 But their behavior aroused indignation in the international Jewish community. On December 4, 1948, on the occasion of Menachem Begin’s visit to the United States, Albert Einstein co-signed an open letter to the New York Times, denouncing Zionist crimes in Palestine…44

			 

			Resolution 181 (1947)
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			Figure 3—Even before Resolution 181 came into force, Jewish militias had overstepped the proposed limits and driven out the Palestinian population. According to the Jewish Virtual Library, the Arab population fell from 1,324,000 in 1947 to 156,000 in 1948. The Jewish population then represented 32% of the population of Palestine, but was allocated 55% of the land. [Source: https://www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org/jewish-and-non-jewish-population-of-israel-palestine-1517-present]

			 

			In the end, Resolution 181 was not even applied for a single day, since Israel had already annexed additional territories before independence. This triggered the 1948 war. Thus, the war actions that official history places after May 14, 1948, the day of Israel’s declaration of independence, had begun long before, as confirmed by Miko Peled, son of Brigadier General Mattityahu Peled (one of Israel’s pioneers in 1948).45

			While “181” provides a basis for Israel’s existence, Zionists rarely refer to it, preferring to invoke biblical legitimacy. For example, the NGO Concerned Women for America publishes a leaflet entitled “Why Israel?,” which never once mentions the UN resolutions, but explains that “this is an important issue for God.”46 Perhaps because they themselves don’t believe in a resolution they’ve never respected…

			In short, while Resolution 181 clearly legitimizes the right of the Jewish and Arab peoples to their own state in the land of Palestine, it does not justify the way in which this right has been exercised, which is at the root of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. 

			Resolution 242

			As the State of Israel has not defined its borders, the international community considers the 1949 armistice line to be the default. For this reason, reference is generally made to the borders of June 4, 1967. These are the borders that Hamas is prepared to recognize, as we shall see.

			After the Six-Day War (June 1967), United Nations Resolution 242 required Israel to withdraw from the territories it had conquered in a war of aggression: the West Bank, East Jerusalem and the Gaza Strip, which form the Occupied Palestinian Territories (OPT), and the Golan Heights. This resolution should enable the Palestinians to regain part of their land.

			The problem is that the text of “242” is confusing. Its English translation imposes withdrawal “from” territories, a formulation which the British and Americans chose to counter the Soviet proposal to impose withdrawal “from” the territories. The latter, which corresponds to the interpretation then accepted by the members of the Security Council, had apparently been proposed on the instruction of Charles de Gaulle.47

			 

			Occupied Palestinian Territories (OPT)
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			Figure 4—The borders within which Israel exercises its sovereignty (solid line) do not conform to international law, as they include territories it occupies in violation of Article 2 of the United Nations Charter. The Occupied Palestinian Territories (OPT) are just one part of these. There are also territories in southern Lebanon that are too small to appear on this map. This is the reason for Hezbollah’s persistence. 

			 

			The Israelis therefore prefer to invoke the English text (which allows them to determine for themselves what they want to leave), to the French text, which obliges them to leave all the occupied territories. This position gave rise to endless debate. However, at its meeting on November 16 1967, the Security Council adopted a final decision confirming that Israel must liberate all the occupied territories.48 This discussion is specious, however, since “242” opens with the statement of a fundamental principle:

			The inadmissibility of acquiring territory through war […]

			It is for these reasons that the Israelis today prefer to invoke the Bible rather than UN resolutions to justify their occupation of Palestinian land. 

			On November 27, 1967, at a press conference, General de Gaulle spoke of the events in Palestine with a prescience that our modern politicians seem to sorely lack:49

			We know that France’s voice was not heard, as Israel, having attacked, seized in six days of fighting the objectives it wanted to achieve. Now, in the territories it has taken, it is organizing the occupation that cannot go on without oppression, repression and expulsions, and a resistance to it that it in turn describes as terrorism.

			The whole history of Palestine in a few words…

			The Boundary Problem

			In 2019, on the RT France channel, during a debate on anti-Semitism, journalist Martine Gozlan denounces the T-shirts worn by pro-Palestinian demonstrators in London, which show a map of Palestine without Israel.50 This may come as a shock, but she fails to mention that in Israel, a Knesset decision of October 14, 2007 bans the depiction of the “Green Line” (from 1949) as Israel’s border in school textbooks…51

			Under Ottoman rule, Christian, Muslim and Jewish communities coexisted peacefully in Palestine. As under the various caliphates, the Ottoman Empire had no real internal borders between communities. After its dissolution, the arrival of the West and its propensity to divide up territories on the basis of clear borders began to generate divisions in the Near and Middle East. The Balfour Declaration of 1917 promised to create a Jewish national home in Palestine by giving a territory over which the British had no authority, which they did not own and which was occupied by an Arab population.

			As for the acquisition of land under the British mandate, this was largely carried out without regard to the law in force in these territories. The newcomers appropriated lands they considered “masterless,” and confronted their rightful occupants.52 At the root of the problem lay Muslim customary law, which defines land as the exclusive property of God. As is still the case today in many Muslim countries, one cannot own it: at most, one can pay a concession to the state (most often to the religious authorities responsible for administering the Waqf) for the benefit of social welfare.53

			The declaration of independence of the State of Israel provides for54

			[…] the creation of a Jewish state in Eretz-Israel, to be known as the State of Israel.

			The State of Israel is therefore just one part of a larger space (Eretz Israel—generally translated as “Greater Israel”). Israel is probably the only country in the world never to have defined its borders precisely. On May 12-14, 1948, just before the declaration of independence, Israel’s provisional government debated the issue at length. But in the end, on Ben-Gurion’s proposal, it decided by 5 votes to 4 not to define them, with the idea—already at this stage—of extending the borders defined by the United Nations.55 This notion was interpreted by the countries of the region—rightly or wrongly—as a potential threat. 

			The 1949 armistice line—also known as the “Green Line”—is generally regarded as a “de facto” border.—is generally regarded as a “de facto” border, but does not constitute an internationally recognized de jure border. Formally, the only internationally recognized borders of the State of Israel are those proposed by the United Nations General Assembly in November 1947. Israel maintained these borders until its offensive against the Arab countries in June 1967, which is why the date of June 4, 1967 is used as a reference today. Hamas’s recognition of the 1967 borders is therefore a compromise that comes close to what the UN General Assembly advocated in 1947.56
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			Figure 5—“Greater Israel” is often evoked by Zionists. There are several definitions of what it could be. The minimum variant is present-day Israel (defined by the 1949 armistice line) plus the occupied territories (A). An intermediate variant, corresponding to what the revisionist Zionists wanted in the 1920s, which would include present-day Jordan (B). A maximum variant, which would include the territories on which Jews have lived according to biblical tradition (C), but which is only really mooted by certain ultra-Orthodox. Although this is probably just a dream for some, it explains why Israel is the only country in the world not to have defined its borders. It’s also the reason why Palestinians are reluctant to recognize Israel, because under these conditions, recognition of Israel could ipso facto mean that Palestine no longer exists. Recognition of the Jewish state by the Palestinians can only be envisaged once Israel has defined its borders, as required by the UN.

