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1. Introduction

“All the news seems to repeat itself. The subtexthivays about ensuring security even as insecurity
spreads. Week after week, month after month f{'s]clycle of violence time again. The images are
as familiar as the words. Bearded Israeli men eatching for body parts in the streets and Israeli
soldiers filling body bags in the ‘territories’. i6 a familiar script of a predictable and depmegsi
scenario that seems to escalate whenever peacgethseo break out, even on the smallest scale.
The media focus on these incidents, on the bloajgbst reinforces the sense of tragedy and fytilit
of two peoples pictured only as hating each offiee cumulative impression: the Israeli-Palestinian
conflict is beyond redemption, beyond solution”t{&chter 2003).

Danny Schechter, a former ABC News and CNN produtescribes in a rather resigned tone
the role of the media in the Middle East Conflidts quotation points at the violence-centred way
of reporting, and accuses the media of fuellingdbeflict between Israel and Palestine instead of
making an effort to contribute to peace.

It also shows, that the media have a great sigmitie in the conflict-torn society of Israel. “The
media have acquired power and status equal tagiatis in the new media-centred politics. Now
the media are full partners in policy making, ahd togic of media drives the fusionist system”
(Peri 2004: 297). As in most developed countrieth i free economy, in Israel the media gained
great power and at the same time have become s$ubjeaconomical rules, trying to increase
circulation; in dire times sometimes at the cospraffessional standards of good journalism, e.g. by
not verifying information on location, but quotisgcondary sources.

In Israel, the citizens are always looking for newsnsume mass media, especially news, more
extensively than inhabitants of other Western matiPeri 2004: 3). One reason might be that the
media are just about the only source to get infdiongrom the “other” side, from the Palestinians
living in the Gaza strip and the West Bank. Anothmative for the great demand of news is fear.
The concepts of fear and threat play a great rotbe self-conception of the state of Israel, amed a
part of the national narrative. Some of its dineeighbour states still do not accept Israel’s right
exist. Israel had to fight more than half a dozémvars in its sixty years of existence (Peri 2006:
ix); and suicide bombings, especially during theosel Intifada, have threatened the Israeli
population strongly. So there are “real” reasonsbéo afraid of. But there are also powerful
individuals, politicians, decision-makers, and naedctors, who misuse the feelings of fear and
exaggerate threats to pursue selfish aims, orgitifeate violations against international law and
human rights.

Therefore, | would like to analyse the role of teeaeli media in the Israel-Palestine conflict
with a special focus on the question, to what dxtke Israeli media have an escalating or a de-
escalating impact on the conflict, or no influerateall. To examine this issue, | will exploit the
theory of securitization, since the examinationwdrat scale media support securitising moves, or
not, or even counteracts such moves, can be acaiodifor the media’s overall influence on the
conflict’s (de)escalation.

1 Unfortunately, the design and structure of flaper do not allow to also look at the Palestinfadia. The main
reason for that is that the Palestinian mediangctired completely different and has — since woted in an
established state with democratic principles —mapletey different position as does the media iadbrTherefore
most of the theoretical part does not match theddalan case and therefore, for analysing Pakdstimedia
landscape, a completely different approach woulddoessary.



Research Question, Methodology and Structure of thBaper

This paper is based on the fieldtrip to Israel #relOccupied Territories in spring 2008 within
the framework of the SHUR.

During the fieldtrip, |1 conducted qualitative inte@ws with persons who are working in the
NGO and media field (see Appendix I: List of Iniews)? Thereof five interviewees are media
actors and one is an expert organisation, c&lkeshev-The Center for the Protection of Democracy
in Israel, that systematically watches and analyses the air sources of Israeli medialhe other
interview partners were active in NGOs that dedhwhe conflict as such, or with special conflict
issues like the fence/wéllor human rights.

The paper is composed of three main parts. Initeedart | will locate the media in the concept
of civil society in general and explain its roletire Israeli civil society specifically.

In the second part, which provides the theoretiGhework for this paper, | will pick up the
concept of securitization which is part of SHUR&dretical concept and add a chapter about the
role of the media in general and its special raleanflict environments. While introducing these
theories, | will also apply them on the case cdids$r

In the empirical and third part of the paper, ll\give a brief overview of the media landscape in
Israel with a focus on those media sources thail lamalyse. In a next step, | will look at five
exemplary media actors in detail. | will take akad two examples of mainstream media, precisely
the two big newspapendaaretz and The Jerusalem PogtP). | selected these two newspapers
because they represent two different stands. WHaleretzcan be considered a liberal papH?,is
rather conservative. Furthermore, the choice iedas the mere practical reason that they are
available in English language and have well-acbéssinline-archives. | interviewed one journalist
of each of the two newspapers, namely Amira HassHmaretz and Etgar Lefkovits fofThe
Jerusalem Post

Since a newspaper cannot be judged by the viewnefsingle journalist, | also conducted an
exemplary media analysis of the two papers, examitieir stand on the Israeli High Court of
Justice’s judgement and the International CourtJustice’s Advisory Opinion on the security
fence/wall, both released in the summer of 2004.

In addition to the two examples of mainstream mediavill analyse the work of three
“alternative” media actors, i.e. actors who are nwdtitutionalised to such a degree as big
newspapers or main television channels, and whallyspresent a narrative different from the one
highlighted in mass media. These “alternative” ectare bitterlemons.org the Palestine-Israel
Journal of Politics, Economics and Cultuff@Jl) andThe Alternative Information CentéAIC). All
three of them are working in bi-communal activitieghere Israeli and Palestinian journalists or
activists cooperate. In the first instance, | wélly on the interviews for the analysis but | valso
evaluate exemplary publications of the respectigamisations. | will look at the purpose and aim
of the organisations’ work, their political standdatheir influence on society. On this basis | will

N

| stuck to leading questions in the intervielust, did not conduct them according to a strict tjoaesaire, since the

interviewees were too different. So | posed rattygen questions and adjusted the SHUR-questiont@ieach

interview partner. The leading questions are agddh annex Il.

3 Keshevanalyses systematically the three newspaptaariv, Yediot Ahronotand Haaretz,and the three main
television stationsChannel 1, Channel andChannel 10 For further information see: http://www.kesheg.dr(2
September 2008).

4 In Israel, the security barrier is officiallylleal “security fence” or “anti-terrorism fence”, ptying that its purpose
it to secure the Israeli population. “Security fehis also the term, used by the Israeli High Cafidustice (HCJ).
The Palestinians and other opponents of the feralethe barrier “wall” or “apartheid wall”, implating that it
prohibits the free movement of the PalestiniansoAhe International Court of Justice (ICJ) chdeeterm “wall”
for its Advisory Opinion in July 2004. Since theradof my paper is not to judge on the purpose off¢inee/wall, |
will use both terms without supporting the oneha ¢ther narrative.

For further discussion on the use of different tefor the barrier, see Rogers/Ben-David 2008.

5 For more details on the media analysis, see2988.




answer my leading question, in how far they contelto a securitization or de-securitization and
therefore to an (de)escalation of the conflict withir efforts.

Throughout the paper the building of the securéggcie/wall will serve as an example for an
extraordinary measure following a securitising mavéhe Israeli society. | will not go into detail
on the whole process of the building of the segdeahce/wall, but rather use it as an illustration
the theory of securitization and how media treatsugty-relevant issues by placing my showcase
media analysis around the discussion on the feradle/w

2. The Media as an Actor of Civil Society

In order to anchor media in the concept of civiisty, | am referring to the general definition of
civil society as presented in SHUR Working Papd0®3

“Civil society is the space between state, the fiamnd the market. At the same time it interacts
with the state, both influencing the state and ¢pé@fluenced by the state. [...] In democracies civil
society should act in surveillance and critiquettod state within clear albeit unspelt ideological
confines” (Marchetti/Tocci 2007: 5f.).

So media fits exactly into this definition. Mediarcbe seen as the fourth power in a democracy.
It should always influence the state/governmentnopitoring its policy. At the same time, media
is influenced by the state, e.g. because it dependke official information policy or because the
media are entangled with the government. Thispe@ally true in Israel, where media and politics
are and always have been strongly intertwined. Withvil society, media can have a second role,
by acting as transmitter and the organ of ideaspaagbcts of civil society actors. “Media can be
seen as an element of civil society or it can lesved as an instrument of the institutions of civil
society including NGOs” (Price 2004: 119).

In my analysis, | will take a look at both of thesays of influence, which actually cannot be
clearly separated anyway. Besides analysing tamitimass media (only print media), | will take a
look at the influence of “alternative actors”.

“Alternative media actors” should be seen as thentarpart of the so-called “power-penetrated
public sphere’{vermachtete Offentlichkejtys defined by Jurgen Habermas:

.Due to the commercialisation and the compresgio®, to the increasing capital investment for an
increasing level of organisation of the publishingtitutions, the channels of communications were
regulated to a greater extent. Therefore the adogssblic communication was increasingly limited
to certain actors. Hence a new sphere of influemose, namely a media power, which, if used in a
manipulative way, dispossessed the publicity ofintsocence. The public sphere, structured and
controlled by mass media became a power-peneti@ateda. In this arena various topics and
contribution compete not only for influence, butsaltry to control latently the flow of
communication” ( Habermas 1990: 27f.; own tranelati

So according to Habermas, “not power-penetratecrsplinicht vermachtete Offentlichkeit)
consists of institutions, which have to a certaitert impact on the public opinion, but are nottpar
of the institutionalised channels of mass commuiuna

Habermas also underlines the difficult relationshgiween mass media and alternative actors,
because alternative actors always have to fightHeir space and their audience in the modern
networks of communication. Thus it is uncertain,

“if and to what scale a public sphere, controllgdiass media, gives space to civil society actors s
that they can concur promising with political armbeomic invaders and get a chance to change,



filter and refute values, topics and reasons irrigcal and innovative way, that are channelled
externally” (Habermas 1990: 47f.; own translation).

For the specific case of the media’s influence onflict issues in the Middle East, alternative
actors can also be characterized as done in theOBWE7:“Alternative media groups encourage
peace journalism programmes for local and inteonati journalists in conflict countries, diffusing
alternative information and rearticulating conflicrratives” (Marchetti/Tocci 2007: 16).

Furthermore, alternative media actors do not follamy economic purposes. All alternative
media actors, that are subject of my analysisbased on voluntary work or financed by donors, so
that their reporting does not have to meet theésts of the market in order to finance it$elf.

