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1. Introduction: The 2026 Shift in Israeli Penal Policy

The passage of the Death Penalty for Terrorists Law on March 30, 2026, represents one of the
most significant and controversial transformations in the history of the Israeli legal system. For
over six decades, the State of Israel maintained a policy of extreme judicial restraint regarding
capital punishment, a stance that was deeply rooted in the moral and legal lessons of the post-
World War Il era. Since the execution of Nazi war criminal Adolf Eichmann in 1962, the death
penalty existed in the statute books primarily for crimes of genocide and treason during
wartime, yet it remained effectively dormant through a long-standing de facto moratorium. This
historical reluctance was not merely a matter of legal procedure but a reflection of a broader
national consensus that viewed the state’s power to take a life as an absolute last resort,
reserved for the most extraordinary crimes against humanity. The 2026 legislation shatters this
precedent, moving capital punishment from a dormant historical artifact into the active
machinery of the military and civilian justice systems.

The legislative momentum that culminated in the March 30 vote was driven by a radical shift in
the internal political landscape of Israel. Following years of escalating regional conflict and
internal civil unrest, a coalition of far-right nationalist parties succeeded in framing the death
penalty as a necessary instrument of national security and a primary deterrent against
politically motivated violence. The law specifically targets individuals convicted of murder with a
nationalistic motive, a classification that, in the context of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict,
predominantly affects Palestinian defendants. By mandating death by hanging for those
convicted in military courts and allowing for such sentences to be passed by a simple majority of
judges, the new law fundamentally lowers the threshold for the imposition of the ultimate
penalty. Furthermore, the removal of the presidential power of clemency for these specific
offenses introduces an unprecedented level of finality and rigidity into the penal code, stripping
away the traditional safeguards that have historically moderated the application of state-
sanctioned lethality.

The introduction of this law has ignited a fierce debate that transcends the borders of Israel and
the Palestinian territories, drawing the attention of the international community, human rights
organizations, and global legal scholars. Critics argue that the law creates a bifurcated justice
system—one that applies different standards of evidence and punishment based on the
national identity and legal status of the accused. While Israeli citizens are typically tried in
civilian courts where the death penalty remains highly discretionary and subject to stringent
appeals, Palestinians in the West Bank are subject to a military court system that has now been
empowered to issue mandatory death sentences with significantly reduced procedural
protections. This duality has led to accusations from the United Nations and various European



allies that the law is inherently discriminatory and violates the core tenets of international
human rights law, specifically the right to life and the right to a fair trial.

Moreover, the internal security implications of the 2026 shift have caused deep divisions within
the Israeli establishment itself. While proponents of the law, led by National Security Minister
I[tamar Ben-Gvir, argue that the threat of execution will serve as a powerful deterrent against
future attacks, many within the security and intelligence communities have expressed grave
reservations. These officials warn that the execution of Palestinian prisoners could transform
them into martyrs, potentially inciting further cycles of violence and making Israeli soldiers and
civilians more vulnerable to kidnapping for use as bargaining chips. This tension between
political ideology and security pragmatism forms a central theme of the current legal and social
discourse in the region.

This paper provides a comprehensive analysis of the 2026 Death Penalty for Terrorists Law,
exploring its legislative origins, its specific legal mechanisms, and its broader implications for
international law and regional stability. It situates the law within the historical context of Israeli
jurisprudence, examining how the erosion of judicial discretion and the rise of nationalist legal
theory have converged to produce this watershed moment. By scrutinizing the specific
provisions of the law—from the mandatory nature of the sentence to the expedited 90-day
execution timeline—this study assesses the degree to which the Israeli legal system has
departed from democratic norms. Ultimately, the 2026 shift is presented not as an isolated
legislative act, but as a symptom of a deeper transformation in the relationship between the
state, the law, and the fundamental right to life in a contested territory.

2. Legislative History: From Coalition Agreements to the March 30 Vote

The legislative journey of the Death Penalty for Terrorists Law is a study in the persistence of far-
right political objectives within the 37th Israeli government. The origins of this legislation can be
traced back to the late 2022 coalition negotiations, where the Otzma Yehudit party, led by
I[tamar Ben-Gvir, made the enactment of a capital punishment law a non-negotiable condition
for joining the government. For Ben-Gvir and his supporters, the law was framed as a primary
campaign promise intended to restore national pride and provide a definitive response to
Palestinian resistance and militancy. Despite initial hesitations from the Likud party and stern
warnings from the Israeli security establishment, the provision was formally included in the
coalition agreements, signaling a departure from the traditional legal caution that had defined
previous administrations.

The first major hurdle was cleared in November 2025, when the Knesset Plenum approved the
bill in its first reading with a vote of 39 in favor and 16 against. This session was marked by



vitriolic debate and set the stage for a protracted period of committee deliberations. Following
this initial approval, the bill was referred to the National Security Committee, chaired by MK
Zvika Fogel, a member of the same far-right faction. Throughout late 2025 and the first quarter
of 2026, the committee became a focal point of intense legislative maneuvering. Opposition
lawmakers filed more than 2,000 reservations in an attempt to stall the bill’s progress, citing its
potential to violate international law and the inherent risk of irreversible judicial errors. During
these sessions, the political symbolism of the bill was heightened by members of the coalition
wearing yellow noose-shaped lapel pins, a provocative gesture that drew sharp rebukes from
human rights advocates.

Pressure from the Prime Minister’s Office and the Shin Bet security agency led to several
amendments intended to soften the bill’s language and provide a veneer of constitutional
compliance. These changes included shifting the language from an absolute mandatory
sentence to a default penalty, ostensibly allowing judges a sliver of discretion, and broadening
the definitions to avoid accusations of explicit racial profiling. However, legal experts noted that
because the law would be applied primarily through the military court system in the West
Bank—where conviction rates are extraordinarily high and procedural protections are minimal—
the impact would remain overwhelmingly focused on the Palestinian population. The bill also
faced resistance from the Foreign Ministry, which warned of the severe diplomatic
consequences and the potential for Israeli officials to be targeted by the International Criminal
Court.

The final push for the legislation occurred in late March 2026, as the coalition sought to finalize
the law before the Knesset’s spring recess. On March 24, the National Security Committee
cleared the final hurdles, dismissing the remaining reservations and sending the bill to the
plenum for its second and third readings. The atmosphere in the Knesset on the evening of
March 30 was exceptionally tense. As the vote tallies were finalized—62 in favor and 48
against—proponents of the law erupted in celebration. It was during these final moments that
National Security Minister Itamar Ben-Gvir attempted to open a bottle of champagne on the
Knesset floor to mark the occasion, an act that was quickly intercepted by ushers and security
guards. The passage of the law on this date serves as the culmination of years of ideological
campaigning, officially embedding capital punishment into the active legal framework of the
state and ending decades of judicial restraint.