			 

			But Israel never intended to limit its ambitions to the borders proposed by Resolution 181, not even before its declaration of independence. The media pass over this problem in silence, even though it lies at the heart of the Palestinian question. Thus, the precondition for any discussion with Hamas is recognition of the State of Israel. But in the absence of a clear definition of its borders, such recognition is impossible: it could mean recognizing Israel’s sovereignty over the occupied territories, and thus ipso facto losing the legitimacy to claim them. This is why the recognition of the existence of the State of Israel by Arafat’s Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) in 1993 was rejected by many Palestinian groups, who saw it as a veritable “blank cheque” for the Israeli occupier. 

			It’s important to remember here that, although the Palestinians would probably have preferred Israel not to exist, they are not against its existence, as the Hamas charter testifies. What they do want, however, is for its territory to be clearly demarcated: legally, the Palestinian territories are occupied, but Israel rejects this terminology, as it would remove all legitimacy from the settlements and restrictions imposed in the West Bank and Gaza. 

			Our media and journalists do their utmost to promote an image of Hamas that rules out compromise. In 2006, the Boston Review reported on an interview with Dr. Mahmoud Ramahi, elected by Hamas to the Palestinian Legislative Council:57

			We’ve made it clear that Israel is a state that exists and is recognized by many countries around the world. But the part that needs recognition is Palestine! The Israelis must recognize our right to have a state on all the territories occupied in 1967. After that, it should be easy to reach an agreement. They’re asking us to recognize Israel without telling us what borders they’re talking about! Let’s discuss borders first, and then we’ll discuss recognition.

			In other words, Hamas is not prepared to give Israel a blank check over the whole of Palestine. Israel must first, in accordance with United Nations decisions, define the territory over which it declares its authority, and then it will be easy to recognize it. But it doesn’t…

			The Question of Jerusalem

			Jerusalem takes its name from Salem, goddess of the Canaanites, ancestors of the… Palestinians. The epicenter of the world’s three great monotheistic religions, it is considered a holy place by Israelites, Christians and Muslims. 

			Because of this complexity, Resolution 181 of 1947 provided for an international status for the city, which was then violently disputed by Jews and Arabs. In 1967, following the Six-Day War, Israel annexed Jerusalem, despite the injunctions of the United Nations (Resolution 267 [1969]). 

			Even today, the official position of the United Nations is that Jerusalem is Arab territory occupied by Israel.58 This is why UNESCO decided in 2016 to maintain the Arabic names of the city’s landmarks, triggering a storm, particularly in the ranks of the American far right.59 Thus, the official name of the Temple Mount is Haram al-Sharif. 

			This is why Donald Trump’s decision to recognize Jerusalem as Israel’s capital and move the American embassy there is illegal under international law. In fact, the USA’s foreign policy is not based on international law, but on “rule-based international order,” which it defines itself, such as recognizing Israel’s right to annex the Golan Heights. 

			On December 14, 1981, the Knesset, the Israeli parliament, passed the “Golan Annexation Law.” Three days later, in Resolution 497, the United Nations Security Council condemned this action, which violated Resolution 242 and international humanitarian law (IHL), and declared it “null and void and without international legal effect.”60 Yet this will not lead to any international protests or sanctions, and will not prevent Donald Trump from recognizing this annexation in 2019.61

			So we have players who don’t respect international law, but who whine when others do. 

			The situation was further aggravated by the project led by Jewish ultra-Orthodox62 and fanatical American Christians63 to rebuild Solomon’s Temple on the Haram al-Sharif (Temple Mount), with the consequent destruction of Muslim holy sites.64 The arrival in power of a far-right government backed by the ultra-Orthodox gave this project a boost. 

			Far from being anecdotal, this project was supported by the Israeli government and was the cause of numerous riots on the Esplanade of the Mosques in 202365 and is the root cause of the AL-AQSA DELUGE operation. It undermines a site that has been declared a World Heritage Site. Yet France 24 only mentions it on its English pages, and not in French… More than Israel’s response to Hamas’s action, it is undoubtedly this project that is provoking Saudi Arabia’s reluctance to put the so-called “Abraham Accords” into practice and renew lasting diplomatic relations with Israel. 

			The Right to Return

			Paradoxically, for a people who claim the right to return to a land they left voluntarily 2,000 years ago,66 the Palestinians are forbidden to return to the land taken from them by force 75 years ago. 

			One of the problems is that the British, then the Israelis, have changed the rules of land acquisition, imposing laws that disregard the customary law under which the land was originally acquired. After forcibly evicting the inhabitants—some of whom still hold the keys to their homes—the Israelis gave them a deadline for reclaiming their property, without informing them. In a word, the Palestinians’ land was stolen, and the theft was legally wrapped up. 

			Very early on, the United Nations became concerned about the fate of Palestinians who had been forcibly displaced and whose land had been stolen. Sent to Israel by the UN to find a solution to this issue, Count Folke Bernadotte was assassinated by an Israeli militia, one of whose leaders would go on to become Prime Minister… 

			In December 1948, the United Nations General Assembly, in its Resolution 194 (III):

			11. Decides that refugees who so desire should be enabled to return to their homes as soon as possible and to live in peace with their neighbors, and that compensation should be paid for the property of those who decide not to return and for any property lost or damaged where, under the principles of international law or in equity, such loss or damage must be made good by the responsible Governments or authorities;67

			Note that it gives these tasks to the “Governments or authorities responsible,” because the crimes were committed not only from 1948 onwards by the State of Israel, but also by the provisional authorities that ran the Jewish militias before its creation. Paragraph 11 is regularly recalled in all resolutions on this subject. The latest, at the time of writing, is December 7, 2023. In other words, for 75 years, Israel has refused to submit to the decisions of the United Nations. 