Though alternative media actors usually offer ati@aated conflict narrative, it is important to
keep in mind that this alternative narrative doesnecessarily have to be right and just and can be
biased and/or be means to an end.

The Civil Society in Israel

As well shown in SHUR Case Study Report 04/08, elssasociety is state-oriented and
demographically, politically and ideologically drge. On a lot of central issues, the society is
deeply divided. There are controversies betweendhgious and the secular Jews, between Arab
Israelis and Jewish Israelis, between AlsehkenasinfJews from Europe and North America), and
the Misrachim (Jews with oriental origin), between the differgmasitions regarding the peace
process and a future solution to the conflict,ame only some of the poles of public opinion in the
Israeli society. In addition, the large numbermfmigrants from all over the world, and especially
from the former Soviet Uniohreveal further cultural differences and mark @ livetween new
immigrants and long-established communities (Yi2@fl2: 217-225).

In 2005, there were 32,000 non-profit associatregsstered in Israel, e.g. for civil rights, nature
conservation, sports activities, animal rights oti-anilitarism (Eliezer 2005: 50). However, in all
these NGO-activities

“local politics frequently assumes greater impocthan national politics. At first this seems & b

an extension of the democratic process. Howevenjght have a different meaning: an indication
that many Israelis seem to have grown weary ofbigequestions, and the difficulties of finding

solutions to them. They now prefer to lock themsslinto narrow frameworks, communities and
even sectors” (Eliezer 2005: 51).

Though there are a lot of activities in Israel'gilcsociety in various fields, the great part oéih
does not deal with the Israeli-Palestinian confliself, but with local problems. “A tendency
towards an isolated, separated, apolitical, posenah perspective is a chronic difficulty for the
embryonic Israeli civil society to serve as a haglerr for peace” (Eliezer 2005: 52). The impression
is, that Israel's society is weary of the conflithat has gone on in different forms since the
foundation of Israel 60 years ago.

To understand this societal mood at least rudinmgntawill point at some key issues and
developments of the conflict, without going intdale®

In the nucleus two peoples claim the right to lvethe same territory. To justify their existence
on this very territory, they both have their ownratives, both constitute the claim also on religio

6 All those dependent on donors have the presborggh to cover “sexy” topics that are relevanttfoe particular
donor, in order that sponsorship continues. Thisalao lead to adjusting statements and evaluatipasvay that
makes them fit into the donors policy and expeatati

7 Since 1989, over one million people from therfer Soviet Union have settled in Israel. See: IsMmistry of
Foreign Affairs: _http://www.mfa.gov.il/MFA/Facts+Atut+Israel/People/SOCIETY-+Jewish+Society.htrtb
August 2008).

8 For a precise conflict analysis see Case StuhoR 04/08.




sites and century-old myths. While the date of finendation of the Israeli state in 1948 is a
national holiday, celebrating independence fori$inaelis and also for many Jews around the world,
the Palestinians refer to this date ramkbg the catastrophe. Each party tries to convince the
international community and other nations to supgbeir narrative. Both narratives have in
common that each side perceives itself as a victing in the consequence all violent actions
against the counterpart are justified as self-defelVhile Palestine is first and foremost supported
by all Arab nations, the USA and Europe are thetnmogortant allies of Israel.

Right now, the main conflict issues are centrecdimal status, preferable a sovereign state for
the Palestinians to end occupatfoiThis should give the right of self-determination the
Palestinian people, and at the same time end vidRadestinian attacks against the Israeli
population.

However, these considerations about a final statesentangled with further problems and
guestions, which are all well analysed in the SHtdRe study report 04/08.

All those questions are discussed extremely emalfypand each side has a completely different
perception of what should be the “right and justfusion. For example when talking about the
wall/fence, even the positions within the Israelcisety are extremely diverse. llan Tsion, chairman
of the organisatiofrence for Life pleads for the construction of the fence asdagtossible and no

matter at what costs:

“And you have to see another thing, there is amatbde word of the Palestinians here, the ‘right of
return’. ‘Right of return’ is a code word for ‘weod’t want any peace with you, we want to demolish
you'. Because if you bring 4 millions Palestinidveck or | don’t know any number, this means that
they are back to every place here. And by the way Inot saying that they are wrong from the way
of looking at it. They feel this is their place,istnot a question of who is right. It is a questaf
survival. This is like the Indians come to Amerittzey would be right, they were there before, yes,
but still, if the Indians were 300 millions and vieth to come back to the USA, sorry, | cannot give
you that. This is the background like we [Fencdifet see it” (Tsion 2008).

Here, Israel’'s fear of loosing its Jewish identgyclearly seen. At the moment, 20% of the
Israeli population in Israel proper is Arabic ahe proportion will grow according to demographic

predictions (Timm 2003: 287).
Whereas Michel Warschawski from the AIC sees thé/feace as absolutely disproportional

reaction to a kind of fear that is used to manifguthe Israeli society:

“Security is legitimate, but it cannot be the albig®] your personal security. If in Damascus there i
one person who intends to put a bomb in Tel Avivave no right for security to destroy Damascus,
there is a principle of proportionality. There i3 absolute security and there is no absolute timht
protect your security.

Fear today is a main tool of our enemy, fear ofdtieer, fear of Islam. It is not a concrete fetr, i
is the concept of threat. You don’'t speak anymda@uaenemy. When you speak about enemy it is
usually quite identifiable, this is an enemy, thiiate, this person, this government. When you speak
about threat it is something indefinable and cotede@nmediately to threat is a permanent global
pre-emptive war. You have to try to stop the thieefore, the whole concept of the permanent war,
the war of terror globally and locally is built @n undefined threat. The concept of threat is the
opposite to the concept of proportionality” (Waraalski 2008).

9 Most interviewees and the great part of theetms on both conflict sides are pleading for a-state-solution at
the moment, though this might also bring probleBssides the almost irresolvable conflict aspedte the
separation of Jerusalem and the return of the thabas refugees, many critics of a two-state-solutdoubt that
Palestine can ever gain economic independencaraelithis solution is favoured now especially lseait could
guarantee the maintenance of a Jewish identity remsein a one-state-solution the Palestinians cgald the
majority within some decades and threaten this gange identity (Timm 2003: 228ff.).



The discourse about the wall/fence is especiallgtemal, because it cannot be separated from
the discourse about future borders, settlementgrwasources and economic issues, nor from the
series of suicide bombings that concussed thelis@gidence in the counterpart strongly. Though
the Israeli government stresses the non-permartf@aracter of the fence and its mere security
purpose over and over again, Palestinians are woedithat its real purpose is to mark a future
border. This of course gives reason to objectiomtduhe route of the wall/fence, which still — Bve
after the adjustment by the High Court of Justideng in 2004 — is in many parts far east of the
Green Line. Furthermore, the wall/fence cuts thedu rights of many Palestinians drastically, for
example by preventing them from going to their agjtural land or to the next hospital. Therefore,
it caused a severe deterioration of the overalhecocal and social situation in the West Bank,
which then again leads into a vicious circle of élegsness and in a next step to radicalisation and
extremism in the Palestinian society.

So today, the result of this circle of violenceolsvious and has reached a point, where the
resumption of peace talks seems almost impossibleelessness in both societies and a total lack
of trust in the other side shape the civil mengadih both sides. Or as Yossi Alpher explains it:

“l believe the suicide bombings had a very profourftlence on the Israeli psyche, of their image
of Palestinians and this explains a lot: the fetamek of faith in the other side. We because of the
bombing, they because of our reactions to the bogsbiThe suicide aspect and celebrating this
aspect is so against our psyche, the Jewish psycymu like and it made people much more

suspicious” (Alpher 2008).

So under these premises the renewed peace talksnaipolis are only little promising. This is
also the opinion of all civil society actors | tatkto. No one expressed great expectations in the
Annapolis peace talks, since the key issues ari@ aigd treated in this peace process and the gap
between the two peoples has grown too deep fotfdtuegotiations as Daniel Dor, member of
Keshevand head of the Department for Communication@tthiversity of Tel Aviv, puts it:

“During the first months of the Intifada, the Jelwipublic in Israel went through a radical
transformation in its perception of the Israelid&inian conflict. In social-psychological termisist
change can be characterized on the basis of thelatisn between tractable and intractable
conflicts” (Dor 2004: 155).

Due to the lack of hope for a fast solutidof the conflict in an otherwise relatively calnrioel
regarding suicide bombings, Israeli citizens tryatmid and forget about the ongoing conflict,
wherever and whenever possible. Amos Hatalaretz military correspondent, describes how he
experiences the situation:

“For the average Israeli, what's going on in thesiM@ank could be happening on the other side of
the moon. Soldiers, reservists, settlers and paetbésts all together comprise less than 10 pdrcen
of the Israeli population. My father hasn't beerthe territories for 20 years; my wife for 10 or; 15
my daughter, never. To them, it's something thaipeas on TV” (Wilson 2003).

When talking to Israelis during my field trip, esmly to young Israelis in Tel Aviv, this
impression was more than affirmed. Most of themraewilling to talk about the conflict at all,
though they are confronted with it daily, throudie tmedia or their obligatory time in the Israeli

10 According to the War and Peace Index, at tlieor2002 only 22.8% of Israelis believed in pedoeng the next
few years; in 2000 before the outbreak of the sédotifada 39.5% had this hope. In April 2008 “sot6 of the
Israeli Jewish public thinks that in the next fiyears Israel will find itself at war with one or moArab states”
(Yaar/Hermann 2000; 2002; 2008).



Defense Force¥. They try to focus on their private life, practigifor example an excessive free-
time and travel culture. This attitude also resuita strategy of avoidance and exclusion of the
“others”. According to a survey conducted in 208kout 72% of Israeli society prefer living in a
state without any Arabs who are seen as a thteaigh one fifth of the population in Israel proper
is Arabic (Yishai 2002: 226). Since the secondfdwl®, 49% of Israelis see the deepest divide in
society between Arabs and Jews. Before 2000, 548tedahe difference between secular and
orthodox Jews as the most challenging gap in so€feénm 2003: 220). These figures also indicate
that the Israeli society is full of fear, espegiaince the last wave of suicide bombings, when fea
reached a new dimension and penetrates the whalglilsociety. As a consequence, all Arabs are
perceived as a danger. One example for that isaiwhinating procedure of “security checks” for
Arab Israelis during job applications, presentedh®ytrade union activist Jihad Akel:

“There are also companies who hardly employ anybérar they expose Arabs to severe security
checks, so that they leave the company. For exaamplsrab woman applied to a quite simple job in
the national electricity company. This company dsually known as a good working place, with
high salary and well organised. But for ‘securigasons’ there are almost no Arab workers, though
the government decided to open the company for Aatkers. This woman had to go through three
committees who interviewed her, the last commigaee her a lot of forms to complete, about the
whole family” (Akel 2008).

