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​THE MOMENT WHEN DENIAL COLLAPSES

(Final Ultra-Expanded Version — Long Continuous Prose)

There are moments in history in which ambiguity does not fade gradually, nor dissolve through debate, reinterpretation, or the slow accumulation of competing narratives, but instead collapses abruptly under the weight of reality itself, forcing a form of recognition that can no longer be indefinitely postponed, because what emerges in such moments is not merely a set of facts, nor a sequence of events that can be absorbed into existing frameworks, but a structure that resists mediation and exposes the limits of interpretation as such. These are not moments defined by a lack of information, nor by the absence of clarity, but by the impossibility of sustaining denial without simultaneously revealing the mechanisms that sustain it, and for that reason they are rare, disruptive, and profoundly destabilizing—not only because of what happens, but because of what becomes impossible to ignore.

October 2023 was one of those moments, not because it introduced something fundamentally new into the historical record, but because it stripped away layers of interpretation that had previously allowed the underlying structure to remain partially concealed, revealing in unmistakable form a pattern that had not disappeared, but had instead adapted, translated, and embedded itself within the language of contemporary discourse. What unfolded was not simply another escalation within a conflict often described in cyclical terms, nor a temporary rupture in an otherwise stable system, but the reappearance of a form of violence whose defining characteristic lay not in its scale, but in its intention, because the targeting of civilians was not incidental, not accidental, not collateral, but deliberate, structured, and operationally embedded within the logic of action itself, and that distinction, as Haviv Rettig Gur has argued in different contexts, is precisely what contemporary discourse struggles to maintain, because once intention is obscured, everything that follows becomes unstable.

This instability does not arise from confusion.

It is produced.

Because almost immediately after the events themselves, the clarity of what had occurred began to dissolve—not because the facts were contested, but because the language through which those facts were processed began to shift, reorganizing perception before understanding could stabilize, and in that shift what was visible became ambiguous, what was unambiguous became debatable, and what required no explanation became subject to endless interpretation. As George Orwell warned with unsettling precision, language does not simply reflect thought but reorganizes it, and once language is altered, the structure of thought follows, and once thought is reorganized, judgment itself becomes unstable—not because reality disappears, but because its meaning becomes contingent upon the frameworks through which it is interpreted.

This is precisely the dynamic that unfolded, as events that required no explanation in order to be understood were immediately subjected to interpretative processes that transformed their significance without altering their substance, redistributing responsibility across narratives that introduced complexity not in order to deepen understanding, but to displace it. The introduction of “context” became central to this process, not as an analytical tool that clarifies events, but as a mechanism that transforms them, shifting emphasis away from immediacy and intention toward broader narratives that dissolve the distinction between action and reaction, thereby altering the moral architecture through which events can be judged. As Michael Ehrlich has observed, the speed at which events are reframed often determines whether they will ever be understood at all, because once a narrative framework is established, subsequent facts do not challenge it—they are absorbed into it.

Context, in this sense, does not illuminate.

It dilutes.

It does not explain.

It redistributes.

And in doing so, it produces a form of ambiguity that does not arise from uncertainty, but from structure, because ambiguity becomes the mechanism through which responsibility is displaced and moral clarity is eroded. As Sharren Haskel has emphasized, when terror is explained instead of condemned, something fundamental has already changed, and that change does not occur at the level of fact, but at the level of meaning, where explanation replaces judgment and interpretation replaces recognition, creating a condition in which the categories necessary for understanding remain formally intact, yet functionally collapse.

This transformation follows identifiable patterns that cannot be dismissed as accidental or isolated. Violence directed at Israelis is repeatedly embedded within narratives that present it as reaction, as consequence, as inevitability, while Israeli responses are framed as initiating events, detached from the context that precedes them and therefore subjected to a fundamentally different standard of evaluation. Such asymmetry, as Alan Dershowitz has argued in legal contexts, reflects not a higher moral standard, but a structurally different framework, one in which the right to self-defense is reinterpreted through expectations that are not applied elsewhere, producing a distortion that appears coherent internally while remaining inconsistent when examined comparatively.

This asymmetry is not incidental.

It is structural.

As Einat Wilf has argued, Israel occupies a unique position within contemporary discourse—not as one state among many, but as a state whose existence itself is treated as a problem, and once existence becomes the central question, no action can resolve it, because the framework within which those actions are evaluated has already determined their insufficiency. This is the point at which analysis gives way to structure, and where the distinction between criticism and delegitimization becomes not a matter of degree, but of category, because criticism operates within a framework that assumes legitimacy, while delegitimization operates within a framework that denies it.

From a conceptual perspective, this transformation cannot be understood as a deviation from normal discourse, but must be situated within a broader historical continuity, because antisemitism has never been defined solely by its explicit expressions, but by its persistence and its capacity to adapt to the moral language of each era. What disappears over time is not the hostility itself, but the vocabulary through which that hostility is expressed, and it is precisely this adaptability that allows it to survive even within societies that define themselves through the rejection of prejudice. As Natan Sharansky articulated through his framework of demonization, double standards, and delegitimization, the structure does not depend on explicit hostility; it depends on the systematic redefinition of categories through which legitimacy is assigned.

This redefinition operates through repetition, through normalization, through the gradual transformation of interpretation into assumption, until what began as argument becomes framework, and what becomes framework no longer requires argument. As Bernard-Henri Lévy has argued, the decisive boundary is crossed not when policies are criticized, but when existence itself is questioned, and at that point discourse ceases to be political and becomes structural, because it no longer evaluates actions—it redefines the conditions under which actions can be evaluated.

