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No part of this book may be reproduced, stored in a retrieval system, or transmitted in any form or by any means—electronic, mechanical, photocopying, recording, or otherwise—without the prior written permission of the author, except for brief quotations used in reviews or scholarly works.

This book is a work of investigative and legal analysis based on publicly available sources, international law, historical records, and documented statements. It is written in the public interest. All opinions expressed are those of the author.

This work does not target any people or communities on the basis of religion, ethnicity, or identity. Criticism herein is directed solely at the actions of states, institutions, and individuals exercising political and military power.

Every effort has been made to ensure accuracy at the time of publication. Any errors or omissions are unintentional.

International humanitarian law references are cited for informational and analytical purposes and do not constitute legal advice.

 

Advance Praise

“A rigorously argued and deeply unsettling book. Mercer assembles evidence with clarity and moral force, making a case that demands serious engagement.”
— Jonathan Hale, political commentator

“Careful, unsparing, and meticulously sourced. This is a work that challenges comfortable narratives without resorting to polemic.”
— Ruth Ellison, senior foreign affairs writer

“An incisive examination of power, violence, and accountability. Whether one agrees with its conclusions or not, the book cannot be dismissed.”
— Daniel Kovács, international affairs journalist

“Written with legal precision and journalistic discipline, this is a formidable contribution to debates on international law and modern warfare.”
— Claire Beaumont, legal affairs correspondent

“A sober and deeply troubling analysis that forces readers to confront political and moral contradictions long left unexamined.”
— Marc Delacroix, European political analyst

“A stark and compelling study that exposes the distance between proclaimed values and political reality.”
— Anna Weiss, investigative writer

 

Introduction
This book is written because impunity has become policy, and because the distance between rhetoric and reality has grown too wide to ignore. For decades, Benjamin Netanyahu has presented himself as the indispensable guardian of Israeli security: a statesman forged by history, surrounded by enemies, forced into hard choices by an unforgiving world. That narrative has been repeated so often—by allies, by much of the media, and by Netanyahu himself—that it has acquired the sheen of inevitability. This book exists to challenge that inevitability.

Netanyahu’s long tenure has not merely coincided with repeated wars; it has been defined by them. Violence under his leadership is not episodic or accidental but systematic, recurring, and increasingly detached from any credible claim of necessity. Military force has become the default instrument of governance, not the last resort of defence. Civilian suffering is no longer framed as tragic but unavoidable; destruction is rationalised as deterrence; and accountability is dismissed as hostility. In this environment, the extraordinary has become routine, and the unlawful has been rendered politically normal.

This book argues that Netanyahu’s conduct, viewed through the lens of international law rather than political loyalty, meets the threshold not of controversy but of criminality. That is a serious claim, and it demands a serious method. The chapters that follow do not rely on rhetoric alone. They examine public statements, official policies, military patterns, casualty data, and legal standards that Israel itself has formally accepted. They ask not whether Israel has the right to defend itself—a question endlessly invoked—but whether the actions taken in its name conform to the rules that govern armed conflict, and whether those actions reveal intent rather than accident.

At the centre of this examination lies Gaza: a territory sealed by land, sea, and air, its population denied freedom of movement, economic viability, and political self-determination long before the first bomb falls. To describe Gaza only in moments of explosion is to obscure the structural violence that precedes every escalation. The blockade is not a response to war; it is a condition that makes war perpetual. Under Netanyahu’s leadership, this reality has hardened into doctrine. Collective punishment—through the restriction of food, water, electricity, fuel, and medicine—has been openly defended as strategy. This is not a grey area of law. It is explicitly prohibited.

One of the most dangerous features of Netanyahu’s era is the collapse of distinction: the legal and moral line between combatant and civilian. Hospitals become “command centres,” schools become “launch sites,” entire neighbourhoods become “terrorist infrastructure.” These claims are rarely tested publicly, and when they are, the burden of proof is inverted. Civilians must prove their innocence after death. Children are counted as statistics or erased entirely from discourse. Language performs the essential work of making atrocity administratively manageable.

Intent matters in international law. War crimes are not defined only by outcome but by choice: by what is ordered, tolerated, encouraged, or repeated despite known consequences. Netanyahu’s own words—recorded over years—reveal a consistent worldview in which overwhelming force is not regrettable but desirable, and in which Palestinian civilian suffering is framed as leverage rather than harm. This book takes those statements seriously, not rhetorically, but legally.

The question of responsibility cannot be deflected downward. Modern war is bureaucratic, hierarchical, and meticulously documented. Orders are issued, targets approved, rules of engagement set, and political goals defined at the highest levels. Command responsibility exists precisely to prevent leaders from hiding behind uniforms and institutions. Netanyahu has exercised extraordinary control over Israel’s security apparatus while simultaneously cultivating the claim that he is merely responding to events beyond his control. Both cannot be true.