As a further consequence of fear, the politicahtrigying gained power, leading for example to
the election of Ariel Sharon in 2001, who has alsvatpod for hardliner politics (Timm 2003: 221).
The number of persons engaging in peace movemksasiacreased rapidly during the last years
due to weariness and hopelessness as Michel Warskihavho is himself an activist for decades,
explains:

“[The] feeling of failure today is the present bitseparation. Not just the physical separatiom, th
politics in the last 10 years have succeeded tp keeh one in its mentality, on its side of thelwal
The Palestinians and their problems have been gusttend the wall. We still have the nucleus of a
few thousand activists in Israel who care and drikdep the connection, but what was called peace
movement and used to go behind the boarder 15 wg@ards not existing anymore. It can emerge
again in two years” (2008).

And those civil society actors, aiming for conttiilpng to a de-escalation of the conflict and a
lasting peace, have difficulties being heard, bseahey do not possess the means and ways for
reaching a big audience, nor the interest of tigentsses in their activities. “Making a voice [of
civil society] effective depends on having accessauthoritative forums of decision making”
(Yishai 2002: 219).

The Media in Israel's Civil Society

Thus, under the above explained conditions, the @bthe media in Israel’s civil society is very
important and interesting. Especially mass mediaitiely have the access to forums of decision
making. They could influence the government as wasllsociety in a positive way. According to
figures from 1998, the media have a great influeonethe public attitude towards the peace
process. 61% Israelis estimated that the mediaentied it to a large or very large extent, and only
33% ascribed little influence to the media on gubject (Peri 2004: 305).

Especially when one bears in mind that Israelisehavspecial relationship to the media, the
importance of the very same in the conflict becormbsious. Israelis consume mass media
extensively compared to other nations. In 2003 &%l adults read regularly a daily newspaper,

11 Young Israeli men have to serve for three yeshsle women usually go to the army for two yeaksiefusal of
service is especially for men almost impossible sodally disrespected.



60% watched the main television news every everdagpared to only about 40%, who did so in
the United States (Peri 2004: 3). One reason ferwidespread use of mass media is presumably
the conflict environment in which Israeli societgshlived since decades. “This boundless need for
news is in part explained by the external reahtyvhich Israelis live: almost one hundred years of
prolonged conflict with their neighbors, and outtk® of war occurring almost once a decade” (Peri
2004: 3). Looking at the quality of papers, one aasert that the most popular newspapers are the
yellow press paper¥ediot Aharonotand Maariv, both appear in a tabloid format with a high
portion of coloured photographs and striking hewsafliYediot Aharonoteaches between 45% to
60% of the IsraelisMaariv 24% to 33%. Whereddaaretz considered as the most sophisticated
paper in Israeli, reaches only about 10% of theufaaon (Hasebrink/Schulz 2004: 905f.).

To examine, to what extent the media contributabeaconflict, whether in a de-escalating or an
escalating way, the theory of securitization shallintroduced in the next chapter, for the theory
indicates, how an object or a subject is sociatipstructed as a threat. As | will explain later,
especially the media can contribute to the creadioth spread of threats and fears. And whenever
something is labelled a threat, thsicuritised it usually leads to an escalation of the conflict
because the issue is responded to by emergencysmeah an “agenda of panic politics”
(Buzan/Weever et.al. 1998: 34), e.g. a militarykstagainst the securitised issue. Vice versaehy
securitisingan issue, a de-escalation can be effectuated, sdmaething or somebody always seen
as a threat is proved harmless.

3. The Copenhagen School’'s Theory of Securitipatio

The theoretical framework of securitization entetled forum of international relations in the
mid 1990ies. It was developed by Barry Buzan arel \Wkever in the context of European security
dynamics (McDonald 2007: 2); this new approachltedun the Copenhagen School, represented
by Ole Weever, Barry Buzan, and Jaap de Wilde.

The nucleus of their approach is that securityeisn as a discursive construct. Through a mere
speech acgta certain issue is presented as a threat andebigrihting an issue a threat, it is
securitised. So Ole Weaever describes the concegganirity and securitization as follows:

»Security is about survival. In security discours®s issue is presented as posing an existentesltth
to a designated referent object. The designatiothefthreat as existential justifies the use of
extraordinary measures to handle it. The invocatiosecurity has been the key to legitimising the
use of force, and more generally opening the wayHe state to mobilise or to take special power.
[...] ‘Security’ is the result of a move that takeditics beyond the established rules of the gana:
frames the issue as above normal politics. [...] pfueess of securitisation ésspeech actlt is not
interesting as a sign referring to something meed: iit is the utterance itself that is the act’a&er
2003: 9f.).

Which objects, goods or values are in particularessary for survival, is a matter of definition
and depends on the ideals of the respective sodretyemocracies for example, a sovereign state
and national identity are regarded as vital. Thusigal here does not just refer to the bare plajsic
endurance, but as well to the maintenance of certigals and values (Waever 2003: 15). Since
identity is regarded as an essential componennekosurvivalt® the concept of “we” and “them”

12 Though the Copenhagen School places importanddentity for their securitization concept, theirderstanding
of identity, which is considered a static dimensigroften subject to critic. The critics arguegttidentity concepts
can also change over time and for example arednflad by the securitization process (Blrger/Stri2f®5:
120f.).
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plays a significant role in securitising processesstressed for example by Blrger and Stritzel, an
a concept also highly important for the two coupdets in the Israel-Palestine conflict.

Furthermore the definition clearly shows that sigus not a static value, but of discursive
nature and matter of the point of view: ,To regidtee act of something being securitised, the task
IS not to assess some objective threats that yrealidanger some object, rather it is to understand
the processes of constructing a shared understaodinvhat is to be considered and collectively
responded to as a threat” (Weaever 2003: 10).

Weever and Buzan define securitization as a “sufidespeech act ‘through which an
intersubjective understanding is constructed withipolitical community to treat something as an
existential threat to a valued referent object, amdenable a call for urgent and exceptional
measures to deal with the threat™ (Stritzel 20@%8). Stritzel himself suggests a concept of
(threat) textinstead of apeech actFor him,speech acis an event whereas the tetext’ refers to
a longer time period, consisting of more complexfigurations which stem from various
influences. With this embedding of the conceptexfusitization Stritzel wants to take for example
proportions of power and socio-political aspects iccount (Stritzel 2007: 374).

McDonald claims though the focus is sppeechhere, “such an approach allows for the inclusion
of written representations. It is language thatitpiss particular actors or issues as existentially
threatening to a particular political communityushenabling securitization” (2007: 5). Therefore,
written press releases or publications can alstriborte to the securitization of a certain issue.

No matter whether one considers securitizatisp@ech acbr athreat text as suggested by
Stritzel, whether spoken or printed, an audienceneeded, to make the securitising move
successful. In democratic states, the audienceeislly ‘the population’ or citizenry, but can also
vary. Generally speaking, the audience are thodeo“Wave to be convinced in order for the
securitising move to be successful” (Weaever 2003: 11

Since security is a public good, the state cangebtitizens to contribute to it, for example by
paying taxes that are used for the defence budyby @eneral conscription (Doron 2008: 149).
Therefore, the audience has to be convinced thitigesecurity measures are necessary. Here, the
media often functions as transmitter: “Securitglitss often media-dependent because it is defined
in part by the images its producers wish to ararmseng adversaries” (Doron 2008: 151). Media
can carry threat images and produce a feelingéregothat some of its core values are threatened,
and extraordinary measures are needed to defend theo, society is very likely to support these
extraordinary measures, e.g. financially or als@bgepting some disadvantages like restrictions to
their freedom of speech or limited privacy.

Weever introduces “facilitating conditions” that neakome threats more likely to be accepted by
the public than others. He names three main factors

1. the speech act must follow the grammar of secuaitg construct a plot with existential

threat in order to be successful;

2. the more authority the securitising actor has, there likely is a securitising move

successful;

3. conditions historically associated with a threag. @anks or hostile sentiments (Weaever

2003: 14f).

He does not explain these factors, especially tlooselitions mentioned in the third point, in
more detail; a lack that became also one of thengést objects to criticism in the securitization
theory. Possible facilitators could be geopoliti@adtors or certain historical events that relatéhe
respective threat. In the case of Israel, neightates who do not recognize Israel’s right totexis

13 Further criticism is uttered in regard to thueli@ance. Some critics question, how the speakeieaod model could
be applied to non-democratic states and accusehgwy of being only applicable on Western demdesac
(Stritzel 2007: 363). Furthermore Stritzel points ome inconsistencies of the theory: “Less optinally,
however, theoretical contradictions, anomalies iandnsistent empirical applications of securitiaatcannot only
be celebrated as ‘diversity’, but they also haveacldisadvantages. Most importantly, they prohihi¢
improvement of existing concepts in the light drfgparative) empirical findings” (Stritzel 2007: 359
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pose a threat, or those Palestinians who clingettainn radical Islamic movements, who in the
historical experience supported suicide bombings.

Furthermore, the more drastic a threat seems the filely it is to be accepted as a “real
threat”}* which has to be met with extraordinary measuteis. sometimes very difficult to decide
whether something is a real threat or just a chg#lethat can be met with ordinary measures.
Recognizing a threat at the right time is alwayglatrope walk. “Setting the trigger too low on the
scale risks paranoia, waste of resources, aggeeggiicies and serious distortions of domestic
political life. Setting it too high risks failure tprepare for major assaults until too late” (Buzan
1991: 115).

Generally speaking this is the usual classificatbrthreats: “The most drastic threat is to the
existence, and then comes the threat of self-detaton, it follows the threat of being expelled,
and the least drastic threat is to one’s valuesh@ker/Gromes 2007: 16).

Once a threat is designated as a security issueaecepted by the audience, extraordinary
measures are usually taken in a second step.Hmdastep, the consequences of the extraordinary
measures become obvious. If the speech act isagepted and it is opposed by the audience for
being exaggerated or illegitimate, this resultsnan-securitization and the issue is responded to
with normal policy as it was before (Bonacker/Grer2607: 18f).