The persistence of this structure is reinforced not only by active distortion, but by passive acceptance, by the willingness to allow ambiguity to replace clarity in the name of complexity, and by the preference for interpretation over reality, a tendency that has been observed across intellectual traditions. As Hannah Arendt warned, the most dangerous condition is not ignorance, but the erosion of the distinction between truth and falsehood, because once that distinction collapses, reality itself becomes malleable, open to reconstruction according to frameworks that no longer require empirical grounding. Within such a condition, hostility no longer appears as hostility, but as judgment, as evaluation, as moral necessity, and it is precisely this transformation that allows it to persist.

At the same time, as Bari Weiss has observed, antisemitism has adapted to modern discourse by embedding itself within the language of human rights, creating a paradox in which the vocabulary of justice becomes the vehicle through which exclusion is articulated, not explicitly, but structurally, and it is this structural continuity that allows hostility to survive even in environments that define themselves through its rejection.

This continuity is further reinforced by indifference, not as absence of awareness, but as absence of resistance, a condition that Elie Wiesel identified as one of the most dangerous responses to injustice, because indifference allows structures to persist without opposition, stabilizing them not through support, but through inaction.

And it is within this convergence—language, interpretation, structure, and continuity—that the present conflict must be understood, not as a sequence of events, but as the manifestation of a deeper system that operates across time, adapting to different contexts while preserving its internal logic. This book begins at that point, not with a chronology of events, but with an examination of the structures that make those events intelligible—or unintelligible—within contemporary discourse, because without understanding the collapse of moral language, it is impossible to understand the conflict itself, and without restoring that understanding, it is impossible to judge it.
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​THE COLLAPSE OF MORAL LANGUAGE

Language is not a neutral instrument of description, nor a passive medium through which reality is simply transmitted from event to perception, but rather an active structure that shapes, filters, and ultimately determines the boundaries within which reality can be understood, interpreted, and judged, and for that reason every system of violence begins not with action, but with language, because before actions can become acceptable they must first become describable in terms that reduce or dissolve their moral weight, and before responsibility can be assigned—or avoided—the categories through which responsibility is understood must be altered in subtle but decisive ways that transform clarity into ambiguity.

This transformation does not occur suddenly.

It unfolds.

Gradually, systematically, and often invisibly.

As George Orwell observed with remarkable precision, language does not merely reflect thought, but reorganizes it, establishing the conceptual limits within which thought becomes possible, and once those limits shift, perception follows, and once perception shifts, judgment weakens—not because facts disappear, but because the meaning of those facts becomes unstable, and it is precisely within that instability that moral clarity begins to collapse.

This collapse is not theoretical.

It is observable.

It is visible in the contemporary discourse surrounding Israel, and it became particularly evident in the immediate aftermath of October 2023, when events that were, in their nature, unambiguous were rapidly subjected to reinterpretation that transformed their meaning without altering their substance, because what occurred on the ground did not require explanation in order to be understood—the targeting of civilians, the intentionality embedded within that targeting, and the structure that made it possible were all visible—yet almost immediately, those elements were reframed within narratives that diluted responsibility and redistributed moral weight.

As Michael Ehrlich has argued, the speed at which events are reframed often determines whether they will ever be understood at all, because once interpretation intervenes at sufficient speed, it does not follow reality—it reorganizes it, inserting events into frameworks that precede them and that ultimately determine their meaning.

Within this process, the introduction of “context” becomes central.

Not as clarification.

But as transformation.

Because context, when deployed in a particular way, does not illuminate—it displaces, shifting attention away from immediacy and intention toward broader narratives that obscure the distinction between action and reaction, between cause and consequence, between responsibility and inevitability, and in doing so, it alters the moral architecture through which events are judged.

Context, in this form, does not explain.

It dilutes.

It does not deepen understanding.

It redistributes it.

And in that redistribution, clarity is not removed—it is rendered inaccessible.

As Sharren Haskel has emphasized, when terror is explained instead of condemned, something fundamental has already changed, and that change does not occur at the level of fact, but at the level of meaning, where explanation replaces judgment and interpretation replaces recognition, creating a condition in which the categories necessary for moral evaluation remain formally intact, yet functionally collapse.

This transformation follows identifiable patterns that reveal its structural nature.

Violence directed at Israelis is repeatedly embedded within narratives that present it as reaction, as consequence, as inevitability, while Israeli responses are framed as initiating events—detached from the context that precedes them and therefore subject to a fundamentally different standard of evaluation, and this asymmetry cannot be understood as incidental, because it is not the product of isolated misinterpretations, but of a framework in which categories are applied unevenly, producing outcomes that appear coherent internally while collapsing when examined comparatively.

As Einat Wilf has argued, Israel is the only state whose existence itself is treated as the problem, and once existence becomes the central question, no action can resolve it, because the framework within which those actions are evaluated has already determined their insufficiency, and it is at this point that analysis gives way to structure, and where the distinction between criticism and delegitimization becomes not a matter of intensity, but of category.

From a legal and conceptual perspective, Gabriel Zaliasnik has articulated this problem with clarity, noting that the distortion lies not only in the conclusions, but in the categories that produce them, and this insight is decisive, because it shifts attention away from disagreement over outcomes and toward the structures that generate those outcomes in the first place.

When categories are altered, outcomes follow predictably.

Aggression is misidentified.

Defense is condemned.

Intention is obscured.

Responsibility is diffused.

Not because reality has changed.

But because language has reorganized it.

This process is not confined to international discourse, but extends into national contexts as well, where global frameworks intersect with local political traditions, as seen in Chile, where figures such as Yasna Provoste operate within traditions that emphasize human rights and institutional responsibility, yet the application of those principles becomes unstable when filtered through frameworks that apply them asymmetrically, while Javier Macaya has emphasized the importance of evaluating democratic states within the context of the threats they face, introducing a necessary corrective that highlights context not as justification, but as a condition for understanding.
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