			The Right to Resistance

			The situation of the Palestinians has long been recognized. In December 1982, following the Israeli intervention in Lebanon to destroy the PLO, then headquartered in Beirut, in a move very similar to that seen in Gaza today, the United Nations General Assembly issued Resolution 37/43, which 

			Reaffirms the legitimacy of the struggle of peoples for their independence, territorial integrity and national unity, and for liberation from foreign colonial domination and foreign occupation by all available means, including armed struggle.68

			This principle is reaffirmed even more specifically in Resolution 45/130 of December 1990 on the “Importance for the effective guarantee and observance of human rights of the universal realization of the right to self-determination and the speedy granting of independence to colonial countries and peoples,” which states:

			[…] Recalling also the Geneva Declaration on Palestine and the Programme of Action for the Realization of Palestinian Rights, adopted by the International Conference on the Question of Palestine,

			Considering that the denial of the inalienable rights of the Palestinian people to self-determination, sovereignty, independence and return to Palestine, the brutal repression of the Intifada, the heroic uprising of the Palestinian population in the occupied territories, by Israeli forces, and Israel’s repeated aggressions against the population of the region, pose a grave threat to international peace and security,

			Bearing in mind Security Council resolutions 605 (1987) of 22 December 1987, 607 (1988) of 5 January 1988 and 608 (1988) of 14 January 1988 and its own resolutions 43/21 of 3 November 1988, 43/177 of 15 December 1988 and 44/2 of 6 October 1989 concerning the deteriorating situation of the Palestinian people in the occupied territories,

			Deeply concerned and alarmed by the deplorable consequences of Israel’s acts of aggression against Lebanon, its practices and continued occupation of parts of southern Lebanon, and its refusal to implement the relevant Security Council resolutions, in particular resolution 425 (1978) of March 19, 1978,

			1. Calls upon all States to implement fully and scrupulously all United Nations resolutions concerning the exercise of the right to self-determination and independence by peoples under colonial and alien domination;

			2. Reaffirms the legitimacy of the struggle of peoples to secure their independence, territorial integrity and national unity and to liberate themselves from colonial domination, apartheid and foreign occupation by all means at their disposal, including armed struggle; […].69

			Palestinian resistance to Israeli occupation, including the use of force, is therefore legitimate. Of course, this legitimacy does not authorize everything, and certainly not terrorist acts against civilian populations. 

			The notion of “resistance” implies action against an occupying army. But in Palestine, things need to be nuanced: a great many exactions are carried out by settlers, who are armed civilians, who carry out their actions under the complacent eyes of the authorities; in the case of Gaza, the siege of the area makes it impossible for Gazans to resist in a “classic” way, since the military shoots at them from outside. 

			Terrorism is detestable and must be condemned. But it’s up to each of us to put ourselves in the Palestinians’ situation: what would we do in such a situation, where any negotiation process is out of the question, where the international community is uninterested in their fate, where Western politicians approve of the massacres they are suffering? 

			In the early 1990s, Jan Narveson, a specialist in anti-terrorism in the United States, noted:70

			If the Israeli government simply allowed free trade on an equal basis with the Palestinians, would their inclination towards terrorism be as great? […] Terrorism is probably wrong in all circumstances, but there are too many in which it may be understandable, perhaps even forgivable. We must do what we can to minimize “circumstances” of this kind.

			This is where an intelligent counter-terrorism strategy should come in. If Israel’s real concern were to eliminate terrorism, it would have a strategy of encouraging economic and social development. But that’s not the case, because that’s not its aim. On the contrary, its aim is to make life impossible for the Palestinians, so that they leave their territories.
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			2. Israel’s Occupation Policy

			The Situation in the Occupied Territories

			Israel’s presence in the occupied territories is governed by the Geneva Conventions, which define a framework for their governance and treatment of the population. 

			Firstly, an occupying power does not acquire sovereign rights over the occupied territory. It cannot, therefore, alter its status or intrinsic characteristics.

			Secondly, occupation is a temporary situation. In this respect, the occupying power must maintain the status quo ante and must not adopt policies or measures which would introduce or bring about permanent changes, particularly in the social, economic and demographic fields. The aim is to maintain as normal a life as possible in the occupied territory and to administer the territory for the benefit of the local population.

			Thirdly, the occupying power must permanently maintain a balance between its own security needs and the needs of the local population. Even if this balance is in favor of its own security needs, the law of occupation never allows it to completely ignore the needs of the local population.

			Fourthly, the rules of the law of occupation do not permit the occupying power to exercise its authority to promote its own interests (other than its military interests), or to use the inhabitants, resources or other property of the territory it occupies for the benefit of its own territory or population.

			Since 1947, Israel has occupied territories acquired by force, ethnically cleansing the Arab populations living in Palestine. Indeed, it was largely this population that came to form the population of the Gaza Strip. The State of Israel that emerged from this first conflict in 1949 already had disputed borders, which today remain a de facto situation, but not a de jure one. Israel’s attack on its neighbors in June 1967 was illegal under international law, and the resulting acquisition of territory is equally illegal under the United Nations Charter. 

			In August 2023, a report on the legality of the Israeli occupation of the Palestinian territories, produced for the United Nations,71 provides a documented critique of the Israeli occupation. The dispersal of demonstrations using lethal weapons,72 the designation of Palestinian human rights organizations as “terrorist organizations,”73 mass arrests74 and arbitrary detentions are regularly noted by the United Nations:

			The systematic practice of administrative detention amounts to a war crime of deliberately depriving protected persons of the right to a fair and regular trial.75

			International law imposes obligations on the occupying powers of a country, but Israel does not respect them. It is Israel’s failure to respect international law that is the cause of Palestinian resistance, and it is the accumulation of these repeated and unpunished violations that provokes terrorism. 

			A fundamental problem is that the West refuses to enforce international law. In 2015, a study commissioned by the European Parliament on compliance with IHL during the occupation of territories compared Crimea and the occupied territories in Palestine. It noted that Russia was immediately subject to sanctions, and recommended that these should also be applied to Israel, as part of a coherent policy.76 But this will not be done. This difference in treatment fuels conspiracy theories and is one of the driving forces behind anti-Semitism in our country. 

			But security is not the only problem. In the occupied territories, access to water is a problem. The rules for digging wells and tapping water are different for settlers and Palestinians. In the West Bank, Military Directive 158 of October 30, 1967 decreed that Palestinians could no longer dig wells without special authorization from Israel. By 1992, only 34 permits had been issued. In 1987, the West Bank Data Base Project forecast 137 m3 of water per Palestinian and 1,000 m3 per settler by 1990. At that time, Israel was exploiting around 85% of the groundwater for its own needs, thus depleting the Palestinians’ own resources. As a result, Palestinian irrigation capacity dwindled, forcing Palestinians off their land, while Israeli settlements were able to fill their swimming pools…77 In Gaza in 1984, Palestinians had an annual per capita consumption of 123 m3, while the Israeli occupiers had 2,326 m3, killing off Palestinian citrus farming.78

			The situation has only deteriorated since the 1990s. 

			The Question of the “Jewish State”

			Israel does not have a Constitution, like the vast majority of states, but a set of fundamental laws that constitute a constitutional corpus. On July 19, 2018, the Knesset passed the Law “Israel, Nation-State of the Jewish People,” which defines the general principles that determine the governance and policy of the State of Israel.79

			Until now, Israel has not defined itself as a “Jewish state,” since almost 20% of its population is non-Jewish. Yet Benjamin Netanyahu has repeatedly declared80 since 2001 that recognition of Israel as a “Jewish state”81 was a prerequisite for any discussion with the Palestinians.82 Paradoxically, as former SHABAK director Avi Dichter noted, Netanyahu was demanding that the Palestinians do what the Israelis themselves were not doing.83

			Resolution 181 of 1947 already provided for the creation of a “Jewish state” and an “Arab state.” So this designation comes as no surprise. The problem is that the 2018 law has the effect of depriving the Palestinians of their rights. For Palestinians, who still want to return to the lands confiscated from them in 1947, Israel’s exclusively Jewish character means they have no right of return. It even rules out the possibility of a single state for two peoples. This is why many Israeli intellectuals would have preferred Israel to be the “State of the Jews.”84

			The Palestinians therefore have two fundamental reasons to be cautious before recognizing Israel:

			
					By recognizing a State of Israel that has not defined its borders, they run the risk of losing all possibility of sovereignty over the territories considered occupied today. 