From that moment, when an issue has been sucdgssfglritised, it immediately has priority
in all political decisions and the real relevanédh® threat or the efficiency of the extraordinary
measures is not traceable for the citizens. Verienofa securitization also has negative
consequences for parts of the population or —dardlict environment — for the other conflict party
and thus leads to an escalation of the conflictnégtier/Gromes 2007: 12). For example, while
spending more money for the defence budget, sbeiakfits are cut, or in a conflict zone like in
Israel, a plus in security for the Israeli popudatis very likely to be connected with restrictidos
the Palestinian population.

Here is an example: During the Second Intifadagbeernment claimed that all the suicide
bombers invaded the Israeli territory from the WR@hk. Through this speech act, the Palestinians,
living on the West Bank, were regarded as a vitakdt to the Israeli population without
distinguishing between suicide bombers and norewmiolPalestinians and thus securitised
collectively. In a next step, the government sufgmbby parts of civil society (represented e.g. by
Fence for Lif¢ planned a fence/wall as an extraordinary meagshet, separated the West Bank
from Israel. It started building the fence/wall 2002. In 2004 78% of the Israeli population
supported or strongly supported the constructionthaf fence according to the Peace Index
(Yaar/Hermann 2004), though this means also vegl bosts, namely over one million US-dollar
per kilometre, mainly paid for by taxes.

By May 2008, 409 out of 720 kilometres were alrebdijt' and it is obvious that the fence/wall
involved severe restrictions for the Palestiniapylation, cutting till today some of their most
important human rights, like the freedom of movemabant at the same time, the number of suicide
bombings in Israel proper decreased.

Here, one has to think about the proportionalitytlod extraordinary measures. The Israeli
government claims: “The right of Palestinians teeftom of movement cannot take precedence
over the right of Israelis to live. Saving lives shalways come first*® Here the government uses a
classification of rights to justify the own extrdorary measures and emphasises the threat to life
continuously in its argumentation. And the Isrgaliblic supports this view widely, because as
already mentioned above, the Israeli society ieprated by fear. Therefore, “the general public is

14 Here a further criticism can be mentioned: Gopenhagen School ignores fully all objective ttsgfor example
an ongoing armed conflict or an obvious hazard dikeurricane (Bonacker/Gromes 2007: 5f.).

15 See: B'Tselem: http://www.btselem.org/engligpy&ation_Barrier/Statistics.aép August 2008).

16 Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs: PowerPoirRresentation “Why does Israel need a security f&nce
http://www.mfa.gov.il/MFA/MFAArchive/2000_2009/200Bl/Saving+Lives-+Israel-s+anti-terrorist+fence+-
+Answ.htm(8 January 2008).
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willing to sacrifice most or all of the human righof Palestinians in exchange for some vain
promises of security” Dan Yakir, legal adviser be tAssociation for Civil Rights in Israel, claims
in a roundtable in Jerusalem in 2003 (quoted &fteyrund 2003: 71).

The problem is that the impact of the fence/waltlos actual threat, the suicide bombers, cannot
be measured. Though the number of bombings dectéatee reason may not necessarily be the
fence/wall. Military actions and the overall paidi climate could have contributed to the decrease
as well. That is exactly the problem of securityreit and extraordinary measures: a threat is
always projected in a future happening. If the glesied threat does not become real, it is
impossible to judge retrospectively whether theetalextraordinary measures helped and were
worth their negative “side-effects” or whether thegre totally needless or exaggerated (Weever
2003: 20).

Another danger of securitization is its misuse. Netdom do politicians claim for security
reasons in order to enforce extraordinary measwi#is which they actually pursuit personal goals.
This is also true for Israel: “It has often beemlptly noted that in order to advance party inteses
and personal goals, Israeli politicians had reatdiken advantage of the (security) ‘situation’ ifas
is popularly called) and released classified infation” (Doron 2008: 159).

In Israel for example, the fence/wall was not baiitthe Green Line but in many areas east of it,
reaching into Palestinian territory. Internatioredperts but also Israelis question the need for
exactly this route of the fence, which did not séerbe chosen by security means only but to annex
Palestinian territory and to legitimise settlemehtg were built on Palestinian territory, and Inglo
to the “Israeli side” of the fence/wall now. Evdrough the Israeli High Court of Justice forced the
government to change the route of the fence/waliesl to the Green Line, it still confiscates about
8% of the West Bank.

When not fulfilled with caution, extraordinary meass can even be counterproductive, as
explains Yossi Alpher in reference to the fencdétsnpresent form, since it could support a move
towards radicalism in the Palestinian society: “Yare not making them [the Palestinians] hate
Hamas and love you, but vice versa. Not only doeemy them basic rights, but it does not work
for your own people” (Alpher 2008).

Especially in those cases of misuse, the medialdHonction as fourth power in a democracy,
watch the securitising moves carefully and analyse advantages and disadvantages of
extraordinary measures for all parties involvede Thedia should always follow this task and
regard itself as a “watchdog”. This, however, beesraspecially important in times of conflicts, as
the next chapter will explain.

4. The Role of Media in Conflict Environments

Media are the organ for political processes. They the transmitter between politics and
citizens; they make political decisions and eveniblic, which otherwise the citizens could not
recognize: “Free and independent news media aey &llekment in democracies, where they play a
vital political role in keeping governments andzghs aware of, and in contact with, one another”
(Caparini 2004: 17). Media can be regarded asliquotver in democracies:

“The media performs that role by monitoring powly, giving voice to a diversity of views and
opinions, by providing information to the public@oable it to understand and critically assess stat
action, including through the presentation of alétive viewpoints and policy options, and by
fostering public debate on issues of public coricé@aparini 2004: 16).

17 Compared to 2002 the number of suicide bombdegseased by 30% in 2003, the number of casuaéeeased
by 50%. See: Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs:
http://www.mfa.gov.il/MFA/MFAArchive/2000 2009/200B1l/Saving+Lives-+Israel-s+anti-terrorist+fence+-
+Answ.htm#9(8 January 2008).
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Here, Caparini describes the ideal role of medid.iB their reports, journalists usually filter the
available information and present issues from tagepoint of view. Therefore, the media can also
manipulate or focus on a specific discourse. Bgssing their own convictions, rendering only part
of the facts, or even publishing wrong facts, therpalist could deliberately produce a one-sided
perception by the public. In democracies this i$ aalaily occurrence, since the media usually
adhere to professional and ethical standards thrdidf e.g. the spread of false information on
purpose. For example, in Israel the Press Courad feunded in 1963 in the style of the British
Press Complaints Commission. On a voluntary bagisPress Council protects the freedom of the
press in Israel, maintains professional ethics,emslires free access to information. It also edacte
a code of ethics in order to provide guidelinestf@press-®

In Israel, the media and politics are and alwaysHaeen strongly intertwined. For example, a
lot of politicians also work(ed) as editors. Forample Zalman Shazar, former third President of
Israel, was editor of the newspag@avar, which was published until 1996 (Peri 2004: 1f.). Of
course there were also exceptions, e.g. Gershoockeh, editor oHaaretz He followed the rule
whereby an editor should not develop friendshighyibliticians about which his paper writes (Peri
2004: 299). Though the new generation of Israetoesland journalists turns more and more away
from “party-journalism”, they are not independeither. There is a new challenge, since they now
have to subordinate to economic demands of a ferkah

“The reaction against the old model was so strbwag the supporters of the new model ignored the
fact that in the market model journalists’ behavisrdictated by the profit motives of news
organizations. Journalists lose their autonomyeass than in the old model, but now they become
enslaved to the wishes of the public, which is rmeRolden to commercial and consumer logic, in
contradiction to the ideals of democracy (Peri 2G141).

Also here, there are always exceptions, and soareabists stick fully to their ethical and moral
standards of independent reporting.

“Only a few of them know that there also existsimdt model of journalism, which offers them a
much higher degree of autonomy, and which in three il enable them to better serve the public
interest. This is the trustee model, based on timeiple that journalists provide the news thatythe
believe citizens should receive in order to berimied participants in a democracy. In this trustee
model, journalists should provide news accordingmuat they as a professional group believe
citizens should know” (Peri 2004: 314).

As we see, there are different types of journalistsmost plural societies where the right to
freedom of speech is seen as an important valeentdia landscape is manifold. So it is in Israel,
where you find certain media that can be regardetivatchdog media”, meaning that they act as
controlling organ for politics, as well as mediattmeport always in favour of the government or
even try to polarize the society by fuelling cocii (Muller 2002: 2f.). However, the more
important security issues are involved, the moeelghaeli media adjust to the official government
language. But at the same time the media are edlyeionportant when it comes to foreign policy
and security policy. Regarding those topics thelipudmes not have an alternative to the reporting
of the media since the issues of foreign and sgcpalicy are very complex, sometimes subject to
secrecy and for the single citizens not possiblactgeve if not through any medium (Muller 2002:
2). Hence especially here, the media have, irhall tvariety, a monopoly and influence the public
discourse strongly.

18 See: Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs: htipavw.mfa.gov.il/MFA/Facts About Israel/Culture/TR¥inted Media-
Israel-s Newspapef2 September 2008).
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When it comes to a conflict, maybe even an armedflich the importance of the media
increases again. Whenever the military is involudd, media mostly depend on the information of
the armed forces, since the army is a closed unistit. Therefore, journalists must work together
with the military, because only through cooperati@nis possible to gain information
(Limor/Nossek 2008: 125).

Furthermore, journalists are not indifferent to tvell-being of their own country which
especially at war times might be at risk.

“Journalists are not indifferent to acts of tersamior to the fate of their country. However, knogvin
that they, like all people, have such feelingslisttee more reason to be vigilant so that no one
manipulates these honest emotions. In the fog oftwah is the first casualty” (Ward 2004: 141).

So, during conflicts, media might try to supporeithown troops, e.g. by convincing the
international community with their narrative andingag legitimacy with the story for their
(military) actions (Goodman/Cummings 2003: 11).th&¢ same time, the media are often the only
source for what is happening in the society ofdtienterpart, what the “others” think and how they
perceive the conflict. In their own coverage, tloetyayal of the “others” is mostly rather negative
in times of conflicts, since the other side is relga as hostile.