3. The Core Provisions: Hanging, Mandatory Sentencing, and the Removal of Clemency

The technical specifications of the 2026 Death Penalty for Terrorists Law represent a deliberate
dismantling of the judicial safeguards that have characterized the Israeli legal system since its



inception. By codifying specific methods, timelines, and procedural thresholds, the legislation
transforms the nature of capital punishment from an extraordinary legal rarity into an
automated administrative process. The core provisions are designed not only to ensure the
application of the death penalty but to maximize its visibility and finality, leaving almost no
room for the mitigation or intervention that typically defines modern democratic jurisprudence.

3.1. Method of Execution: The Return to Hanging

The selection of hanging as the sole method of execution under the new law is a significant
departure from contemporary global trends, which have largely moved toward more
medicalized methods like lethal injection. The choice was not merely logistical but deeply
symbolic, intended to evoke a sense of absolute state power and historical retribution. During
the committee debates, proponents argued that hanging provides a visceral deterrent that
more sterile methods lack. This method also bypasses the ethical dilemmas faced by the
medical community; the Israeli Medical Association had previously signaled that its members
would refuse to participate in executions via lethal injection, citing the Hippocratic Oath. By
specifying hanging, the law effectively removes health professionals from the process and
assigns the task to the Israel Prison Service, which is mandated to establish specialized facilities
for this purpose.

3.2. Mandatory Nature and the Erasure of Judicial Discretion

A defining feature of the 2026 legislation is its mandatory or quasi-mandatory nature. In the
military courts, where the vast majority of relevant cases are heard, the law instructs judges to
impose the death penalty as the default sentence for anyone convicted of intentionally causing
the death of an Israeli citizen for nationalistic or ideological motives. By removing the traditional
power of judges to weigh mitigating circumstances—such as the defendant’s age, mental state,
or the specific context of the act—the law creates a rigid sentencing framework. This
mechanical approach to justice has been a primary point of contention for legal scholars, who
argue that mandatory death sentences are inherently arbitrary and violate the principle of
proportionality. The law effectively replaces individual judicial assessment with a blanket
political directive, ensuring that once a conviction is secured, the outcome is predetermined.

3.3. Majority Rule: Lowering the Threshold for Capital Punishment

Perhaps the most radical procedural shift within the law is the replacement of the unanimity
requirement with a simple majority rule. Prior to this amendment, a death sentence in an Israeli
military or civilian court required the unanimous agreement of all three presiding judges. This
was considered a vital safeguard against the risk of irreversible judicial error. Under the 2026
provisions, a sentence of death can be handed down by a two-to-one majority. This lowering of
the evidentiary and consensus threshold significantly increases the likelihood of death



sentences being issued, even in cases where there is a dissenting legal opinion regarding the
facts or the application of the law. Critics argue that this change fundamentally undermines the
"beyond a reasonable doubt" standard, as the presence of a dissenting judge inherently
suggests a degree of legal or factual uncertainty that should preclude the state from taking a
life.

3.4. Finality of the Sentence: The Exclusion of Presidential Clemency

The 2026 law introduces a clause that explicitly prohibits the President of Israel from exercising
the power of clemency or commutation for those sentenced under this act. Historically, the
presidential pardon has served as the ultimate safety valve in the Israeli legal system, allowing
for a final review of a case on humanitarian or political grounds. By legislatively stripping the
presidency of this authority, the Knesset has ensured that the judicial process for Palestinian
prisoners ends abruptly at the moment of sentencing. This exclusion of clemency is a direct
violation of international human rights standards, specifically the International Covenant on
Civil and Political Rights, which mandates that anyone sentenced to death shall have the right to
seek a pardon or commutation of the sentence. The removal of this right contributes to the
law's perception as an instrument of "fast-tracked" execution rather than a traditional judicial
process.

3.5. The 90-Day Execution Mandate

To ensure that the deterrent effect is immediate and to prevent the prolonged legal battles
typical of death penalty cases in other jurisdictions, the law mandates that executions must be
carried out within 90 days of the final sentencing. This expedited timeline is intended to prevent
the formation of a "death row" phenomenon, where prisoners remain in legal limbo for years.
However, this compressed window leaves almost no time for the discovery of new evidence, the
filing of constitutional appeals, or the intervention of international legal bodies. The 90-day
mandate also serves a domestic political purpose, providing the governing coalition with
frequent, visible demonstrations of the law's implementation. In conjunction with provisions
that grant executioners total anonymity and legal immunity, this timeline creates a closed, rapid
system of state-sanctioned death that is largely shielded from external oversight or judicial
pause.

4. Political Architecture: The Far-Right Influence and the Symbolism of the Noose

The passage of the 2026 Death Penalty for Terrorists Law cannot be understood merely as a

legal adjustment; it is the crowning achievement of a specific ideological project led by the far-
right elements of the Israeli governing coalition. This section examines how the political fringe
migrated to the center of the legislative process, utilizing performative politics and provocative
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symbolism to reshape the state’s approach to judicial lethality. The architecture of this law is
built upon a foundation of nationalist populist rhetoric that prioritizes symbolic victory and the
assertion of absolute sovereignty over traditional legal norms.

4.1. Ideological Genesis: The Rise of Otzma Yehudit

The primary engine behind this legislation was the Otzma Yehudit party, led by National Security
Minister Itamar Ben-Guvir. For years, the party operated on the margins of Israeli politics, but its
entry into the 37th government provided the platform necessary to institutionalize its most
radical proposals. The death penalty was not merely a policy goal for this faction; it was a
central pillar of their identity, framed as a tool for reclaiming national honor and establishing
what they termed true governance. By making the law a prerequisite for coalition stability, the
far-right successfully compelled the broader right-wing bloc to adopt a position that many Likud
veterans had historically viewed with skepticism. This shift signifies a broader transformation
within the Israeli right, where the pragmatism of the security establishment is increasingly
sidelined by the ideological demands of the nationalist-religious movement.