					By recognizing Israel as a Jewish state, they close the door on the rights of Arabs living in Israel, and run the risk of abandoning a state for two nations.

			

			This is also why Hamas refers to the “Zionist entity” in its charter and sometimes to the “Israeli entity” in its discourse. It is therefore false to claim that Hamas denies the existence of Israel: it refuses to recognize the sovereignty of a state that excludes from the outset any solution to the problems of borders and return. Conversely, Benjamin Netanyahu’s reason for demanding recognition is that it would lock in the situation for the Palestinians. 

			As we can see, the Palestinians are very consistent and committed to international law. On these issues, the Israelis find it hard to compete, which is why they resort to religious discourse. 

			The Question of “Apartheid”

			In March 2017, a report commissioned by the United Nations concluded:

			Israel has set up an apartheid regime that dominates the Palestinian people as a whole.85

			Under pressure from the United States and Israel, the report was promptly removed from the website of the United Nations Economic and Social Commission for Western Asia (ESCWA), and its director resigned. In February 2022, Amnesty International published an explosive report on Israeli governance of the Occupied Palestinian Territory (OPT).86 Its conclusions were confirmed in March by the report of an expert commissioned by the United Nations, who used the term “apartheid.”87

			The notion of apartheid is defined in the “Apartheid Convention” of November 30, 197388 and Israeli policy towards the Arab minority living on its territory corresponds to this definition (see appendix). In other words, Israel, which defines itself as a “Jewish state,” grants different rights to its “citizens” depending on their ethnic and religious background. This is the same principle as Nazi Germany’s so-called Nuremberg Laws of 1935. 

			That said, the word “apartheid,” commonly translated as “separation” or “exclusion,” originally referred to a policy adopted in South Africa that advocated the “separate development” (“afsonderlike ontwikkeling”) of the white, colored (sic) and black communities.89 It was based on the premise that whites and blacks lived in different cultural contexts, and that their respective developments should therefore follow different rhythms. The reasoning is inherently racist, but it would be wrong to understand it through the prism of hatred. For, although there were many abuses, apartheid was driven more by a form of exacerbated paternalism, in the spirit of the colonialism of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. With their Protestant tradition, South Africans felt responsible for the development of the black community. Despite discrimination and differentiated service provision for the various communities, the schools and hospital care available to the black population were far superior to those in neighboring countries. Moreover, illegal immigration into South Africa was massive, prompting the government to erect fences along the border with Mozambique and Zimbabwe, and to create autonomous zones (“Bantustan”) to enable “self-management” of the black population. So, imperfect and racist though it was, there was the idea of a policy of development and assistance for the black population, which helped to shape the elites now at the helm of the country and probably contributed to a smooth transition to democracy in the early 1990s. 

			This qualification is refuted by Israel and has been the subject of numerous articles and discussions. Two situations need to be considered here:

			
					Israel’s domestic situation, where citizens should be equal. In a democratic country, religion should not be a criterion for the enjoyment of rights. In Nazi Germany, the so-called “Nuremberg Laws” of 1935 assigned different rights to the inhabitants of the Reich, depending on their ethnic origin. In other words, rights are assigned according to who you are, not what you do. The 2018 “Israel, Nation-State of the Jewish People” law does exactly the same thing, giving Arabs living in Israel different rights from their Jewish fellow citizens. We’re in a de facto apartheid situation. 

					Occupied territories are distinct entities, one of which is occupied by the other. The relationship between occupier and occupied necessarily implies a difference in status. However, the occupier cannot “dispose” of the occupied as an exploitable resource. The Geneva Conventions are there precisely to provide a framework for occupation policy and prevent the occupier from abusing the situation. In other words, the laws and behaviors applied in the PTOs must also comply with international law. However, Israel tends to regard the PTOs—particularly the West Bank—as an extension of its national soil, and settlements in the occupied territories are considered a “national value.”90


			

			The problem is that Israel treats the occupied territories as its own, taking water, resources and even applying the “Made in Israel” label to products from these territories, while continuing to apply a policy of occupation. So, if the term “apartheid” refers primarily to the policy applied on Israeli soil (domestic policy), it can probably also be applied to its policy in the OPT (occupying power). 

			In Palestine, the notion of “separate development” has never been invoked. Israel, as the occupying power, has never felt the need to help the Palestinians develop. Not even as part of a counter-terrorist strategy aimed at demobilizing Palestinian fighters. In the West Bank, construction and infrastructure improvements have been carried out almost exclusively for the benefit of settlers. In Gaza, when Israel withdrew in 2005, it even destroyed the infrastructure that would have enabled the territory’s economic development. 

			In a democracy, it is the people, all the people, who are sovereign. But the Jewish nation-state law gives privileges, such as the right to self-determination, to Jewish citizens only, and not to Arab citizens. This is in response to Benjamin Netanyahu’s statement. 

			We often hear that Israel is the only democracy in the Middle East. That was certainly the original intention. But it is just as certainly not the case today. Israel is not the country of all its citizens, but only of its Jewish citizens. Even if its institutions remind us of Western ones, the comparison tends to end there. Symptomatically, MP Zvika Fogel even declares:

			First we’ll destroy Hamas, then we’ll deal with Hezbollah and, for dessert, we’ll settle things at the Supreme Court. All in good time. Patience!91

			By placing Israel’s Supreme Court on the same level as Hamas and Hezbollah, this MP shows us the value he places on his country’s institutions! 

			Settlements in Occupied Palestinian Territories

			The behavior of an occupying power in a territory is defined by the 4th Geneva Convention, Section III. For example, it is forbidden to destroy, or make permanent alterations that affect the lives of people living in these territories. 

			The “Israel, Nation-State of the Jewish People” law defines Israel as a Jewish state, it elevates the Arabic language from “official” to “special” status, and settlements in the occupied territories are considered a “national value.”92

			 

			Settlers in the West Bank
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			Figure 6—Israel’s settlement policy in the occupied territories contravenes several United Nations resolutions, notably 242 of 1967. Israel has adopted an aggressive settlement policy in response to Palestine’s Arab majority. In forty years, the Jewish population of the West Bank has increased nearly 200-fold. [Source: B’Tselem, United Nations]

			 

			The problem is that this constitution does not respect international law, as is repeated in virtually every United Nations resolution condemning Israel (see appendix). In order to get around this difficulty, the Israeli government speaks of “disputed territories,” while the Supreme Court calls them “belligerent possessions.” As is often the case with Israel, words are played with to avoid respecting principles. The fact is that, under international law, the Gaza Strip, the West Bank, East Jerusalem, the Golan Heights and a host of small territories along the Lebanese border (including the Shebaa Farms area) are “occupied territories.” 