“The description, coverage, and portrayal of thleo' in the media, whether based upon religious,
national, ethnic or other differences, is accomparmn many other countries by the widespread use
of generalizations, stereotypes, and prejudiced,igmores the background, causes, and political-
social context that has given rise to difficultiesd crises involving minorities in many areas”
(First/Avraham 2003: 2).

Keshewomes to a very similar result, when looking &t israeli media in conflict:

“Moreover, studies show that in a violent ethniaftiot, news serves as an important forum for
expression of public hatred towards the enemy,fanteflecting and strengthening stereotypes. The
Israeli media treats the Palestinians as enemiest, &nd foremost. The primary emphases of
coverage of the Palestinian side are the thregtpbee and the actions taken by the state to turtai
this threat. Other topics regarding the ‘enemyghsas Palestinian daily life, Palestinian suffering
and casualties, have almost no place in the usediancoverage®

On what scale the “others” are degraded dependswous factors according to Wolfsted. For
example “leaders employ a less extremist form etatic when they find themselves talking to
multiple audiences” (Wolfsted 2001: 14). Furthereyat depends on the scale of violence in the
conflict. The more violent the environment is, tm@re likely it is that the media focus on the
reporting about the own victims and therefore aatiocally blame the “others” for the harm to the
own people. In addition there is the economic camepb of reporting about conflicts. “The terrorist
image is more newsworthy* (Wolfsted 2001: 25), theports about victims and violence are
usually a guarantor for a high circulation, sineasationalism sales. Coverage of bad news is also
easier, cheaper and more attractive. Recently,anadiVestern societies also started mixing news
and entertainment (Bertrand 2004: 82). One canrtrapoa striking way, without doing much
background research, leaving the frame of the wistdey out. This makes it much faster and
cheaper at the same time, two characteristics tedggbal media and entertainment business needs
to live up to. At the same time, due to saving mesas reporters do not necessarily visit the spot o
incident but rely on the information of news agesciBesides possibly wrong information, this also
leads to identical news in different media orgasts,that the audience gets the impression, this
certain news item is very important and definitetyrect, though there might be other —even more

19 Keshev:http://www.keshev.org.il/siteEn/FullNews.asp?NersT4&CategorylD=3
(6 September 2008).
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— important news that just are not covered by ayjgnay and therefore not reported anywhere (Peri
2004: 304). This rather superficial way of repagtisuggest to the reader/viewer that he/she is
informed and knows something about the “othersdutih he/she only gets striking stereotypes that
are not embedded in the mostly more complex comtietkte conflict reality (Bilke 2002: 56-59).

“When media provide news, they practice ‘icebengpalism’. Covering the small, visible part of
reality and ignoring the huge part of it under thieface. This is how it has always been done, it is
less difficult, less dangerous, and mainly, legseesive. What is dramatic about such coverage is
that when problems affecting security and secudtges come to the surface, it is often too late”
(Bertrand 2004: 82).

Therefore, quality media, which mass media oftemoisdue to lack of time and money, should
fulfil five basic functions according to Bertran2l004: 81):
= report fully on the political and social environntien
= provide an accurate image of the world;
= serve as a forum for consensus-making;
= transmit culture;
= and entertain.

It is also important for a high-quality medium thednts to hold the position of a “watchdog” to
have distance from the state and the ruling govempiurthermore, journalists also need measures
of protection, so that they cannot be easily sueacoused and therefore can report freely without
fearing any personal consequences; in addition litgtiee media should enjoy economic
independence (Caparini 2004: 43).

In the Middle East conflict, the mass media of ésiend the Occupied Territories are completely
separated’ Only some alternative actors, likgtterlemons.orgor the Palestine-Israel Journal
publish for and from both conflict sides.

So this separated media landscape is already aquisite for a rather biased reporting. At the
same time, the two societies, the Israeli and thledfinian one, live almost completely detached.
Even in times of low tensions, Israelis are offigianot allowed to enter the territories under
Palestinian contrd® Vice versa, since the construction of the sepamatence/wall, Palestinians
from the West Bank are only allowed to enter thradh territory with special permissions, e.g. for
work. About 250,000 Palestinians live permanentiytioe Israeli side of the fence/wall, most of
them in East Jerusalem. But almost no Jewish Isgaels to the eastern part of Jerusalem, out of
fear and prejudices. Ziad Abu-Zayyad, Palestiniditoe of theP1J said in an interview: “Jerusalem
is divided, Israelis don'’t feel secure here, thare two different sides, only on the official level
Jerusalem is unified. You don’t see many Israefsuad” (2008). His Israeli colleague Hillel
Schenker, who, as an exception, comes from Tel &vieir shared office in East Jerusalem daily,
added: “If | come from Tel Aviv, reach West Jeresaland want to take a taxi, there are a lot of
Jewish taxi drivers who would say, ‘I don't go teef am afraid.” They don’t come, because they
have this image that it might be dangerous” (2008).

So the two societies know each other first andnfast from media reports. The consequence is
a rather one-sided and biased picture full of stgpes that each conflict party has of the othee.si
“The stereotypes are on both sides, the Isragkatgpes are that Palestinians are either tersavist

20 The Palestinian media translates quite a latriiéles from the Israeli press and reprints thetime Arabic dailies.
Vice versa this happens almost never (Warschavaay

21 Due to security reasons Israeli citizens anags$ prohibited by the IDF to enter area A, whictludes the biggest
Palestinian towns in the West Bank and the wholeaGarip. In times of high tensions, Israelis miglto be
restrained from entering area B, which consist68% of the Palestinian territories (Johannsen 2@66. There
are exceptions though, e.g. journalists can efiitareas. Israelis only pass parts of the Occupieditories, when
they go to settlements.
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moving towards fundamentalism, and on the Palestiside they see Israelis as settlers or soldiers”
(Schenker 2008).

In times of war the retention of information is amon, even in well-established democracies,
where the right of freedom of expression is acyualhchored in the constitution and generally
respected. The latest example in the Israel-Patestonflict of limited press freedom occurred
during the Israeli attacks on Gaza in December 2808 January 2009. During this period no
foreign journalist was allowed to enter the Gazze fovernment often justifies censorship with the
claim of security reasons. Even according to therhational Covenant of Civil and Political Rights
(ICCPR), article 19, paragraph 3, it is allowedctd down the freedom of expression if certain
criteria are met:

“1. Everyone shall have the right to hold opinievithout interference.

2. Everyone shall have the right to freedom of egpion; this right shall include freedom to seek,
receive and impart information and ideas of aldsinregardless of frontiers, either orally, in wagt
or in print, in the form of art, or through any ethmedia of his choice.

3. The exercise of the rights provided for in paaph 2 of this article carries with it special
duties and responsibilities. It may therefore bigiextt to certain restrictions, but these shall drdy
such as are provided by law and are necessary:

(a) For respect of the rights or reputations otogh
(b) For the protection of national security or abjic order, or of public health or morals.”

So for the “protection of national security” theddom of expression can be limited. This can
endanger the media itself and they can becometianvad a securitising move. On the other hand,
media can force and disperse a securitising modetlzrefore contribute to an escalation of the
conflict or vice versa account for a non-escalatmn opposing a securitising move and the
extraordinary measures involved or even contribistea de-escalation by reversing security
measures back to “normal policy”.

In my analysis, | will focus on the influence of di@ on (de)securitization and will not look at
the media as victims themselves.

The Media’s Role in Securitization Processes

As explained above, according to the definitionty Copenhagen School, security ispgech
act ,Security is a self-referential practice. It iy labelling something a security issue that it
becomes one — not that issues are security issubemselves and then afterwards possibly talked
about in terms of security” (Weaever 2003: 11).

An object is, moreover, regarded as a threaiatiional security, when certain values and ideals
of a nation are threatened, or the physical suhat#ghe nation itself. The more drastic the threat
the more likely it is that the audience toleratesaordinary measures that contradict international
or democratic rules. In Israel, the society is galte willing to sacrifice rights. Due to the JeWwis
and Israeli history, fear is so internalised tlnet Israeli public is keen on every bit of safetgan
get, no matter at what price, as claimed by Danirydégal adviser to the Association for Civil
Rights in Israel:

“Because of the Israeli psyche, maybe becauseedfitiiocaust, for many Israelis, survival is above

everything and justifies everything. [...] Becaudethe Holocaust on the one hand and suicide
bombers on the other, most Israelis are willingaorifice basic human rights and to cross every red
line in order to achieve security and survivdtjuoted after Pogrund 2003:75).
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So in Israel, the audience is willing to sacriftbe human rights of the Palestinians in order to
gain a more secure feeling, but they are alsongilto give up some of their own civilian rights for
security reasons and accept for example a restmithi the freedom of speech.

“In general, public attitudes regarding the meditimes of national emergency show overwhelming
support for subordinating the principles of freepmssion to the needs of censorship and
considerations of national interest. [...] A langajority of respondents (74 percent) felt that the
Israeli media should express greater empathy tawvdstael during the period of violent
confrontation between Israel and the Palestiniabghe same time, about half of the respondents
agreed that the Israeli media must present a bedamnd objective account of the conflict”
(Sherman/Shavit 2008: 192).

These are results from a survey, conducted in Nbeer8001. The survey also reveals that the
media in general is perceived as too critical talsathe Israeli state and its armed forces
(Sherman/Shavit 2008: 194). It seems that greas pérsraeli society long for a “rally around the
flag”-mentality, in which the national policy is jgported unquestioned.

No doubt, the security sector and the media arertgnt on one another. Not only does the
media rely on information, which can only be atgirdirectly from the army of other high ranking
national security institutions, but also does tloegnment depend on the public support of their
policy. Since the media is just about the only $raitter in these complex policy processes, the
cooperation between the two spheres is essential.

But the media must take care of not limiting itswf be a mere transmitter of facts and
statements, presented by the government. More baqity, the media has also the obligation to
watch the decision- and policy-makers carefully arntdrvene in case of misuse of extraordinary
measures and pretended security instruments im trgigevent unnecessary escalation.

“The idea that special times call for special measus fraught with danger. The primary ethical
duty of journalism, even in times of crisis, is pettriotism of blind allegiance, or even a joursati

of muted, careful criticism. The primary duty ofifoalists is not to the state, but to the publigisT
public duty calls for hard-edged news, investigaticanalysis and multiple perspectives on the most
important issues” (Ward 2004: 140).

To sum up, the media can have three different rialéise process of securitization.