Why, then, has accountability not followed? Part of the answer lies outside Israel. Western governments that proclaim a “rules-based international order” have repeatedly shielded Netanyahu from consequences, supplying weapons, diplomatic cover, and rhetorical absolution. International law is invoked selectively, enforced against enemies and suspended for allies. Courts are portrayed as threats, investigators as antisemites, and victims as propaganda tools. This inversion corrodes not only Palestinian lives but the credibility of law itself.

Another part of the answer lies within Israel. Legal safeguards have been weakened, dissent delegitimised, and emergency framed as permanent. Netanyahu’s political survival has been repeatedly tied to escalation, producing a feedback loop in which war stabilises power and peace threatens it. The damage of this strategy is not confined to Gaza. It reaches into Israeli society, hollowing democratic institutions and entrenching a politics of fear.

This book does not argue that Netanyahu is uniquely evil, nor that Israel alone commits violations of international law. It argues something more precise and more dangerous to entrenched power: that when violations are systematic, openly justified, and politically rewarded, they cross a threshold that law was designed to confront. If the law is not applied here, it becomes optional everywhere.

History will judge this era regardless of court verdicts. But judgment delayed is not judgment denied. Evidence accumulates, archives open, and narratives fracture. This book is written in anticipation of that reckoning—and in refusal of the idea that some leaders are simply too powerful to be named for what they are.

 

The Man and the Moment
Benjamin Netanyahu did not rise to power by accident, nor did he merely inherit a volatile reality. He shaped it, cultivated it, and learned to thrive within it. To understand the policies that define his rule, it is necessary to understand the man himself—his formation, his worldview, and the historical moment he both exploited and prolonged. Netanyahu’s career is not simply the story of a politician navigating crisis; it is the story of a leader for whom crisis became a governing strategy.

Born in 1949, Netanyahu was raised in a household steeped in ideological certainty. His father, Benzion Netanyahu, was a historian of Jewish persecution and a committed Revisionist Zionist who viewed history as a sequence of existential threats narrowly survived. Compromise, in this worldview, was not prudence but weakness. The world was hostile, enemies implacable, and survival dependent on strength alone. These ideas were not merely academic; they were moral lessons passed down, shaping a perception of politics as a zero-sum struggle between domination and annihilation.

This sense of permanent siege would later become Netanyahu’s most effective political instrument. His speeches, interviews, and memoirs return obsessively to the language of survival. Every adversary is an existential one; every concession a prelude to catastrophe. In Netanyahu’s political universe, there are no solvable conflicts—only enemies to be deterred, subdued, or destroyed. Peace is treated not as an achievable outcome but as a dangerous illusion.

Netanyahu’s personal biography reinforced this posture. His military service in an elite unit, his education in the United States, and the death of his brother Yonatan during the Entebbe raid combined to produce a public persona that fused sacrifice, sophistication, and martial resolve. The Entebbe narrative, in particular, became mythic: a heroic act of force, celebrated internationally, that seemed to confirm Netanyahu’s deepest convictions. Violence, properly applied, did not merely protect—it redeemed.

Yet Netanyahu’s rise was not driven by biography alone. It was enabled by a series of political ruptures within Israel itself. The assassination of Yitzhak Rabin in 1995 shattered the Oslo peace process and traumatised Israeli society. It also created a vacuum that Netanyahu was uniquely positioned to fill. Where others spoke of reconciliation, Netanyahu spoke of betrayal. Where peace advocates urged risk, he warned of annihilation. His message was simple, emotionally resonant, and politically potent: security must come before everything else, and security required force, not compromise.

From his first term as prime minister in the late 1990s to his unprecedented return and consolidation of power after 2009, Netanyahu proved himself a master of political survival. He learned to fragment opposition, exploit fear, and recast legal or ethical constraints as foreign impositions. International law, human rights organisations, and even domestic critics were reframed as obstacles to survival—luxuries Israel could not afford.

Crucially, Netanyahu’s longevity coincided with the gradual erosion of the peace paradigm itself. As negotiations stalled and settlements expanded, the idea of a two-state solution receded from practical politics. Netanyahu did not merely accept this shift; he accelerated it. Under his leadership, settlement growth continued unabated, Palestinian statehood was treated as a rhetorical threat, and diplomatic engagement was replaced with “conflict management.” The aim was not resolution but control.

This approach was especially visible in Gaza. Following Israel’s disengagement in 2005, Netanyahu and his allies recast withdrawal not as an opportunity for peace but as proof of Palestinian hostility. When Hamas won Palestinian elections and later consolidated control of Gaza, Netanyahu seized on this outcome as validation of his worldview. Gaza became not a political problem to be solved but a hostile entity to be contained, punished, and periodically crushed.