4.2. Performative Governance and the Champagne Incident

The legislative process was marked by a high degree of political theater, designed to signal to
the party's base that the era of perceived judicial weakness had ended. The most striking
example of this occurred on the night of March 30, 2026, immediately following the final vote.
I[tamar Ben-Gvir’s attempt to open a bottle of champagne on the Knesset floor was more than a
breach of decorum; it was a symbolic act of triumph that characterized the death penalty as a
cause for celebration rather than a somber necessity of the state. While the act was thwarted
by Knesset ushers, the imagery of the attempt resonated through social media, reinforcing the
narrative that the law was a gift to a public weary of the conflict. This performative aspect of
governance suggests that the law serves as much as a psychological tool for the domestic
audience as it does a legal instrument for the judicial system.

4.3. The Symbolism of the Yellow Noose

Throughout the committee hearings and the final weeks of the legislative push, members of the
Otzma Yehudit and Religious Zionism parties adopted a specific visual language to signal their
commitment to the bill. The appearance of yellow, noose-shaped lapel pins worn by lawmakers
served as a constant, jarring reminder of the law’s ultimate objective. This choice of symbolism
was deeply polarizing. For proponents, the noose represented the long-overdue application of
justice; for critics and international observers, it was seen as a macabre and dehumanizing
symbol that mocked the gravity of taking a human life. The adoption of such explicit executioner
imagery within the halls of a democratic legislature underscores the extent to which the far-



right has successfully shifted the Overton window, making the advocacy for state-sanctioned
death a visible and unapologetic part of their political brand.

4.4. Normalizing the Executioner: The Role of Limor Son Har-Melech

The normalization of capital punishment was further advanced through the actions of MK Limor
Son Har-Melech, the bill’s primary sponsor. Her decision to dress as an executioner during the
festival of Purim in 2026 was widely interpreted as a deliberate attempt to desensitize the public
to the reality of the impending law. By merging a religious holiday’s tradition of costuming with
the role of a state killer, Har-Melech effectively blurred the lines between political activism and
the grim administrative reality of the death penalty. This act of normalization was crucial for the
coalition's strategy, as it sought to frame the executioner not as a figure of state violence to be
feared, but as a necessary agent of national protection. Her rhetoric consistently framed the law
as an act of compassion for the families of victims, successfully leveraging emotional trauma to
bypass complex legal and ethical objections.

4.5. Populist Mobilization and the Rhetoric of Sovereignty

The political architecture of the 2026 law relies heavily on a populist binary that pits the will of
the people against the perceived obstructionism of the legal elite and international bodies.
Proponents frequently argued that opposition to the law from the Attorney General, the High
Court, or foreign governments constituted an infringement on Israeli sovereignty. By framing
the death penalty as a test of national independence, the far-right was able to mobilize public
support and depict any legal nuance or human rights concern as a form of national betrayal.
This rhetoric has fundamentally altered the discourse surrounding the Israeli justice system,
positioning the Knesset as the sole arbiter of morality and dismissing the judiciary’s traditional
role as a check on executive power. The 2026 law is thus the ultimate expression of this new
political reality, where the mandate of the majority is used to dismantle the most basic of
human rights protections.

5. Judicial Duality: Analyzing the Application Differences Between Military and Civilian Courts

The 2026 Death Penalty for Terrorists Law codifies a stark judicial duality that has long been a
point of contention within the Israeli legal framework. By establishing separate tracks for the
application of capital punishment based on the court system in which a defendant is tried, the
law formalizes a hierarchical structure of justice. This section examines the mechanisms through
which the legislation differentiates between Israeli citizens—who are subject to the civilian
penal code—and Palestinians in the occupied territories, who fall under the jurisdiction of the
military court system. The resulting legal landscape is one where the same act can lead to



radically different judicial outcomes depending on the national identity and legal status of the
accused.

5.1. The Military Court System and Mandatory Sentencing

For Palestinians residing in the West Bank, the path to the death penalty is primarily through
the Israeli military court system. Under the 2026 law, these courts are instructed to view the
death penalty as the default and mandatory sentence for convictions of "nationalistically
motivated" murder. Unlike the civilian system, the military track significantly curtails judicial
discretion. While the law technically allows for life imprisonment in exceptional circumstances,
these must be recorded as "special reasons," effectively placing the burden of proof on the
defense to justify why a defendant should not be executed. This reversal of the traditional
sentencing hierarchy ensures that for the vast majority of Palestinian defendants, the transition
from conviction to a death sentence is nearly automatic, facilitated by a system designed for
security enforcement rather than rehabilitative justice.

5.2. Civilian Courts and the Preservation of Discretion

In contrast, Israeli citizens and residents—including those residing in settlements within the
West Bank—are tried in civilian courts under the Israeli Penal Law. While the 2026 legislation
introduces the possibility of the death penalty into the civilian code for specific acts aimed at
"denying the existence of the State of Israel," it maintains a much higher threshold for its
application. In the civilian sphere, the death penalty remains discretionary rather than
mandatory. Judges in civilian courts retain the full breadth of their authority to consider
mitigating factors, personal history, and the possibility of rehabilitation. This discrepancy creates
a "dual-track" system where an Israeli settler and a Palestinian neighbor, if involved in the same
violent incident, would face fundamentally different legal jeopardy, with the latter subjected to
a fast-tracked execution process that the former is structurally shielded from.

5.3. Disparities in Procedural Safeguards and Evidence

The duality extends beyond the sentence itself to the very rules of evidence and procedure that
govern the trial. Military courts operate under a set of regulations that offer fewer protections
for the accused than their civilian counterparts. For instance, the use of "secret evidence" and
confessions obtained during prolonged interrogations is more prevalent in the military system.
The 2026 law further erodes these safeguards by allowing a death sentence to be passed by a
simple majority of two out of three military judges. In the civilian system, the gravity of the
death penalty typically triggers more rigorous appellate reviews and a higher standard of
consensus. By lowering the threshold in military courts, the law ensures that Palestinian
defendants are not only more likely to be sentenced to death but are also more likely to be
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convicted on evidence that might be deemed inadmissible or insufficient in a civilian court of
law.

5.4. The Revocation of Oversight and Administrative Control

A critical component of this judicial duality is the role of administrative and political oversight. In
the civilian system, the Minister of Justice and the President of Israel historically served as
checks on the finality of a sentence. The 2026 law, however, grants the Minister of Defense
significant influence over the "policy of prosecution" in the military courts, allowing political
directives to shape judicial outcomes. By stripping the Military Commander of the power to
grant pardons or commute sentences—a power that remains, albeit in a restricted form, for
certain civilian crimes—the law removes the last vestige of humanitarian oversight from the
military track. This creates a closed loop of military-political authority that operates
independently of the traditional checks and balances that define the Israeli civilian judiciary.