First, they can serve as an organ for the spedgls@athat an audience can be convinced of the
necessity of extraordinary measures to meet atth@edy if the audience supports the speech act, it
will be successful. The success or failure of {heesh act, therefore, depends partly on the way of
reporting, whether the media support a securitisioge or not.

Secondly, a medium can also start such a speeclaractmake a securitising move, thus
becoming the securitising actor itself. As Waeveygasts, in his facilitating conditions, the more
authority or credibility a medium has, the moreelikit is to become a successful securitising actor
A medium could also introduce a speech act of dergeation, suggesting that
someone/something treated as a threat, does gctudllconstitute a danger and should rather be
met with ordinary means.

The third task, the media should — but often dass—fulfil, is their function as a “watch dog”
when a securitization has already taken places thé media’s responsibility to analyse carefully
the aftermaths of extraordinary measures and t@ ldeeision-makers from misusing security
claims for personal goals.
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5. The Analysis of Five Media Actors

Overview of the Media Landscape in Israel

Since Israel is a well-established democracy, igglim landscape is manifold and the right to
press freedom can be taken for grarffedhe most important newspapers published in Hebrew
today areMa’ariv, Yediot Aharonot, Haaretand Globes.While Yediotand Ma’ariv are tabloid
newspapersGlobesis a financial daily.Yediot Aharonothas the highest circulation, some two-
thirds of all Hebrew newspaper readers consultgaser (Hasebrink/Schulz 2004: 905).

Haaretz,one of my main sources for the following analysisyays was and still is regarded the
most liberal and most sophisticated paper in Isféelnded in 1919 by Russian immigrants, its
audience consists mainly of a well-educated pudntid elites (First/Avraham 2003: 5). During the
week it has a circulation of 75,000 copies, on weeels of 95,000. Since 1935, the paper is owned
by the Schocken family. It is also translated iBtwlish.

Besides these big papers, there are many local papsss, some of them in the various
languages of the Israeli immigrants, such as Rosara English. The most important English
publication, which will be the second source for mgdia analysis, is the dailjhe Jerusalem
Post It was founded in 1932 by an American citizene faper is read mainly by immigrants who
do not speak Hebrew and also by diplomats anddor@urnalists living in Israel. It is also an
important source for people all over the world ware connected to Israel in some way. Thus the
newspaper has a huge impact, even if its circulaioather small. About 15,000 copies are printed
during the week and 40,000 on weekends, plus at & million online users from all over the
world consult the paper each mofthn the first decades of its existence #fewas regarded as a
leftist and liberal paper. Since the Canadian iHgr Group bought it in 1989, its orientation
changed. Now thdP is considered rather as the organ for a right-vang conservative position
and can thus be regarded as the conservative aisagbHaaretz.

Furthermore, one Arabic daihAl-Ittihad, is published in Israel. The papers edited by paliti
parties, very common in the first decades of Issaexistence, are now disappearing. Only some
such newspapers remained and are intended espefcalteligious readers. And a new, rather
alarming phenomenon is entering the Israeli meati@dcape: freely distributed newspapers, often
of low quality, owned by rich persons who want poesd a personal conviction. These papers have
a very high circulation, but since they are disttda freely, it is hard to measure who really reads
them and in which households the papers go dir¢éattile garbage. Hillel Schenker describes one
of those papers:

“Now there are even worse elements entering, tiersomething calledsrael HaYom a free
newspaper that is being given out. It is financgdsheldon Adelson, he is possibly the richest Jew
in the world. He is an American who got his moneynf casinos and other shady businesses. He is
supporter of the right, now he puts out a daily sgaper, which is clearly against the peace process,
in favour of Netanjahu. It is distributed all oviére country, it is in my mailbox every morning”
(Schenker 2008).

22 lsrael has like Canada or New Zealand no writnstitution, but already in its Declaration nfiépendence from
1948 Israel declared: “Citizens are guaranteeddeithocratic and human rights, ranging from freeddrspeech,
religion, universal suffrage and equality before lw. Freedom of the press, of political affiliatj of occupation
and of strike and demonstration are embodied iaels laws and traditions.” See: Israeli Ministrdy Foreign
Affairs:
http://www.mfa.gov.il/MEA/Facts+About+israel/Looldrat+israel/Looking+at+Israel-+The+State.htm (2
September 2008).

23 See Rami Tal: The Israeli Press. Jewish Mittimary:
http://www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org/jsource/Societ§& Culture/press.htm{18 February 2008).

24 Since 2004 the paper is owned by the MirkaysAdket Group Ltd and the Canwest Global Commurminati
Group. The anew sale of the paper has not chamgedrniservative and rather right-wing reporting.
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Next to printed media, radio and television havéneg great influence since the 1970s.
Especially the hourly news on the radio are verpanant for the Israelisol Israel (Voice of
Israel) offers radio programmes in 17 languages$ warious contents, ranging from news to
entertainment. In addition, two stations of the IB®adcast around the clock, featuring news and
music as well as programmes of special interesoldiers.

Israeli television offers two state-run channelsl @ince 1993 also private channels, which
expanded tremendously during the last years, rgnfftm sports over shopping channels to a
children’s channel (Hasebrink/Schulz 2004: 907).

Regarding the development in the Israeli mediadaage, with a focus on printed media, one
can assert that financial considerations detertmieespheres and scope of coverage for many media
channels increasingly (Limor/Nossek 2008: 134).r&pkary of this development is the fact that
Russian immigrants were denied a translatiorHagretz?® In addition, the press tends to a more
sensational way of reporting, including more pietiand less information:

“A systematic examination of the printed press otrex years reveals a steady decline in space
allotted to text and an increase in the relativerstof headlines and photographs. The same is true
for electronic media.[...] The result is that readefigwers and listeners receive less information
than they did previously” (Limor/Nossek 2008: 135f.

Though Israel also experiences this global dedtinguality journalism, the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs states proudly “relative to its size, Isr@ethe world's largest source of news. In no othe
country are events reported so copiously and ih sketail to television viewers and radio listeners,
by one of the largest contingents of foreign jolists.anywhere in the world*

But the mass of news does not say anything abeuttiality, it just shows that national and
international actors are following events in thegion closely. About the quality, one can have a
look at the world-wide press freedom index of tligamisationReporters without Borderfom
2007. Here, Israel ranked on 44 out of 169 evatuatdions, behind Germany (20), but ahead of
the United States (48§.This figure hints at the fact, that the pressder, though of course in its
basic principles existing, has limitations. Thagdthtions are mostly justified by security reasons
As stated by the Israel Ministry of Foreign Affaliisrael's commitment to freedom of the press
applies to all communications media, with only ségunatters subject to military censorshi.”
This quotation reveals, that the interest of a fmeess and security regards of the government might
clash constantly. In 1989 the Israeli High CourtJoftice established a "committee of three",
composed of a member of the public who servesestthirman, a representative of the army and a
representative of the press. A medium can appeillet@ommittee, whenever an item is censored.
The decisions of the committee are binding, and twe years it has in many cases overruled the
decision of the censor. All in all, “the Israeli di@ reports mainly about what is happening in
Israel. Its news sources are also limited: thentep® are Israelis, mostly Jews, and their souimes
coverage of the conflict are almost exclusively rhems of the political and military leadership in

25 Though not relevant for the analysis in thipgrathe most important radio and television chnase mentioned
here, to give a more complete picture of the Isnaeldia landscape, without going into detail on tadio and
television sphere.

26 Russian immigrants who longed for a high-quatiaper recently askeHaaretzto translate parts of its daily
edition. They were rejected due to financial shgetéSchenker 2008).

27 lsraeli Ministry of Foreign Affairs: http://wwwnfa.gov.il/mfa/mfaarchive/1990 1999/1998/7/theaédr presq29
August 2008).

28 See: Reporters without borders: http://wwworsfarticle.php3?id_article=240229 August 2008).

29 See: Israeli Ministry of Foreign Affairs: httfsvww.mfa.gov.il/MFA/Facts+About+lisrael/Culture/ COURE-
+Media.htm(29 August 2008).

20



Israel. Thus a closed circle of interpretation iseated: Israelis talking to Israelis about
Palestinians.*°

Another remarkable point is, that in the Israebgs, editors have much more influence than for
example in German3/. With their position they strongly shape the nevpgsasince they usually
produce all the headlines — sometimes even belfiene have seen the corresponding article — and
decide on what page which article is printed (Do@4£ 159ff.). So their job is completely different
from that of a journalist. The work of an editomazhange a text — by creating a certain context —
dramatically:

“Let us think of editors and reporters as produding very different types of text, performing, in
other words, two very different types of speecls.aReporters produce a certain type of textheir
editors that is, an accumulation of pieces of informati@thered from the field and accepted from
sources. Editors receive this text as input, aradigre a very different type of text — one which
addresses threaders (Dor 2005: 11).

But the danger that arises here, is that an editorostly in the office, away from the arena, but
at the end, he/she judges and classifies redlibyigh not having experienced it on his/her own.

“What matters to me is the fact that, whereas eslito.] only have access tiescriptions of reality
reporters have some access to reality itself, insdnse that, if they do their work correctly, they
experience things on the ground. As different reggerexperience different aspects of the way things
are, their reports doot accumulate into a coherent, clear-cut descriptibis exactly because of
this, because the different reports tell differstaries, that we can think of all of thdangetheras a
first-approximation to reality, and it is becaudethos that the comparison with the editorial text
which is coherent and clear-cut — is so importébtir 2005: 12).

With these circumstances and developments of thtdiariandscape in mind, the next chapters
will look at concrete examples, beginning with ganples from the printed mainstream media and
continuing with three alternative actors.

The Analysis of Mainstream Media Actors

As can be derived from the previous chapter, a paper cannot be judged by a single
journalist. Especially since the work of editorssis important, one also has to look at the final
product. So | will — next to the interviews withetlipurnalists — rely on a media analysis, which |
conducted for an unpublished pagefhe analysis looks at the reactions to two judgsen the
security fence/wall in the newspapétaaretz(English version) an@he Jerusalem Pastanalysed
all relevant articles betweeri' and 18' of July 2004* Within this period, on the™of July 2004,
the Advisory Opinion (AO) of the International Cowf Justice was released, claiming that the
“wall” is breaking international law:

“In sum, the Court [...] is not convinced that specific course Israel has chosen for the Wall was
necessary to attain its security objectives. [...Je Téonstruction of such a wall accordingly

30 Keshev http://www.keshev.org.il/siteEn/FullNews.asp?N#ws74&CategorylD=3(6 September 2008).

31 For example in the offices of ti&ieddeutsche Zeituntie editor of each department has the final sagrevito
place an article and which headline is taken. H@methe decision is usually accompanied by a d&onswhere
every journalist can contribute his/her opinion.dddition, headlines are never created before fpeopriate
article is written.