The timing of Netanyahu’s dominance also matters. His most powerful years coincided with a global political shift toward securitisation and authoritarian resilience. After the attacks of September 11, 2001, the language of counterterrorism reshaped international norms. Civilian casualties were reframed as collateral damage, preventive war became defensible, and exceptional measures were justified by exceptional threats. Netanyahu, fluent in American political idiom and deeply connected to US media and political circles, understood this shift instinctively. He did not resist it; he translated Israel’s long-standing conflict into its vocabulary.

In doing so, he positioned Israel as a frontline outpost in a civilisational struggle, aligning its actions with Western fears while insulating them from scrutiny. Gaza was no longer a besieged civilian population but a “terror enclave.” Military operations were not wars of choice but acts of pre-emption. The repetition of this framing over years dulled outrage and narrowed debate. The question was no longer whether force was justified, but how much was enough.

Netanyahu’s political genius—if the term applies—lay in his ability to convert failure into mandate. Each escalation, each breakdown, each surge of violence was presented as proof that he alone understood the danger. Peace did not fail because it was sabotaged; it failed because it was naïve. Negotiations collapsed not because they were undermined, but because Palestinians were irredeemably hostile. This circular logic made Netanyahu indispensable. The more unstable the situation became, the stronger his claim to leadership grew.

This dynamic had profound consequences for Israeli democracy. Over time, Netanyahu blurred the line between state and self. Legal investigations were framed as coups, prosecutors as enemies, and journalists as traitors. Loyalty to Netanyahu became conflated with loyalty to the nation. Dissent was not merely disagreement but disloyalty in a time of war—a time of war that never ended.

The moment, in other words, was perfect. A traumatised society, a stalled peace process, regional instability, and a global retreat from legal restraint combined to create conditions in which Netanyahu’s worldview could dominate. But to describe him as merely a product of these forces is to grant him too much absolution. Netanyahu did not simply ride the wave; he shaped it, hardened it, and ensured it would not recede.

The cost of this leadership style is often measured in abstractions—security doctrines, strategic depth, deterrence theory. But its true cost is human and cumulative. Years of blockade, repeated military assaults, mass displacement, and civilian death are not unfortunate by-products of a flawed strategy; they are its predictable outcomes. Netanyahu’s genius was to make those outcomes politically survivable—both domestically and internationally.

This chapter does not argue that Netanyahu is uniquely responsible for Israel’s conflict, nor that history presented him with easy alternatives. It argues something narrower and more consequential: that Netanyahu’s personal convictions, political incentives, and strategic choices converged to entrench a system of permanent confrontation. He did not seek to end the conflict because the conflict sustained him. War, managed and repeated, became a stabilising force for his power.

Understanding this is essential, because the crimes examined in later chapters do not emerge from chaos. They emerge from doctrine, repetition, and intent. They are not deviations from Netanyahu’s leadership but expressions of it. The man and the moment did not merely coincide—they fused. And in that fusion lies the foundation of everything that followed.

 

Political Zionism and Permanent War
The political worldview that sustains Benjamin Netanyahu’s leadership did not emerge in a vacuum. It is rooted in a particular strain of political Zionism—one that treats force not as contingency but as destiny, and conflict not as failure but as confirmation. This chapter examines how that worldview reframes war as permanence, security as domination, and peace as illusion. Understanding this ideological foundation is essential, because it is here that policy becomes predictable and violence becomes routine.

Zionism has never been a single, unified doctrine. From its earliest formulations, it contained competing visions: secular and religious, socialist and nationalist, pragmatic and maximalist. Some strands prioritised coexistence and diplomacy; others embraced territorial expansion and confrontation as unavoidable. The tradition most relevant to Netanyahu is Revisionist Zionism, a movement that rejected compromise with Palestinian Arabs and argued that only overwhelming Jewish power could secure survival in a hostile region. In this framework, history is not a space of moral choice but a battlefield of inevitabilities.

Revisionist thinkers viewed concessions as existential risks and international law as, at best, naïve and, at worst, a weapon wielded by hostile powers. Strength alone commanded respect; weakness invited annihilation. This worldview was shaped by European antisemitism, colonial dynamics, and the trauma of genocide—but it also hardened those experiences into an unyielding political ethic. Once adopted, it left little room for re-evaluation or restraint.

Netanyahu did not invent this tradition, but he modernised and operationalised it. Under his leadership, ideology ceased to be an abstract inheritance and became governing logic. The language of existential threat—once reserved for moments of genuine crisis—was expanded to cover diplomacy, protest, journalism, and legal scrutiny. Every challenge was recast as an attack; every critic as an enemy. This inflation of threat served a political function: it justified extraordinary measures as ordinary necessities.