			Construction carried out in these territories under illegal jurisdictions is illegal. Thus, all settlements established by Israel in the occupied territories are illegal in the eyes of international law. But as part of its policy of occupation, Israel has defined those settlements which have authorization to set up (“legal” settlements) and those which do not (“illegal” settlements). There is thus a kind of double jurisdiction, rejecting both international law and Palestinian law. 

			The Impossibility of Developing a Palestinian Economy

			In addition to security and human rights issues, Israeli occupation contravenes the laws of war. A population under occupation has the right to engage in economic activity in order to meet its needs, such as agriculture or handicrafts. However, not only have changes to the terrain such as the construction of separation walls in the West Bank and Gaza considerably restricted the possibilities of cultivating the land (notably through the destruction of Palestinian irrigation networks), but this has led to the destruction of almost 100,000 olive trees for oil production.93

			One of the problems of the Israeli occupation is that it has appropriated the work of the Palestinians, notably by considering their production as Israeli. For example, products from the occupied territories carry the same “made in Israel” label as goods produced in Israel. 

			According to the European Court of Justice,94 consumers need to know clearly which products come from the State of Israel and which come from settlements in the occupied territories. These settlements are illegal under international law and constitute a presumed war crime under the Rome Statute. It is therefore justified that European consumers have precise information when they decide to buy products manufactured in these areas.95 The European Union is therefore requesting that products be labeled accordingly.96

			This is the raison d’être of the “BDS” (Boycott, Divestment and Sanctions) movement, which calls for a boycott of Israeli products until the Hebrew state complies with international regulations. France is known for playing with international law, rather than applying it. For example, it condemns activists taking part in the BDS movement.97

			The paradox is that the accumulation of these injustices, accompanied by confusing explanations, generates indignation. It is largely for this type of reason that France is the scene of more terrorist and anti-Semitic acts than other European countries. It’s a deliberate choice.
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			3. The Fight Against Palestinian Resistance 

			Israeli Intelligence

			The basis of any strategy is understanding the problem. It is the role of intelligence to provide a reading of the security environment in order to understand the situation and thus facilitate decision-making. The Anglo-Saxons use the word “intelligence,” derived from the Latin verb “intelligere” (to understand), to designate intelligence activities. 

			The spectacular capture of Adolf Eichmann in 1960 gave the Israeli intelligence services their credentials. Indeed, their ability to track down and eliminate Palestinian terrorists around the world was unrivalled. But that’s not what intelligence is all about. It’s even the least important part.

			The primary role of intelligence is to provide relevant information for decision-making at political, strategic, operative and tactical (operational) levels. It is therefore an essential tool in the rule of law, where decisions are not discretionary but rational, based on the interests of the nation and not on particular interests. Its analytical product must constitute a reference, helping decision-makers to free themselves from misinformation, rumors and, therefore, external influences. That’s why, to be relevant, intelligence must remain non-partisan and inform decision-making, while remaining free from political wrangling. 

			With the development of conflicts whose asymmetrical logic we do not understand, and increasing bureaucratization, intelligence in all countries has been accompanied by an aversion to risk in terms of forecasting. The result, since the mid-1990s, has been two trends with perverse effects that affect all Western intelligence services: a shift towards police intelligence to the detriment of strategic intelligence, and the production of analyses that are more descriptive than predictive. The Israeli services are no exception to the rule. They failed to detect the preparations for the Egyptian offensive in October 1973, they failed to exploit Shiite support in Lebanon in 1982, and they seriously underestimated Hezbollah’s defensive capabilities in 2006.

			Our understanding of Israeli intelligence is often limited to a romanticized reading of Mossad’s exploits. Mossad (“Institute”) is the body responsible for strategic intelligence and clandestine actions. It is the equivalent of the CIA in the United States. Its director reports to the Prime Minister’s Office. Its clandestine activities are not limited to assassinations (for which it is renowned), but also include “second track diplomacy.” The advantage of a secret service is that it can approach “banned” interlocutors, such as movements considered to be terrorists, to reach an agreement. It was services such as the CIA and Mossad that paved the way for the Oslo agreement, and this is also why the CIA supported the establishment of the Palestinian Authority’s security forces. In Warsaw, Mossad is negotiating the terms of a possible truce between Hamas and Israel, and a solution for the prisoners, with the USA, Qatar and the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) at the end of 2023.98 He will be involved again in January 2024 in negotiations in France for a prisoner exchange. 

			That said, there will be tensions within Israeli political leadership from the end of 2023 onwards. While Western countries without exception support Netanyahu’s genocidal policy, the Israeli services seem to have a more nuanced approach to how to conduct the conflict. Mossad, for example, is probably the best equipped to obtain information on the fate of the hostages taken by Hamas. However, in December 2023, Benjamin Netanyahu forbade David Barnea, Director of Mossad, to have direct contact with Yoav Gallant, Minister of Defense, outside his presence.99

			As is often the case, Western governments (notably the USA, Great Britain, Germany, Italy, France, Switzerland and Austria) systematically adopt the most extremist position of Israel’s disputed far-right government, while the Israeli intelligence services very often adopt a more moderate stance. 

			 

			The Israeli intelligence community
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			Figure 7—Israeli intelligence has built up a solid reputation over the years. However, a more professional look requires a more critical eye. While the Israeli services have been excellent at tracking individuals around the world thanks to an incomparable network of “sayanim,” the problem lies essentially in their analytical capabilities. 

			 

			Apart from Mossad, Israel’s second “legendary” intelligence service is SHABAK, or Shin Beth or SBK. In fact, it’s not an intelligence service, but a security service. It is the equivalent of France’s Direction Générale de la Sécurité Intérieure (DGSI). It maintains networks of informers in Israel and the occupied territories. The division of tasks between Mossad and SHABAK with regard to the occupied territories is very pragmatic, depending on the case. 

			While Israel’s approach to the Palestinian question relies exclusively on the use of violence, the analyses of Mossad and SHABAK, which we generally learn about belatedly thanks to the confessions of their leaders, seem considerably more realistic and intelligent than what their political leaders or their intermediaries, such as Meyer Habib in France, feed us. We sometimes get the feeling that there is a total disconnect between the vision of the “services” and the political decision. In other words, discretionary power can lead to decisions that are inconsistent with official statements, as has been the case since October 2023. 

			That said, it’s easy to criticize Israeli intelligence, which is on the spot and has considerable resources deployed around the Gaza Strip. However, we must also look at Western intelligence services, which are extremely weak when it comes to analyzing the situation in the Near and Middle East. We saw this during the crises in Iraq and Syria, and we see it again today with Gaza. For example, the American intelligence services claim that the basement of al-Chifa hospital houses the Hamas command post and arms depots.100 In reality, it turns out that this was not the case. The problem here is that our services get their information from Israeli services. So we have false information circulating on a loop. 