5.5. Institutionalized Discrimination and the "Separate but Unequal" Critique

The cumulative effect of these differences is the creation of a legal framework that many
international legal scholars categorize as institutionalized discrimination. By tying the severity of
the punishment and the quality of the judicial process to the specific court system—and by
extension, the nationality of the defendant—the 2026 law violates the principle of equality
before the law. Critics argue that this "separate but unequal" approach is a hallmark of an
apartheid-style legal system, where one group is granted the full protection of a democratic
judiciary while another is subjected to the summary rigidity of a military regime. This duality not
only undermines the moral authority of the Israeli legal system but also provides a potent
argument for those seeking to challenge the law’s legitimacy in international forums like the
International Criminal Court.

6. International Human Rights Law: A Violation of the Right to Life and Fair Trial Safeguards

The enactment of the 2026 Death Penalty for Terrorists Law places the State of Israel in direct
confrontation with the established norms of international human rights law. Central to this
conflict is the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, a treaty to which Israel is a
state party and which serves as the global benchmark for the protection of individual liberties.
The law’s provisions—ranging from its mandatory nature to the elimination of clemency—
systematically dismantle the protections designed to prevent the arbitrary deprivation of life.
International law does not strictly prohibit the death penalty for all states, but for those that
have not yet abolished it, it imposes rigorous, non-negotiable constraints. This section analyzes
how the 2026 legislation fails to meet these essential legal standards.

11



6.1. The Right to Life and the Prohibition of Mandatory Sentencing

Article 6 of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights stipulates that every human
being has the inherent right to life and that this right shall be protected by law. While the article
allows for the imposition of the death penalty for the most serious crimes in countries that have
not abolished it, the United Nations Human Rights Committee has consistently interpreted this
to mean that the death penalty must never be mandatory. A mandatory death sentence, by its
very nature, precludes the possibility of taking into account the personal circumstances of the
offender or the particularities of the offense. By establishing a default requirement for
execution in cases of nationalistically motivated killings, the 2026 law removes the necessity for
a proportional response tailored to the individual. This administrative approach to capital
punishment is viewed by the international community as an arbitrary deprivation of life because
it treats human beings as a collective category rather than individuals entitled to judicial
consideration.

6.2. Erosion of Fair Trial Standards and the Majority Verdict

The right to a fair trial, enshrined in Article 14 of the International Covenant on Civil and Political
Rights, is particularly heightened in capital cases, where the stakes are irreversible. International
jurisprudence requires that the death penalty only be imposed after a legal process that offers
every possible safeguard to ensure a fair trial, at least equal to those contained in the covenant.
The 2026 law’s shift from a unanimous verdict to a simple majority verdict in military courts
represents a significant regression in these protections. In the context of the death penalty, the
presence of a dissenting judge indicates a level of legal or factual doubt that, under
international standards, should be sufficient to prevent an execution. By allowing a two-to-one
majority to decide the fate of a defendant, the Israeli legislature has effectively lowered the
standard of proof required for state-sanctioned killing, thereby undermining the "beyond a
reasonable doubt" threshold that is the bedrock of criminal justice.

6.3. The Denial of the Right to Seek Pardon or Commutation

One of the most clear-cut violations of international law contained in the 2026 legislation is the
explicit prohibition of presidential pardons or the commutation of sentences. Article 6,
Paragraph 4 of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights states unequivocally that
anyone sentenced to death shall have the right to seek pardon or commutation of the sentence.
This is considered an essential safety valve and a final protection against judicial error or
changing political circumstances. By legislatively barring the President from exercising this
power, the Knesset has created a legal vacuum where the executive branch is stripped of its
humanitarian oversight. This lack of an avenue for clemency renders the entire sentencing
process final and irreversible from the moment the gavel falls, a condition that international
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monitoring bodies have characterized as a form of "legal cruelty" that violates the dignity of the
condemned.

6.4. Cruel, Inhuman, or Degrading Treatment

Beyond the right to life and fair trial, the 2026 law raises profound questions regarding the
prohibition of torture and other cruel, inhuman, or degrading treatment or punishment. The
combination of the method of execution—hanging—and the expedited 90-day timeline creates
a psychological environment of extreme distress for the prisoner. International courts, including
the European Court of Human Rights, have developed the "death row phenomenon" doctrine,
which posits that the circumstances surrounding an execution can themselves constitute a
violation of human rights. While the 90-day mandate is intended to avoid long delays, its rigidity
prevents the meaningful pursuit of appeals and limits the time for international intervention,
effectively creating a "conveyor belt" to the gallows. This lack of humanity in the administrative
process is viewed by many legal scholars as a breach of the fundamental obligation to treat all
persons deprived of their liberty with humanity and respect.

6.5. Non-Discrimination and Equality Before the Law

Finally, the 2026 law must be examined through the lens of non-discrimination, a principle that
permeates all international human rights instruments. The law’s specific targeting of
"nationalistically motivated" crimes, coupled with its differential application in military versus
civilian courts, creates a discriminatory framework that disproportionately affects Palestinians.
Under international law, a state cannot maintain a penal system that provides fundamentally
different levels of protection and punishment based on the national, ethnic, or political identity
of the accused. By institutionalizing a harsher legal track for one specific group, the legislation
violates the guarantee of equality before the law. This systemic inequality not only challenges
the validity of the 2026 law under the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights but
also positions it as a potential piece of evidence in broader international legal debates regarding
the nature of the Israeli legal administration in the occupied territories.

7. The Fourth Geneva Convention: Capital Punishment in Occupied Territories

The application of the 2026 Death Penalty for Terrorists Law to the Palestinian population in the
West Bank brings it into direct conflict with the Fourth Geneva Convention, which governs the
treatment of civilians in occupied territories. As the occupying power, Israel is bound by specific
humanitarian obligations that limit its legislative and judicial authority over the protected
population. International humanitarian law provides a rigorous framework designed to prevent
an occupying power from using its legal system as a tool of political suppression or extrajudicial
reprisal. The 2026 law, by introducing expedited and mandatory capital punishment,
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systematically bypasses these protections, creating a profound legal crisis regarding the status
of protected persons under Israeli military rule.