At the core of this ideology lies the rejection of finality. Conflict is not something to be resolved but something to be managed indefinitely. Peace agreements are dangerous precisely because they impose limits—on territory, on force, on ambition. By contrast, a permanent state of emergency dissolves limits. It allows leaders to act pre-emptively, suspend norms, and frame violence as defence even when it is strategic choice.

This logic profoundly reshaped Israel’s relationship to the Palestinians. Rather than viewing Palestinian resistance—violent or non-violent—as a political response to occupation, it was reframed as a civilisational pathology. Palestinian demands for rights or statehood were not grievances to be addressed but threats to be neutralised. In this frame, Palestinian civilians were not neutral actors but part of an enemy environment, their suffering unfortunate but irrelevant to strategic calculation.

Gaza became the most distilled expression of this worldview. Sealed off, deprived of sovereignty, and denied meaningful economic life, it was transformed into a laboratory of “conflict management.” Periodic military operations were described not as wars but as “mowing the grass”—a phrase that reveals the depth of dehumanisation embedded in policy. The aim was not victory or peace, but maintenance: keeping the population weak, fragmented, and incapable of challenging Israeli control.

Permanent war requires permanent justification. Netanyahu’s political Zionism provided it by collapsing history into a single narrative of unending persecution. Past traumas were invoked not as warnings against cruelty, but as licenses for it. The memory of Jewish victimhood was mobilised to silence contemporary victims. Any comparison, however limited or analytical, was condemned as moral obscenity. In this way, history became shield rather than lesson.

International law poses a particular problem for this ideology. Law presumes universality, proportionality, and accountability—concepts fundamentally at odds with a worldview that treats survival as absolute and enemies as irredeemable. Rather than openly rejecting international law, Netanyahu’s approach was more sophisticated: selective invocation combined with systematic undermining. Legal norms were embraced when they shielded Israel and dismissed when they constrained it. Courts were praised when they exonerated, denounced when they investigated.

This selectivity was mirrored in diplomatic strategy. Netanyahu cultivated alliances not around shared values but shared enemies. Authoritarian regimes, populist movements, and far-right parties—once viewed as problematic—became partners so long as they supported Israel’s freedom of action. Antisemitism itself was redefined opportunistically: condemned when it targeted Jews, ignored or excused when it came from allies who endorsed Israeli policy. Moral consistency was sacrificed for strategic insulation.

Permanent war also reshaped domestic politics. When conflict is endless, unity becomes compulsory. Opposition is recast as sabotage, dissent as disloyalty. Emergency rhetoric seeps into civilian life, narrowing the space for debate and normalising exceptional powers. Under Netanyahu, this process accelerated. Electoral politics became saturated with fear; campaigns were framed as last chances to avert catastrophe. The electorate was conditioned to choose not between policies, but between survival and extinction.

Crucially, this ideological framework absolves leadership of responsibility. If enemies are eternal and violence inevitable, outcomes cannot be judged—only intentions proclaimed. Civilian deaths are tragic but unavoidable; destruction is regrettable but necessary. The possibility that different choices could produce different outcomes is dismissed as naïve or dangerous. In such a system, accountability itself becomes a threat.

This is not merely a philosophical problem; it is a legal one. International humanitarian law is built on the assumption that even in war, choices matter. Targets must be distinguished, harm minimised, and necessity demonstrated. Permanent war ideology rejects this premise. When war is the default condition, every act becomes necessary by definition. The threshold of justification collapses, and with it, the protections the law is designed to enforce.

Netanyahu’s political Zionism thus produces a paradox: a state that claims exceptional vulnerability while exercising overwhelming power. This asymmetry is not accidental. It allows Israel to act as both victim and enforcer, demanding empathy while rejecting scrutiny. Gaza, under this logic, becomes both existential threat and controlled space—dangerous enough to justify violence, weak enough to be punished with impunity.

The consequences of this worldview are cumulative. Each military operation that fails to bring security becomes evidence that more force is needed. Each civilian death that provokes outrage becomes proof of global hostility. Each investigation becomes confirmation of bias. The system feeds on its own outcomes, closing the loop between ideology and action.

This chapter does not argue that political Zionism inevitably leads to war crimes, nor that all Israeli policy is dictated by ideology alone. It argues something more specific: that the strand of Zionism embraced and amplified by Netanyahu makes permanent war both rational and desirable. It creates conditions in which violations of law are not aberrations but foreseeable results.

Later chapters will examine specific actions, statements, and policies through legal frameworks. But those acts cannot be understood without recognising the ideological architecture that supports them. When war is permanent, restraint becomes weakness. When enemies are eternal, civilians become expendable. And when ideology hardens into doctrine, accountability becomes an existential threat.