			As we can see, our knowledge of the movements we define as terrorist is extremely poor. The problem is that we tend to attribute capabilities to them not on the basis of facts, but on the basis of our own prejudices. It’s no exaggeration to say—and this is particularly true in France—that the “experts” who graze our television screens are the most dangerous for the country’s security, because they tend to give a totally distorted image of the adversary just to have the “privilege” of being in the media. This is true of the vast majority of journalists, but also of so-called academic researchers.

			 

			Israeli military intelligence
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			Figure 8—Israeli operational intelligence is closest to the ground. MODASH is responsible for information gathering. MADAN, which monitors the Mediterranean coast, and MERKAZ are the services most likely to detect Hamas preparations.

			 

			Intelligence support from Great Britain and the United States 
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			Figure 9—During the crisis of the Palestinian operation, Israel received electronic and aerial intelligence support from CIA and Government Communication Headquarters (GCHQ) bases in Cyprus. These included electronic eavesdropping from the Toodros station, and electronic reconnaissance missions using American U-2 and British SHADOW R-1 aircraft from the Akrotiri and Ayios Nikolaos bases. 

			 

			The same thing happened with Ukraine: our governments relied on information from a single, non-independent source. This worked in Russia’s favor, just as it is working in the Palestinian resistance’s favor today. 

			Structural Weaknesses

			Highly effective at tracking down individuals, Israeli intelligence services have a very mixed record when it comes to assessing the threat. If the failure to detect the Egyptian attack in October 1973 and that of Hamas fifty years later are the most emblematic, the inability to assess the combative capabilities of Hezbollah in 2006, then those of Hamas after October 7, 2023, show profound analytical weaknesses. Like most Western services, the Israeli services believe that their failures could have been avoided with more information. 

			As a result, they have set up extensive and highly effective information-gathering systems. But this system is only effective at the tactical level—which is their preferred level of action against terrorism—but is not very effective in achieving strategic success. This explains the Israelis’ repeated failures in their fight against the resistance. 

			One of the weaknesses of Israeli intelligence is the absence of a structure to harmonize the analyses of the various services. In the United States, this function is performed by the Director of National Intelligence (DNI), and in Great Britain by the Joint Intelligence Committee (JIC). In Israel, the Ministry of Intelligence created in 2009 was designed on the model of the American DNI. In reality, however, it operates more like France’s Secrétariat Général de la Défense et de la Sécurité Nationale (SGDSN), which is part of the intelligence community, but is more a policy-making body than an intelligence body as such. 

			In Israel, the strategic analysis of the various departments is not really harmonized. This is an advantage insofar as it allows for diverse opinions. But it’s often a disadvantage, as there are no synergies between departments and no consolidated reading of the situation at strategic level. It’s a weakness that adds to the others we’ll see, and contributes to Israel’s difficulty in gaining the upper hand in its Gaza operation. 

			It’s also worth mentioning here that Palestinian counter-intelligence resources have been particularly developed in recent years. In the case of Gaza, it was probably the success of Palestinian counter-intelligence that led to the Israeli surprise on October 7, as we shall see. Conversely, one aspect of this development has been the establishment of Palestinian units capable of infiltrating the IDF. 

			In addition, the compartmentalization of Gaza has made Israeli intelligence work more complicated. The SHABAK, responsible for domestic intelligence, no longer has the same access to sources as in the West Bank. The hermetic sealing off of Gaza has de facto cut off services from Gazan society, where informers could be found. 

			Overestimation

			One weakness of Israeli intelligence is its highly overrated reputation. Certainly, the Israeli intelligence community has acquired a solid reputation worldwide, and some “experts” consider it to be the best in the world. While spectacular and successful operations to capture or eliminate war criminals and terrorists tend to lend credence to this reputation, it is highly overrated when it comes to strategic intelligence and anticipatory work. 

			Indeed, the performance of the Israeli services is mainly due to an excellent, tightly-knit network of informers (sayanim), giving them sources of information all over the world. Nearly six decades of conflict, war and counter-terrorism have given the Israelis unrivalled know-how in tactical and operational intelligence. Extra-judicial executions and special operations—such as the famous raid on Entebbe—are examples of their mastery of operational intelligence and its integration into tactical decision-making processes.

			On the other hand, Israeli intelligence has proved mediocre—not to say bad—in its strategic analysis capabilities. Focused on threats that could directly affect Israel, Israeli intelligence lacks an overall vision. As in the United States, Great Britain, France and the vast majority of Western countries, the weakness of intelligence is analysis. In December 2003, the Knesset Committee for Foreign Affairs and Defense called for a commission of inquiry to examine the failings of Israeli intelligence prior to the war in Iraq.

			According to Brigadier General Shlomo Brom, former Deputy Commander of the Planning Branch of the Israel Defense Forces, Israeli intelligence suffers from three main evils:101 “a dogmatic conception based on a one-dimensional image of the enemy,” “excessive anxiety” and “a lack of the necessary professionalism.” 

			The greatest weakness of the Israeli services (like those of their Western counterparts) is their prejudiced approach. Convinced of their superiority, they have never been able to assess their adversary correctly. This partly explains why they are often forced to pick up a hammer to crush an ant. In October 1973, they were easily fooled by the misinformation of the Egyptian Operation BADR. Designed on the model of the Soviet “maskirovka,” this operation remains to this day a model of its kind, and arguably the best conceived and most sophisticated disinformation operation in history. Its complexity bears no comparison with the simplistic descriptions we hear from “experts” and other “journalists” about Russia… But it contains all the elements that enabled Hamas to keep its preparations off the radar of the Israeli services. 

			Influenced by the nature of the terrorist threat, Israeli services have become security services. A bit like at home. Worse still, they have adapted to “local” terrorism, as former Mossad director Efraim Halevy explains:102

			We must remember that Israel has shown success in the fight against “local” terrorism. We must not forget that we have been present in the “territories,” the main breeding ground for terrorism, for over 20 years […] And yet, Israeli results on terror are debatable.

			In other words, the Israeli services fight against networks that evolve, but whose players remain relatively identical, unlike Islamist terrorism, whose networks appear and articulate themselves in unpredictable ways. Their results can be counted in body counts, but not in the reduction of terrorism. Operation AL-AQSA DELUGE demonstrates that Israeli strategy is based exclusively on firepower. There is no political strategy of appeasement, because the logic is confrontation. This can only end in the disappearance of the Arabs or the Israelis. 

			In the Israeli intelligence community, the Foreign Ministry’s Political Research Department (MAMAD) is arguably the smallest of the Israeli services. Often in competition with the Ministry of Defense’s AMAN, its analyses have generally proved to be of better quality. But its modest size does not give it a credible stature. When Ehud Barak was Foreign Minister, he preferred AMAN’s analyses.