7.1. Protected Persons and the Scope of the Convention

Under the Fourth Geneva Convention, Palestinians in the occupied territories are classified as
protected persons. This status grants them a specific set of rights that cannot be waived or
stripped away by the occupying power, even through the enactment of new domestic
legislation. A fundamental principle of the convention is that the penal laws of the occupied
territory should remain in force, and the occupying power may only introduce new laws that are
essential for its security or to maintain order. International legal scholars argue that the 2026
law, which was passed by the Knesset—a domestic political body—and then extended to the
West Bank, constitutes an illegal exercise of legislative authority. By imposing a specific,
ideologically driven penal code on a protected population without regard for the pre-existing
legal traditions of the territory, the law challenges the very definition of temporary military
administration.

7.2. Article 68: Constraints on the Imposition of the Death Penalty

Article 68 of the Fourth Geneva Convention explicitly addresses the imposition of the death
penalty by an occupying power. Paragraph 2 of this article states that the death penalty may
only be imposed on a protected person for crimes of espionage, serious acts of sabotage against
military installations, or intentional offenses which have caused the death of one or more
persons, provided that such offenses were punishable by death under the law of the territory
before the occupation began. While Jordanian law, which applied to the West Bank prior to
1967, did include the death penalty, the 2026 law introduces a new, lower procedural threshold
and a specific "nationalistic" motivation clause that did not exist in the prior legal framework.
Critics argue that the Knesset is essentially creating a new category of capital crime tailored to
its current political conflict, which violates the restrictive spirit of Article 68.

7.3. Article 75 and the Mandatory Six-Month Stay of Execution

One of the most glaring contradictions between the 2026 law and the Fourth Geneva
Convention concerns the timeline of execution. Article 75 of the convention stipulates that in no
case shall a death sentence be carried out before the expiration of a period of at least six
months from the date of receipt by the Protecting Power of the notification of the final
judgment. This mandatory stay of execution is intended to allow for diplomatic intervention, the
filing of petitions for clemency, and a final review of the case by the international community.
The 2026 law’s mandate that executions must be carried out within 90 days of sentencing is a
direct and irreconcilable violation of this treaty obligation. By shortening the window to three
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months, the Israeli government effectively denies the international community and the
Protecting Power the time required to fulfill their monitoring and humanitarian duties.

7.4. The Right to Petition for Clemency under International Humanitarian Law

The Fourth Geneva Convention further reinforces the right of any protected person sentenced
to death to petition for pardon or a stay of execution. Article 75 explicitly protects the right of
the condemned to seek clemency from the highest authority of the occupying power. The 2026
law’s specific provision barring the President of Israel from granting pardons or commuting
sentences for those convicted under this act represents a total abdication of this humanitarian
requirement. Under international humanitarian law, the power of clemency is not merely a
political privilege but a vital procedural safeguard. By legislatively eliminating the possibility of
mercy, the State of Israel removes the final check against the irreversible error of an unjust
execution, rendering the military judicial process a closed system that is immune to
humanitarian appeal.

7.5. Grave Breaches and Individual Criminal Responsibility

The systematic violation of the fair trial and regular trial protections afforded to protected
persons can, under certain circumstances, be classified as a grave breach of the Fourth Geneva
Convention. Article 147 lists the willful deprivation of a protected person of the rights of a fair
and regular trial as a grave breach, which constitutes a war crime. Legal experts have warned
that if the 2026 law is implemented in a manner that disregards the procedural requirements of
the convention—such as the six-month delay or the right to seek clemency—Israeli officials
involved in the legislative, judicial, and executive phases of the execution process could be held
individually responsible under international criminal law. The friction between the Knesset's
domestic mandate and the non-derogable requirements of the Geneva Conventions thus places
the state’s entire military-legal apparatus at risk of international prosecution.

8. Security and Deterrence: Debating the Warnings from Shin Bet and Military Intelligence

The central justification offered by the proponents of the 2026 Death Penalty for Terrorists Law
is the principle of deterrence. According to this logic, the threat of execution serves as a
psychological barrier that will dissuade potential attackers from carrying out nationalistically
motivated killings. However, this assertion has been met with significant skepticism and outright
opposition from Israel's professional security establishment. Officials from the Shin Bet (Internal
Security Service) and the Military Intelligence Directorate (Aman) have consistently warned that
the law may not only fail to deter violence but could actively undermine the state’s security
apparatus and exacerbate the very threats it seeks to eliminate.
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8.1. The Deterrence Argument: Political vs. Professional Perspectives

The debate over deterrence highlights a fundamental rift between political ideology and
security pragmatism. Proponents of the law argue that the current system of life imprisonment
is insufficient, as prisoners often hope for release in future exchange deals. By removing the
possibility of life, they argue, the state sends a definitive message that such acts will result in an
absolute and terminal price. Conversely, security experts point out that many individuals who
carry out such attacks do so with the expectation of being killed during the act, often referred to
as "seeking martyrdom." For these individuals, a death sentence issued by a court does not
represent an additional deterrent but rather a formal state-sanctioned fulfillment of their
ideological goals. The professional consensus within the Shin Bet suggests that the psychological
profile of the typical "lone wolf" or organized cell member is largely immune to the threat of
legal execution.

8.2. The "Martyrdom" Phenomenon and Radicalization

A primary concern raised by military intelligence is the potential for the execution process to
create a new class of high-profile martyrs. In the context of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, the
narrative of the "heroic prisoner" is a powerful mobilizing force. The execution of a prisoner,
conducted with the formality of the state, provides a prolonged period of public focus—from
the sentencing to the final walk to the gallows. Security officials warn that each execution could
serve as a focal point for mass protests, riots, and retaliatory attacks. Rather than closing a
chapter on a specific act of violence, the state-sanctioned death of a prisoner is likely to ignite a
new cycle of radicalization, drawing more young people into the orbit of militant organizations.
The symbolic power of the noose, as warned by former security chiefs, may ultimately prove to
be a more effective recruitment tool for extremist groups than any propaganda campaign.

8.3. Kidnapping Risks and Tactical Leverage

One of the most concrete tactical warnings issued by the security services concerns the risk of
kidnappings. If a prisoner is sentenced to death and the execution date is set within the
mandatory 90-day window, militant organizations face an immediate and ticking clock to secure
their release. Historically, the kidnapping of Israeli soldiers and civilians has been used as a
primary method for negotiating prisoner swaps. The Shin Bet has warned that the death penalty
law creates an "extortionist's incentive," where groups like Hamas or Palestinian Islamic Jihad
may prioritize kidnapping operations specifically to prevent an impending execution. This places
Israeli security forces and civilians in heightened danger, as the pressure on these organizations
to act becomes an existential necessity for their standing within the Palestinian street.
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8.4. Intelligence Assets and the Erosion of Human Sources

The law also poses a significant threat to the operational capabilities of the Israeli intelligence
community. Effective counter-terrorism relies heavily on human intelligence (HUMINT) and the
ability to recruit informants within militant circles. Security officials have expressed concern that
the introduction of a mandatory death penalty makes it far more difficult to offer plea bargains
or sentence reductions in exchange for cooperation. The "nothing to lose" mentality that the
death penalty fosters among detainees reduces the leverage held by interrogators.
Furthermore, the perceived cruelty of the law may discourage potential informants from
collaborating with Israeli authorities, fearing that their cooperation would be seen as aiding a
state that systematically executes their compatriots. This erosion of intelligence-gathering
capacity could leave the state more vulnerable to undetected plots.