32 Due to the limited scale of this paper, the imexthalysis did not include an evaluation of whanel how the
articles were placed. This was not possible, stheearticles in the archive are without pictured #meHaaretz
archive does not even reveal the page on whiclattiele was originally printed. Sindeesheviooks in its full
account analyses at exactly these issues, thailtseare used for examining how newspapers franm@ioe
information.

33 By choosing this period | could capture thectiea to each judgment during the week after itsase.
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constitutes breaches by Israel of various of itsigabons under the applicable international
humanitarian law and human rights instruments” @004: 15).

Some days before, on 8®f June 2004, the Israeli High Court of Justiceased a seminal
judgment, in which it obliged the Israeli governmém change the route of the fence in order to
stick to the principle of proportionality and obtathe guidelines of the Geneva Convention,
because “only a Separation Fence built on a badawofwill grant security to the state and its
citizens” (HCJ 2004: 33). At the same time the jmegt accepts the barrier as a legitimate security
measure that does not necessarily have to be dmithe Green Line if security considerations
suggest another route:

“We approve the construction of the obstacle fa@ flmevention of terror activities. [...] It is the
security perspective — and not the political onghich must examine a route based on its security
merits alone, without regard for the location @ tAreen Line.“ (HCJ 2004: 7-12).

All'in all, I analysed 29 articles frotdaaretzand 27 articles plus 25 letters to the editor fthm
JP** (HaR 2008). The list of articles, used in the gsialcan be found in Appendix IlI.

The Jerusalem Post

The result of my media analysis makes it quite obsithat theP perceives the ICJ-judgment as
negative and unfair. This happens in a ratheristrikvay, always with the tone of defence in the
line of argumentation. Positions from politics asdciety are quoted selectively. Especially
American politicians, who support Israel, come peexch in thelP. The fence — this term is used
throughout all articles — equals a life-saver. Example Radler writes in an article orf™df July
2004: “There is no way the fence is going to corowrd nor should it. Anyone who cares about
saving human life would not let the fence come do(Radler: US fight for fence). The editorial
from the following day asks “Does Europe place ghbr value on Palestinian property than on
Jewish lives?” (Editorial: Europe and the Fence,JuB 2004), after some European politicians
have publicly appreciated the ICJ’s judgment .

Also the reactions to the HCJ are affected by atédaility and outrage. Goell writes in an article,
.<these efforts have cost the lives of close to @,B0aelis over these four years. Shouldn't thit fa
place Palestinian interests somewhat lower on thet's [HCJ] balancing scale?” (Goell: Pardon
the inconvenience, 5 July 2004). This reaction shdhat Goell supports a collective suffering of
all Palestinians and regards it as appropriatehEtmore, the Palestinians, almost exclusively seen
as homogenous, are blamed for their own fate:

“And now, thanks to the latest Palestinian misdalion, the fence is establishing a new boarder, in
which a future Palestine will lose at least 10%tled West Bank, including east Jerusalem — all
territories it could have possessed had the Palastieadership negotiated in good faith. [...] Where
is the debate about whether four years of suicataldings were a wise response to the Israeli offer
of Palestinian statehood — let alone a debate abeumoral and spiritual consequences of turning
Palestinian Islam into a satanic cult?” (HalevieTgattern of Palestinian rejectionism, 9 July 2004)

Next to its exculpatory tone, this article also taoms false information, by stating the fence
would establish a future border; its non-politieald temporary character which is always stressed
by the government and the HCJ, is suppressed.

Until the appearance of the AO of the ICJ, the judgt by the HCJ which pleads only for a
changein the routenot the destruction of the fence, is reviewed tiegly, accusing the HCJ of
judging military affairs of which the judges ladketnecessary expert knowledge. Only after the ICJ

34 My research resulted in more than 40 artickrsngwspaper, but some did not fit into my catezgre.g. because
they dealt with the fence/wall but not with the guaents.
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released its AO, the judgment of the HCJ gainstivestonnotations. Because after ttedd July,
the HCJ judgment is only quoted in one key issue |eégitimacy of the fence as such: ,Israeli High
Court was correct under the guidelines of inteorati law when it ruled last month that the
government had a right to build a security fenceptotect its citizens” (Lazaroff: Court could
undermine rules of self-defense, 11 July 2004).

The one-dimensional reporting on the highly emaldopic of the fence is also reflected in the
letters to the editor. 24 out of the 25 letters aggul the two judgments and pleaded for the
construction of the fence on its original routeqasckly as possible and no matter at what costs for
the Palestinians. This one-sided opinion expresséuk letters could show that the editor rejected
all letters not in accordance with the general tofed it could also show that thl#’s readership
and thus part of the Israeli society, is not indezd in the fate of “the others” and very concerned
about their own security. At the same time, the wayeporting shows the sensitivity to any
criticism towards Israel. This attitude of deferweeuld correspond with the figure, quoted above,
that a great part of society longs for a pro-Isresgporting (Sherman/Shavit 2008: 194). It would
also substantiate the thesis, that society is eickhe conflict, just wants a calm life without
thinking about the “others”. By not admitting anyilg it is much easier to forget about what is
happening on and to the other side. Furthermoeingdahemselves as victims is and always has
been an essential component of the Israeli confhctative (Bar-Tal/Salomon 2006: 28).

The interview with Etgar Lefkovits, Jerusalem cependent of thelerusalem Postwas not
very fruitful. He evaded most of my questions, esgéy when it came to the role of the editor in
the composition of thdP and Lefkovits relation to the editor. Howeveh&came obvious from the
very beginning that his job as a journalist demaadst and his working schedule is extremely
busy. He had to cancel several meetings with mefaadly | could only interview him on the
phone. His day begins in the morning, ends at raghiton the next day, a completely new circle of
24 hours starts all over again. It did not seemfdse had much time for research or double
checking of information. Lefkovits covered all sde bombings in the last seven years in
Jerusalem, so he had to report about 130 killedgperin that period. “This time was extremely
hard for me, physically and emotionally” he sai@fitovits 2008). He stated his principle was to
always go to the scenery, to talk to eye-witnes8ess very challenging”, but he tries to “always
be objective, also when Arab inhabitants were gguor killed, not to distinguish between them”
(Lefkovits 2008). However, Lefkovits does not spéakbic for example, so whenever he comes to
a scenery, he can only talk to those people spgakiebrew or English. ThdP has Arabic
speaking correspondents, one for Gaza and onbddMest Bank, but they normally do not partake
in media coverage within Jerusalem.

Lefkovits stated that he feels a certain respolisiiopwards society since he is reporting in a
conflict environment, but he could not give exarspbe describe this circumstance in more detail.
He also added, that there is no special trainindgstiael, how a journalist should behave in an
(armed) conflict.

Overall it can be observed that thié supports the fence as extraordinary measure canigly
in all articles. The fate of the Palestinians i®@dinated to the security needs of the Israeli
population. In addition, the threat to Israeli Bvés quoted regularly, so th# confronts its
readership with the most existential threat, thodgthing the relevant weeks of the media analysis
“just” one terror attack took place, in which orergpn was killed. With regard to the bloodshed in
2002 and 2003 this could be seen as an easinggibtes. At the same time Palestinian victims are
not mentioned, or they are blamed themselves far tteath/suffering. The “others” are only seen
as a collective, like this quotation by Dan Gillennm, permanent Israeli representative in the Unites
States, shows: “The Palestinians who want to stgpfénce simply want to kill more Israelis. The
Israelis who are building this fence simply wantlit@” (quoted in Radler: US Jews to fight for
fence, 11 July 2004).
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A discussion about the effectiveness of the fescmissing completely. In a quite simplified
scheme the fence is equated with live and its alesanth death. Also the route of the fence is not
discussed at all. Alternative narratives, for exlrgbout critics of the fence within the Israetriti
society and their point of view or about non-vidleasistance against the fence by Palestinian
farmers, do not find a way into tde.

The analysis also reveals that there is no disocasai all, whether the legal decision of the HCJ
has to be obeyed or not, even though the ovenaflatd is not in favour of the judgments. Its
authority within the democratic system is fully apted no matter if one personally appreciates it or
not.

Haaretz

The media analysis reveals thdaretzreports in a more differentiated way than doesJthe
The HCJ’s judgment is seen very positive, the ioleproportionality is widely supported. In some
articles the journalists point directly at the nsswf the concept of security and criticise those,
responsible for the original route of the fencelwal

“The reason for the High Court’s involvement in fleece issue was diluted to a single element in
the decision-making process: excessive arrogan@n@rthe planners and the officers, which led
them to blatantly ignore the rights of the Paleatirresidents. [...] It is worthwhile to foresee the
future and return the route of the fence clos¢héoGreen Line” (Benzimann: Forseeing the future, 4
July 2004).

“The ruling’s overall message is that security @ a ‘magic word’. The court will accord greater
weight to the opinions of the people actually resilole for Israel’'s security than to outside expert
[...]- That gives the court great power to overrulditary security considerations” (Segal: Rare
Ruling, 1 July 2004).

In the duct of the securitization theorgaaretz questions the concept of security in many
articles and scrutinises the consequences of egirery measures carefully, also with regard to
possible consequences in the farer future, for @& these two articles:

“It [the fence] is a massive, crude and destructegponse to genuine distress. It embodies the
modern Israeli spirit: the power to get things ddiveancial resources, good intentions and apallhy a
wrapped up in one. The fence basically amountantadmission by the state that it is unable and
unwilling to reach an agreement with the Palestisid...] It is a declaration of Israeli society’s
intention to close itself off behind ghetto walis,give up on a connection with its neighbors and t
disregard, because of an excessive sense of pthe@rneeds and troubles” (Benziman: Corridors of
power, 2 July 2004).