			Underestimating your Opponent

			The corollary of the previous weakness is the permanent underestimation of the Palestinians. This is a cultural phenomenon in Israel, which we find among some of our journalists, who feel they are superior to others and thus have a judgment that authorizes the obliteration of others’. 

			Paradoxically, this state of mind goes a long way towards explaining the Palestinians’ advantage. After the “9/11” attacks, attempts were made to explain terrorist acts in terms of mental disorders, and terrorists were portrayed as bloodthirsty psychopaths. In the early 2000s, I took part in a study on the psychology of Islamist terrorists as part of a NATO working group. We drew on the work of the Israelis, who had studied Palestinian Islamist fighters and the way in which suicide fighters (shahids) were recruited. This gives us a picture of the quality of Hamas at that time. 

			Unsurprisingly, we found that the “martyrs” were young. Around 67% of suicide bombers were aged between 17 and 23, with Hamas “martyrs” being older on average than those of Islamic Jihad. In Israel, the youngest Palestinian “martyr” was 16, but security forces have arrested volunteers as young as 13! On the other hand, their intellectual and educational level is high. In Israel, between September 2000 and June 2002, out of 149 “martyrs,” 53 had a higher university education, 56 had a high school education and only 40 had only attended elementary school. This is partly due to the fact that Islamist movements, and Hamas in particular, recruited from al-Najah University in Nablus and the Islamic University of Gaza.103

			In the early 2000s, Salah Shehada, then commander of the Phalanges Izz al-Dine al-Qassam, explained Hamas’s recruitment policy:104

			The choice is made according to four criteria: Firstly, diligent observance of religion. Secondly, we check that the young person obeys his parents’ wishes, that he is loved by his family, and that his martyrdom will not affect the life of his family, i.e. that he is not the head of the family and that he has brothers and sisters—because we don’t want to take on only children. Thirdly, his ability to carry out the mission and understand its gravity. Fourthly, his martyrdom must be able to encourage other martyrs and foster Jihad in people’s hearts. We prefer unmarried people. It is the regional command of the Hamas military apparatus that proposes his candidacy and decides whether to accept him.

			Contrary to widespread opinion at the time, the future “martyrs” were not “brainwashed:” the abuses committed by the Israeli security forces provided a sufficiently strong motivation. Interrogations of young Palestinians arrested before committing their act showed that “suicide fighters” did not sacrifice themselves “for” religion, but that religion offered a cultural framework conducive to this mode of action. Motivations were most often linked to identity claims or a sense of national humiliation.105

			Today, there is no indication that this picture has changed significantly. Israeli state propaganda aside, testimonies and videos tend to show competent, imaginative and disciplined fighters. A professional examination of the videos published by Hamas shows a skill at taking advantage of the mistakes and indiscipline of Israeli soldiers. Without going into detail here, we observe that Hamas fighters have been considerably better trained than the Israeli military. Their conduct is more intelligent, better constructed and better adapted to the context than that of their Israeli adversary, who appears overwhelmed by events in Gaza, as we shall see. 

			Taqiya and the Surprise of October 7, 2023

			The great surprise of the Hamas offensive was the inability of the Israeli services to detect its preparations, given that the border with Gaza is undoubtedly one of the most heavily guarded in the world, with ground radars and automatic firing installations.106

			So how could Israel have been surprised? Our self-proclaimed “experts” have come up with every possible explanation… except the right one! In fact, that’s exactly what our journalists and other military pseudo-experts had done during the Ukraine conflict, declaring Russia weak and incapable of waging war. There are several explanations. 

			First of all, as they told Reuters,107 the Palestinians have applied one of the fundamental principles of the art of war, enunciated by Sun Tzu over 2,500 years ago:

			When you’re strong, look weak!

			In fact, they have largely contributed to this same strategy with Hamas. For example, Hamas did not retaliate against Israeli strikes after the Palestinian Islamic Jihad launched rockets in 2021-2022. 

			According to the New York Times, in 2022 the Israeli authorities received a 40-page document entitled “Walls of Jericho,” which gave full details of Hamas’ planning.108 But the military didn’t believe it, and felt that Hamas didn’t have the capacity to implement it. Was this really Hamas planning, a simple assessment of its capabilities, or a “sky is falling” analysis? We don’t know, but it seems that this document did not present concrete elements, but was a series of speculations. 

			According to press reports, Egyptian intelligence services had warned their Israeli counterparts of the imminence of “something big” that was due to hit Israel.109 Added to this were the observations of military personnel stationed to monitor the Gaza Strip, who had warned their superiors of the possible risks.110

			It has been suggested that Benjamin Netanyahu deliberately disregarded the warning in order to have a pretext for launching a decisive conflict that would enable him to retake the Gaza Strip. This is a possible scenario, but only a hypothesis at this stage. 

			What seems certain is that the information provided by Egypt (and others) was not “actionable.” In intelligence jargon, we use the English expression “actionable intelligence” to designate information that does not allow us to react concretely other than by seeking other information. 

			Playing on the Israelis’ inordinate self-confidence, the Palestinians didn’t even need to disguise all their preparations. They even recreated a full-scale kibbutz in Gaza to train for urban combat. The thousand or so fighters who took part in the assault on October 7 were trained without knowing for what purpose. The way in which the Palestinians managed to “numb” Israeli surveillance is reminiscent of the Egyptian army’s BADR operation in October 1973, described in my Encyclopedia of Intelligence and Secret Services.111

			Israel’s Counter-Terrorism Strategy

			The fight against an insurgency or resistance movement must begin long before it is in a position to use force. The inability to deal with violence before it emerges means that we are always one step behind. A fortiori, in a situation of occupation (as Israel has been since 1948, and even more so since 1967), an effective strategy had to be based on anticipation. The latter presupposes an understanding of the logic and mechanisms that generate and fuel terrorism. 

			However, the Israeli interpretation of the terrorist phenomenon is similar to that observed in France, and is based on a number of postulates that are accepted as fact. 

			Postulate 1: terrorism as an inherent inevitability of the Muslim religion. In other words, as long as there are Arabs (and therefore Palestinians), there will be terrorism. This idea feeds into the concept of an Islamic project to conquer the world, imagined by Bat Ye’or (Gisèle Littman) in her book Eurabia,112 which describes a Muslim plot to dominate the Western world and “establish sharia law, the government of Allah over the whole of humanity.”113 In fact, for Bat Ye’or it’s more a question of a kind of revenge after the expulsion of his family from Egypt in 1956 in the wake of the “Lavon affair,” which we’ll come back to later.

			However, this idea has inspired other works, such as Conquest of the West by Swiss journalist Sylvain Besson,114 which, according to researchers at Sweden’s Uppsala University, influenced Norwegian right-wing extremist Anders Behring Breivik115 (perpetrator of the Utoya massacre on July 22, 2011), and this scenario is taken up by all the major far-right movements in Europe.116 It dominates Israeli and Western thinking on the issue of Islamist terrorism. 