8.5. Regional Escalation and the Potential for Civil Unrest

Finally, the security establishment is wary of the broader regional implications of the law. The
execution of Palestinian prisoners has the potential to destabilize the already fragile security
coordination between Israel and the Palestinian Authority. It could also provoke significant
backlash from neighboring Arab states and the wider Muslim world, potentially leading to a
breakdown in diplomatic relations and an increase in border tensions. Internally, the Shin Bet
has warned of the possibility of widespread civil unrest within both the West Bank and among
Arab-Israeli communities. The prospect of "execution days" becoming regular occurrences on
the calendar suggests a permanent state of high-alert for security forces, draining resources
away from other critical missions and perpetuating a climate of perpetual conflict. In the view of
the security professionals, the 2026 law prioritizes a symbolic political victory over the long-
term, sustainable security of the state.

9. Global Diplomatic Fallout: Perspectives from the United Nations, EU, and G7 Nations

The international community’s reaction to the March 30, 2026, vote has been characterized by a
rare level of unified condemnation, spanning across global governance bodies and Israel’s
traditional Western allies. The enactment of the death penalty law is viewed by many as a
definitive break from the shared democratic values that underpin Israel’s diplomatic
relationships. This section details the specific perspectives and warnings issued by the United
Nations, the European Union, and the G7 nations, analyzing how the law has strained Israel’s
international standing and created a new era of diplomatic isolation.
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9.1. The United Nations and the Violation of International Norms

The United Nations has been among the most vocal critics of the 2026 legislation. Following the
final vote, the UN High Commissioner for Human Rights issued a statement categorizing the law
as a "major regression" for global human rights. The UN’s primary concern centers on the
mandatory nature of the death penalty and its application in military courts, which the
organization argues fails to meet the "most serious crimes" threshold required by the
International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights. UN special rapporteurs have also warned
that the law’s implementation would likely be viewed as an act of "state-sanctioned arbitrary
killing." The UN General Assembly has seen a surge in resolutions calling for an immediate
moratorium, with several member states suggesting that the law provides further evidence of a
systemic lack of due process in the occupied territories.

9.2. The European Union: From Concern to Diplomatic Friction

The European Union has historically been the most consistent international voice against the
death penalty, and its reaction to the 2026 law has been exceptionally sharp. Prior to the vote,
the EU’s High Representative for Foreign Affairs warned that the passage of the bill would have
"inevitable consequences" for the EU-Israel bilateral relationship. Following the law’s
enactment, several EU member states, including France, Germany, and Italy, issued a joint
statement reiterating their "absolute opposition to the death penalty in all circumstances." The
EU has signaled that the law could impact the upgrading of trade agreements and research
cooperation, as European "human rights clauses" are legally triggered by the institutionalization
of capital punishment. In Brussels, there is a growing consensus that the 2026 law represents a
fundamental divergence from the European legal tradition, making closer political integration
increasingly untenable.

9.3. The G7 and the Crisis of Shared Values

The reaction from the G7 nations, particularly the United Kingdom and the United States, has
been marked by a shift from private diplomatic pressure to public distancing. The UK Foreign
Secretary described the law as "deeply disappointing" and contrary to the UK’s global campaign
for the abolition of the death penalty. Within the United States, the Biden-Harris
administration—while maintaining its commitment to Israel’s security—has expressed "grave
concerns" about the law’s impact on regional stability and the prospects for a two-state
solution. The G7 nations collectively view the law as a "complicating factor" that hinders their
ability to defend Israeli actions in international forums. This diplomatic friction is particularly
acute because the 2026 law was championed by figures within the Israeli government who are
already viewed with skepticism by Western capitals, leading to a broader questioning of the
state’s current political trajectory.
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9.4. Impact on Regional Normalization and the Abraham Accords

The 2026 law has also created significant obstacles for Israel’s regional diplomatic efforts. Arab
nations that are signatories to the Abraham Accords, as well as those considering normalization,
have faced immense domestic pressure to condemn the legislation. The prospect of televised
executions of Palestinian prisoners is seen by regional leaders as a "red line" that would make
continued public cooperation with Israel politically toxic. Diplomats from the United Arab
Emirates and Bahrain have privately warned that the law undermines the "spirit of peace" that
the accords were intended to foster. The law has effectively stalled several high-profile regional
projects, as neighboring states seek to distance themselves from a judicial policy that is widely
perceived across the Arab world as an act of colonial-era repression.

9.5. The Threat of Universal Jurisdiction and International Prosecution

Finally, the global diplomatic fallout includes a heightened risk of legal action against Israeli
officials under the principle of universal jurisdiction. Human rights organizations in Europe and
elsewhere have begun preparing legal briefs that target the architects of the 2026 law, arguing
that its implementation constitutes a war crime under the Fourth Geneva Convention. This has
led to warnings from the Israeli Ministry of Justice that government ministers and military
judges could face arrest warrants when traveling abroad. The prospect of "legal isolation,"
where Israeli leaders are unable to visit key Western capitals for fear of prosecution, represents
a tangible and severe consequence of the 2026 shift. This section concludes that the law has
transformed the death penalty from a domestic security debate into a primary driver of Israel’s
international legal and diplomatic vulnerability.

10. Historical Context: The Legacy of the Eichmann Trial and the De Facto Moratorium

To understand the magnitude of the 2026 legislative shift, one must examine the historical
trajectory of capital punishment within the State of Israel. Since its founding in 1948, Israel has
maintained a deeply ambivalent relationship with the death penalty, shaped by the traumas of
the Holocaust, the ethical traditions of Jewish law, and the practicalities of a nascent democracy.
For over six decades, the state operated under a de facto moratorium on executions, a policy
that reflected a profound societal and judicial reluctance to exercise the ultimate power of the
state. The 2026 law does not merely introduce a new penalty; it dismantles a carefully
constructed historical consensus that sought to distance the Israeli legal system from the use of
the gallows.
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10.1. The Early Years and the Abolition of Capital Punishment for Murder

In the immediate aftermath of the state’s establishment, the Israeli legal system inherited the
British Mandate’s criminal code, which included the death penalty for murder. However, the
young nation’s leadership, influenced by socialist ideals and a desire to create a more humane
society than those of the European regimes from which many had fled, quickly moved to
restrict its use. A pivotal moment in this early history was the 1948 execution of Meir Tobianski,
a captain in the Israeli army who was falsely accused of treason and executed by a drumhead
court-martial. The subsequent revelation of his innocence and his posthumous exoneration left
a lasting scar on the national psyche, serving as a permanent warning about the fallibility of
state-sanctioned killing. In 1954, the Knesset formally abolished the death penalty for the crime
of murder, replacing it with mandatory life imprisonment. This decision was hailed as a
milestone in the development of Israeli democracy, signaling a commitment to the sanctity of
life even in a period of intense national insecurity.

10.2. The Eichmann Exception and the Ethics of "Crimes Against Humanity"

While the death penalty was abolished for common law murder, it remained on the books for
extraordinary crimes, specifically those defined under the Nazis and Nazi Collaborators
(Punishment) Law of 1950 and for treason during wartime. The most significant application of
this exception occurred in 1962 with the execution of Adolf Eichmann, one of the primary
architects of the Holocaust. The Eichmann trial was a watershed moment for Israel and the
world, yet even in a case of such immense historical and moral magnitude, the decision to carry
out the execution was fraught with internal debate. Many prominent Jewish thinkers and
philosophers, including Martin Buber and Gershom Scholem, petitioned the government to
commute the sentence, arguing that the Jewish state should not adopt the methods of its
persecutors. Ultimately, the execution by hanging was carried out, but it was framed as a
singular, non-precedential act of justice for a crime that was deemed "outside the realm of
human comprehension." For the next sixty-four years, no other person was executed by the
State of Israel, establishing a powerful norm of judicial restraint.

10.3. The De Facto Moratorium and the Demise of the "Terrorism" Clause

In the decades following the Eichmann execution, the possibility of the death penalty for acts of
terrorism existed within the military law governing the occupied territories, but it was never
utilized. Military prosecutors were consistently directed by the Attorney General and the
political echelon not to seek the death penalty, even for the most heinous attacks. This de facto
moratorium was based on a calculated security assessment that executions would be
counterproductive, creating martyrs and fueling further violence. Within the civilian system, the
death penalty remained a theoretical possibility for treason, but it was never invoked. The
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Israeli High Court of Justice also played a role in maintaining this status quo by upholding
rigorous procedural standards that made the imposition of a death sentence nearly impossible
in practice. This long-standing policy of restraint became a point of pride for Israeli diplomats
and jurists, who frequently cited the lack of executions as evidence of the state’s adherence to
Western liberal values.

10.4. Comparing 1962 and 2026: A Radical Departure in Legal Philosophy

The 2026 Death Penalty for Terrorists Law represents a fundamental break from the logic of the
Eichmann trial. While the 1962 execution was a response to unique, universal crimes against
humanity, the 2026 law is a tool of contemporary nationalistic conflict. By moving from an
extraordinary exception to a mandatory default for "nationalistically motivated" crimes, the
state has transitioned from a philosophy of moral necessity to one of political deterrence. The
historical consensus that prioritized the prevention of judicial error—a consensus born from the
Tobianski tragedy—has been replaced by a legislative mandate that prioritizes speed and
certainty. The 2026 shift essentially "democratizes" the gallows, making the death penalty a
standard feature of the penal system rather than a dormant historical relic reserved for the
most extreme anomalies of history.

10.5. The Erosion of the Jewish Legal Tradition of Restraint

Finally, the 2026 law challenges the traditional Jewish legal perspectives that have historically
informed Israeli jurisprudence. In Rabbinic tradition, the Sanhedrin (the supreme religious
assembly) that executed a person once in seven years—or even seventy years—was described
as "murderous." The requirements for evidence and the preservation of the life of the accused
in Jewish law were so stringent that capital punishment was made virtually impossible to carry
out. Proponents of the 2026 law, many of whom belong to the religious-nationalist camp, have
sought to reinterpret these traditions to support the state’s right to self-defense and retribution.
However, critics argue that the new law’s reliance on simple majorities and the removal of
clemency is a direct affront to the Jewish values of mercy and the inherent fallibility of human
judgment. By overriding these deep-seated cultural and legal traditions, the 2026 legislation
signals a new era where nationalist political imperatives take precedence over the historical and
moral caution that once defined the state.

11. The Road to the Supreme Court: Anticipated Constitutional Challenges and Legal Standing

The passage of the 2026 Death Penalty for Terrorists Law has immediately triggered what legal
scholars describe as a "constitutional collision course" between the legislative branch and the

Israeli judiciary. Within hours of the law's enactment on March 30, a coalition of human rights
organizations, led by Adalah (The Legal Center for Arab Minority Rights in Israel) and the
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Association for Civil Rights in Israel (ACRI), announced their intention to file urgent petitions
with the High Court of Justice (HCJ). This section examines the specific legal mechanisms
through which the law will be challenged, the role of the Attorney General in the impending
litigation, and the constitutional doctrines that the Supreme Court must navigate to determine
the law’s validity.

11.1. Basic Law: Human Dignity and Liberty as the Primary Shield

The cornerstone of the legal challenge is the Basic Law: Human Dignity and Liberty, which serves
as Israel’s quasi-constitutional framework for protecting civil rights. Section 2 of this Basic Law
explicitly states that "there shall be no violation of the life, body, or dignity of any person as
such." Petitioners argue that the 2026 law’s introduction of mandatory death sentences and the
removal of judicial discretion constitute a direct and irreconcilable violation of this right. Unlike
previous iterations of the death penalty that were dormant or reserved for universal crimes like
genocide, the 2026 legislation creates a systematic mechanism for the state to take the lives of
those under its jurisdiction. The High Court will be asked to determine whether any state
interest, including deterrence, can justify the ultimate violation of the right to life, particularly
when the law removes the procedural "safety valves" such as the requirement for a unanimous
verdict.