			In France, this idea has become very popular. In January 2018, in a documentary, made by Conspiracy Watch, entitled Complotisme, les alibis de la terreur117 and broadcast on France 3, philosopher Jacob Rogozinski asserts: 

			Jihadism is also a movement that aims for sovereignty, for global power. There’s a dream behind it, a crazy dream no doubt, but a dream of creating a caliphate, which would be a global caliphate, which will take over Rome, which will take over Europe, which will defeat America, which will establish a global network of true believers, united behind absolute sovereign power.118

			This type of conspiracy theory in the truest sense of the word spread rapidly after the 2015 attacks in France. Its “advantage” is to place Muslims in the position of eternal enemy, since terrorism is part of a global project. The Koran is presented as a war manual, as freelancer Antoine Hasday.119 It’s the equivalent of the “global Jewish conspiracy” propagated by certain far-right movements. This type of theory targeting Muslims supports Israel’s approach to fighting terrorism and systematically eradicating populations. This is why our media maintain the image of Hamas as an extension of the Islamic State, whose project is religious in nature, with the aim of destroying Israel. We add the equation “Islam = Islamism” to assert that, since terrorism is inherent to Islam, to get rid of terrorism we need to eliminate Muslims. 

			The idea of genocide of the Palestinians is therefore not far off.

			Postulate 2: the Israeli-Palestinian conflict is religious in nature and has nothing to do with territorial claims. This reformulation of the conflict has the advantage (for Israel) of ruling out any discussion or negotiation from the outset. This is why, from the early 2000s, Israel has sought to associate Palestinian terrorism with al-Qaeda terrorism. By decoupling the Palestinian question from the territorial problem and placing it in the perspective of a “global jihad,”120 Israel went from actor to victim, thus justifying the impossibility of a counter-insurgency strategy. 

			Yet since 1947, Palestinians of all persuasions have consistently declared that their aim is to reclaim their land. The aim of the Palestinian resistance is to enforce United Nations resolutions in order to recover the territories unduly conquered since 1947 and which Israel must return. 

			Postulate 3: the land of Israel belongs to the Jewish people. By referring to the Bible (or Torah) and declaring that Palestine was given to it by God (or Yahweh), rather than invoking UN Resolution 181 (which it has never respected), Israel places God’s law above that of men. This is exactly what we criticize the Salafists for. This logic is accentuated by theocratic governance, which legitimizes its actions in Palestine through religion. Benjamin Netanyahu is a representative of “religious Zionism,” a form of Zionism based on the religious tradition,121 which justifies the destruction of the Palestinians by comparing them to the biblical tribe of “Amalek.” The war against Gaza thus becomes a kind of holy war.122 We are thus faced with a type of governance similar to that of the Islamic State.

			Benjamin Netanyahu explains the Israeli-Palestinian conflict as a “struggle between the sons of light and the sons of darkness, between humanity and the law of the jungle.”123 This is not simply a personal view, but the expression of an official reading of the conflict, which he presented to the Knesset.124 In official Israeli discourse, references to the Bible are superimposed on legal arguments. We therefore have a paradoxical situation where a state declaring itself to be Western, but legitimizing its actions on the basis of religion, and an organization (Hamas) declaring itself to be inspired by religion, but legitimizing its actions on the basis of international law. 

			Postulate 4: as a consequence of the previous postulates, Israel defends itself. At no point is there any mention of the possibility that Israeli policy generates indignation, anger and injustice which, in the absence of a mechanism for dialogue, takes the form of armed resistance, which may use the methods of terrorism. 

			The consequence of this reading is that we see terrorism as a fatality, whose occurrence is not due to our actions, but to what we are. In fact, this is what Manuel Valls, then Prime Minister, declared to the National Assembly on November 19, 2015, in order to mask his government’s responsibility for the genesis of the terrorist acts that affected France: 

			Make no mistake: a totalitarianism has struck France not for what it does, but for what it is.125

			Israel has exactly the same position. In reality, there is no fatality. Islamist terrorism is always a response to violent action, and is almost always the result of an unfortunate decision taken at home. If, at the end of the day, the terrorist is the one who commits the crime, then our governments, ministries and parliamentarians are all responsible for creating the right conditions for this threat to emerge. 

			This is what the world is discovering about Israel, and this is what is imposing a strategic defeat on it, even if, in the end, the Palestinian population will be the victim. 

			Failure to Develop Holistic Thinking

			Our journalists’ comments on Israel’s action in Gaza tend to suggest that terrorism can only be fought by strikes. Media outlets such as CNews, BFMTV, LCI in France, RTS in Switzerland and other far-right American media never mention other ways of resolving an insurrectionary situation. 

			With Yasser Arafat officially abandoning the use of terrorism, the Palestinians are seeking to embark on a more political path. But their efforts went unrewarded. Thus was born the first Intifada, essentially a movement of civil disobedience, which claimed the lives of 16 civilians and 11 soldiers on the Israeli side, and 1,100 Palestinians, according to Israeli sources.126

			This incredible disproportion stems from the strategy adopted by the Israelis: deterrence. The idea is to strike brutally in order to terrorize the population and dissuade them from taking part in the riots. While perhaps effective in Europe, such an approach is totally at odds with a counter-terrorist strategy in the Middle East. 

			On the face of it, firmness seems to be an effective tool against insurrectionary violence: if nothing else, it reduces the number of troublemakers… initially. But this is a simplistic calculation that can only work when the targeted group is small and does not enjoy significant popular support. In Palestine, the situation is very different, and resonates with cultural elements such as the notion of jihad, which we’ll see below. As a result, Israel’s strategy has amplified the problem rather than calming it down. With their Western culture, the Israelis have created the conditions for the emergence of jihadist terrorism. This is what happened with the emergence of Hamas in 1987. 

			In a system where disobedience is punishable by death, an Islamist-inspired doctrine associates disobedience with victory. This was one of the reasons for the emergence of Hamas at that time. 

			Since the early 2000s, it has been difficult to discern a coherent strategy for combating Palestinian resistance to occupation. On the one hand, the expansion of settlements increased tensions and the determination of Palestinians to take back by force what had been taken from them by violence. On the other, we are multiplying strikes that hit the civilian population hard, without really affecting the conduct of resistance movements. 

			While counter-insurgency strategies seek to play with “the carrot and the stick,” the Israelis use only the stick or the stick. It seems that Israel is unable to break out of a single pattern to overcome Palestinian resistance, which is gaining strength not only in terms of operational capabilities, but also in terms of political support. 

			Drawing on Mao Zedong’s famous expression that the guerrilla must “be in the civilian population like a fish in water,” we can outline some possible strategies for fighting resistance.
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							This is essentially how the West and Israel are trying to combat terrorism. It’s simply a matter of destroying the terrorist structure. It’s the most satisfying for vengeful minds, but it’s the least effective in the long term, because it doesn’t address the problem holistically.
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