11.2. The Doctrine of Equality and the Challenge of Institutionalized Discrimination

A secondary, yet equally potent, constitutional argument centers on the principle of equality.
Legal experts contend that the law is discriminatory on its face because it creates a dual-track
system that applies different standards of justice and punishment based on the national identity
of the defendant. By specifically targeting "nationalistically motivated" crimes and creating
harsher conditions for those tried in military courts—who are exclusively Palestinian—the law
violates the constitutional guarantee of equality before the law. The Supreme Court has
previously established that the right to equality is an inseparable part of "human dignity."
Petitioners will argue that the 2026 law institutionalizes a "separate and unequal” penal code,
which is fundamentally incompatible with the values of a democratic state.

11.3. The Stance of the Attorney General and the "Legal Impediment"

The role of Attorney General Gali Baharav-Miara is critical in the coming months. Throughout
the legislative process, the AG’s office and the Ministry of Justice have issued repeated warnings
that the law suffers from significant "legal impediments" and is likely to be found
unconstitutional. Historically, when the government passes legislation that the Attorney General
deems unconstitutional, the AG may refuse to defend the law in court, or may do so while
expressing significant reservations. If the AG determines that the 2026 law cannot be defended
within the bounds of Basic Law, it would leave the government to hire private counsel, a move
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that would further signal a breakdown in the state's legal order. The AG has specifically noted
that the law’s 90-day execution mandate and the prohibition on clemency are indefensible
under both domestic and international law.

11.4. The Limitation Clause and the Test of Proportionality

The Supreme Court’s review will likely hinge on the "Limitation Clause" (Section 8) of the Basic
Law: Human Dignity and Liberty. This clause allows for the violation of constitutional rights only
if the violation is "by a law befitting the values of the State of Israel," serves a "proper purpose,"
and is "to an extent no greater than is required." The court will apply a three-part
proportionality test: first, whether the death penalty actually achieves the goal of deterrence;
second, whether there are less harmful alternatives (such as life imprisonment without parole);
and third, whether the benefit of the law outweighs the severe harm to the right to life. Given
that the state’s own security agencies have expressed doubt about the law’s deterrent effect,
petitioners argue that the legislation fails all three prongs of the proportionality test.

11.5. Standing, Jurisdictional Reach, and the Interim Injunction

The question of legal standing in the Israeli High Court is famously broad, allowing any individual
or organization "affected" by a law or seeking to uphold the "rule of law" to petition. Adalah and
its partners are expected to argue that they have standing not only on behalf of current
detainees but as "public petitioners" defending the constitutional fabric of the state.
Furthermore, the court will have to address the jurisdictional challenge of a Knesset law that
mandates actions in the occupied territories, where the military commander—not the
Knesset—is technically the sovereign. The first major milestone in this legal battle will likely be a
request for an interim injunction. If granted, the High Court would freeze the implementation of
the law, preventing any death sentences from being issued or carried out until a full panel of
justices can deliver a final ruling. This potential freeze would set the stage for a protracted and
historically significant legal standoff that could redefine the limits of legislative power in Israel.

12. Conclusion: Implications for Regional Stability and the Future of International Justice

The enactment of the Death Penalty for Terrorists Law on March 30, 2026, marks the definitive
end of an era of judicial caution in the State of Israel and the beginning of a volatile new chapter
in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. By codifying state-sanctioned execution into the active penal
code, the Knesset has not only altered the legal landscape but has fundamentally transformed
the moral and political signaling of the state. What was once a dormant and extraordinary
measure, reserved for the singular horrors of the Holocaust, has been repurposed as a
contemporary instrument of nationalist policy. This transition reflects a broader shift toward a
"zero-sum" legal philosophy that prioritizes the symbolic demands of a populist base over the
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long-standing warnings of the security establishment and the non-negotiable requirements of
international human rights law.

The implications for regional stability are profoundly concerning. The introduction of the
gallows into a conflict already characterized by deep-seated trauma and cycles of retribution is
likely to serve as a catalyst for further escalation rather than a deterrent. Security experts have
long warned that the execution of Palestinian prisoners will not silence resistance but will
instead provide the movement with a new generation of high-profile martyrs, whose final
moments will be broadcast and memorialized across the globe. The 90-day execution mandate
creates a permanent "ticking clock" that incentivizes militant organizations to pursue
kidnappings and retaliatory strikes, thereby increasing the risk to Israeli soldiers and civilians.
Rather than providing closure to the families of victims, the implementation of this law ensures
that the conflict remains in a state of perpetual, high-stakes crisis, where the state’s pursuit of
"absolute justice" inadvertently fuels the next generation of violence.

Furthermore, the 2026 law represents a significant blow to the future of international justice
and the global movement toward the abolition of capital punishment. By intentionally
bypassing the Fourth Geneva Convention and the International Covenant on Civil and Political
Rights, Israel has positioned itself in direct opposition to the consensus of its closest democratic
allies. The creation of a dual-track justice system—one that applies mandatory death sentences
to one population while preserving judicial discretion for another—challenges the core principle
of equality before the law. This legislative precedent provides a dangerous roadmap for other
states seeking to bypass international norms under the guise of counter-terrorism. The resulting
diplomatic isolation and the potential for international prosecution of Israeli officials mark a
historic decline in the state's standing within the rules-based international order.

Ultimately, the events in the Knesset on March 30, 2026, will be remembered as a watershed
moment where the architecture of the law was used to dismantle the safeguards of the right to
life. The performative nature of the law’s passage—symbolized by the attempted champagne
celebration and the executioner’s costume—underscores the degree to which political theater
has eclipsed judicial sobriety. As the legal battle moves to the High Court of Justice, the state
faces a fundamental question about its own identity: whether it can remain a liberal democracy
while maintaining a system of legalized, discriminatory lethality. The legacy of the 2026 law will
not be measured by the number of sentences carried out, but by the enduring damage done to
the principles of human dignity, regional peace, and the universal pursuit of justice.
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7= The Israeli Knesset has passed a death penalty law targeting Palestinian prisoners.

Naturally, Ben Gvir tried to pop champagne on the floor to celebrate. Guards stopped him.
What the law does:

s Mandates death by hanging for Palestinians convicted of killing Israelis in acts classified as
“terrorism"

s No pardon possible

s Does not require a unanimous verdict

s Execution must be carried out within 90 days of sentencing

Over 9,300 Palestinians are currently held in Israeli prisons, including 350 children and 66 women.
Hundreds could now be subject to execution.

The foreign ministers of Germany, France, Italy and the UK urged Israel to abandon the vote. The
UN called mandatory death sentences a violation of the right to life. Israel's own military warned
the bill violates international law.

Ben Guvir called it “a historic day." His colleague Limor Son Har-Melech recently dressed as an
executioner for Purim.
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