“A decision [by the HCJ] that is respectable, remsband just, and which misses the main point
because even the High Court cannot ask the rattatrquestion: Is there any need at all for a
fence? [...] The fence may prevent the next attaak &owhile [...] but it exacerbates the
Palestinians’ hatred and despair. It will createtdi@orist attacks in place of the attack it presen
Life without a fence was terrible, but at leastitated a sense of urgency; that we have to do
something to stop the killing; to solve the coriflio make peace. The fence creates an illusion tha
we can ‘manage’ the conflict instead of resolvihgainother dubious invention of recent years”
(Esteron: Let's dismantle the fence, 7 July 2004).

Especially the last quotation hints at the fact thare is a necessity to discuss alternativeleo t
fence, to the extraordinary measure and the emeygssiitics which will not solve the conflict and
could even backfire by producing counter-secutiiiraon the Palestinian side, e.g. in form of a
new wave of terror attacks.

The tone inHaaretz'scoverage after the release of the Advisory Opirbgrihe ICJ changes a
bit. Haaretzis still self-critical to a certain extent and joalists hold also the Israeli government
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responsible for the unwise planning of the fencé/wich now led to the damage of Israel's
international reputation by the World Court. Butrd are also statements, pointing at the number of
Israeli victims in order to defend Israel’s emergepolicy and to stress Israel’s right to protest i
citizens. Some articles now even aim at stokingsfdike this example:

“Meanwhile, at a distance of a few kilometres, stmes merely dozens of meters, from that
backward Third World country, will be an industitgld Western welfare state that provides a high
standard of living and whose citizens hold valuassets. [...] If an effective fence does not divide
the two, life in Israel won't be liveable, and aickuprocess of abandonment will begin. Whoever
claims there is no need for nor point to the fehas in fact come to terms with Israel committing

suicide as a Western Jewish state, en route tblissiag a binational Middle Eastern state” (Tal: A

fence that cannot be condemned, 12 July 2004).

Avraham Tal’s article also shows that the fencehhigpt serve solely as protection of lives, but
also as a shield for the Israeli-Jewish identitgl &mus in long term potentially as a political fenc
and a state border. This is a good example forGbpenhagen’s School definition of security,
which states that “vital goods” that have to beedékd also include values and identity and not the
sheer physical survival (Waever 2003: 15).

On the other hand, many articles Hwaaretz make reference to individual fates of the
Palestinians who for example cannot reach theircalgural land anymore. This gives them a
human face and helps softening the stereotype efPhlestinian as a suicide bomber. It de-
securitises “the” Palestinian seen as a terrarigt¢ertain extent.

Haaretzis to a certain degree willing to contribute te tonflict in a positive and de-escalating
way. As an exampldjaaretzemploys the exceptional journalist Amira Hass. Bhbe only Israeli
journalist living in the Palestinian territoriesufing the Oslo accords, she lived in Gaza; few year
ago she moved to Ramallah. She decided to live grttenPalestinians because “I wanted to taste
the feel what is occupation, directly, not as aters but really to have the rhythm of life of
occupation” (Hass 2008). But not everybody apptesighe tone of Amira Hass’ articles, as she is
often found to be “pro-Palestinian”. “Some don’tdenstand my journalistic work at all, they think
what | am doing is propaganda” (Hass 2008). WHike Israeli army was very critical towards her
reports in the beginning, they soon realized thiaha facts in her articles are true and her repor
are very accurate. But Amira Hass faces also ditiees and criticism from her colleagues and
editors aHaaretz often in a subtle way, but still obvious:

“There is no direct censorship of course. But | ldagay the facts that | wrote from the start, from
Oslo on, that my facts did not go conform with tfeneral understanding that it is a peace process
and that's why these facts that | brought were néighlighted in the papér.They were printed,

but pushed aside. My editors were not happy, theuydht that | was just repeating and not seeing
the situation correctly. But of course | saw it. they didn’'t believe me when | warned about the
Palestinians are not happy. [...]

So it is not about not publishing but about hidngircY ou have a hierarchy in the news, when you
have certain items on the front page, this is what editor thinks is important, this is what the
readers remember. But if my articles always arpame number seven or eight, then also the readers
get the message that it is less important” (Hag8R0

So actually the politics offaaretzare two-fold. On the one hand, they employ somdikee
Amira Hass and gloat over this extraordinary jolishaOn the other hand, they do not give her
views sufficient space and attention. As a consecgi®ef the rather difficult relation to the editors
Amira Hass herself does not see any success diveosnpact of her work on Israeli society. “In
an absurd way, | think | have more influence on Bla¢estinians than on Israeli society. Not only

35 Amira Hass stressed already early in the PBageess, that this process is very likely to fsilhce she saw that
Palestinians were not satisfied with the negotraiand felt betrayed in many key issues (Hass 2008)
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me, but all Israeli groups which are active agaihstoccupation. They serve as examples and tell
Palestinians that not all Israelis are settlerssmidiers” (Hass 2008).

In addition Amira Hass also has substantial infageon the international press, where she is
often quoted. Generally, Amira Hass is well-knowloromd and often invited to speeches or
conferences. But the Israeli society, which acyuallher main audience, is widely not reached. So
her personal motivation to continue the difficutbrk is rather anger, not hope: “I don’t have hope.
| know it will change, but | don't think it will cinge for the better. There might be happening
something very violent that could bring changewtin't be a smooth and logical change. It is
difficult for me to admit, but injustice will notigt change in justice” (Hass 2008).

At this very moment, due to continuing argumentsveen Amira Hass andaaretzeditors, she
does not publish any articles in the paper. Thiangle shows that even in a well-established,
liberal newspaper, too critical voices do not fititeir way onto the front pages. Alternative
narratives are downplayed in order to not shockréfaglership, especially when the critic points to
security issues or the treatment of the “others”:

“In many other issues, like the president, primaigter etc, Israeli journalists understand thelie ro
of monitoring power, they are criticising power.€lhare not shy, they are not polite with power.
But when it comes to Palestinians, they accepathey/’s version, they accept the army, they accept
the government. So they are part of power, as@lklis, because we benefit from it” (Hass 2008).

According to Amira Hass’ thesis all Israelis arg¢amgled with the power, because they belong
to the side of the “occupiers”. And especially joalists, no matter of what medium, are usually
with the power when they report from the Occupiedrifories, since a good relationship to the IDF
is often the prerequisite for such a job.

To sum upHaaretzgives space to alternative narratives, the petisggeof the “others” and is
critical towards securitising moves like the coustion of the fence. But all this critique has lisi
However, in times of great fear and increased witdeHaaretz often has difficulties to position
itself, between a liberal high-quality paper antbional stand:

“During operation Defensive ShieltHa'aretz can best be described as communicating a sense of
unease the paper has a hard time deciding where it wamtposition itself with respect to the
conflict, and, even more importantly, with respéxtthe question of guilt. On the one hand, it
remains the same newspaper it always was: the styleserved, the headlines are informative,
significant exposure is given to the Palestinianspective, and the paper generally respects the
opposition and offers ample criticism of Sharondi@es. On the other hand, just like the other
newspapersiHa’'aretz is convinced that Arafat is the single real culmi this tragic story, and is
consequently struggling to reposition itself closethenew consensual narrativef the beginning

of the Intifada, the narrative which, more than thing else, asserts that Barak’s ‘generous
proposals’ at Camp David acquit Israel from anyuaation regarding the continuation of the
occupation” (Dor 2005: 43).

So to overcome this situation of unease, articléh & pro-Palestinian perspective are often
placed in back pages while the front pages exmepport for military action and justify Israel’s
security policy (Dor 2005: 43). Thidaaretzpolicy was especially visible during the last ygar
when the conflict became more violent again. Thitoexl occasionally defended the change of
policy by “pointing to economic factors: many reegjethey argued, were cancelling their
subscriptions because the paper was projectinfjist lgerspective” (Dor 2005: 51).

ThoughHaaretzmakes a lot of information available, it does ocotribute actively to spreading
an alternative narrative and therefore does notritbarte to a de-escalation of the conflict, while i
does not fuel the conflict either.
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The Analysis of Alternative Media Actors

All three alternative media actors, who | am loakat in this chapter, work on a bi-communal
basis. This is a good prerequisite for journalisrong to contribute to peace, since for example
media with multiple audiences usually use a lessemist form of rhetoric (Wolfsted 2001: 14). In
the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, these bi-commuaelivities of civil society actors have become
very rare due to three main reasons.

First of all, it is not easy for persons willing tooperate, to meet physically. Secondly, the will
to cooperate has decreased dramatically on bo#is siffer the new outbreak of violence during the
second Intifada. One of my interview partners stai® follows:

“It is harder and harder physically to get peoplgether because of security issues, and also if you
compare it to ten years ago, people are more dyrbaut it. The logistics are extremely
problematic. [...] [A further] reason is that pes@re angry, after the suicide bombings, after the
Israeli military incursions, people are just andghgy don’t want to get together” (Alpher 2008).

A third reason is credibility. Many Palestinians avltooperate with Israelis are seen as
collaborators and “normalisers”. In interviews withvil society actors, | often heard the word
“normalisation”, always with a negative connotatidime term describes the illusion of normality.
Especially at this point of the conflict so manyykeghts on both sides are massively violated,
Palestinians cannot move freely anymore, Isradiisfear for their lives due to terror attacks.
Therefore, it is impossible for the two conflictrpas to meet, talk about trivial topics, and ledve
key issues out of the room, as Hagit Ophran fieeace Nowexplains the decrease of joint
activities in her organisation:

“The character of people to people used to be mdi@t's put the conflict outside of the room, to
get to know each other, you are human | am hunir.leaving the occupation out of the room was
always a problem but now it was not possible angh@@phran 2008).

So especially bi-communal activities are often aecuof intentional “normalisation”. Here is an
example, given by Michel Warschawski from #kC about bi-communal projects, financed by the
European union:

“Create illusion of Israeli-Palestinian somethirygu take ten kids from here and ten from there,
often out of NGO families and bring them in a higality summer camp in Florence and you have
made peace. The EU often gives a lot of money foiepts that the Arabs call normalisation,
meaning the illusion of normality, this is very badnvested money. Not only it is not a good
direction, it is in a bad direction. It is offerirgwrong image of reality, it is also detainingalsl,

but mainly Palestinian organisations from what thleguld do” (2008).

Therefore, individuals working in a bi-communaliaity like Hillel Schenker and Ziad Abu-
Zayyad of theP1J require credibility in their own societies. Theatwf them have this credibility,
Abu-Zayyad through his various detentions in Isrgels, which proofs his rejection of the Israeli
occupation, as he explains:

“I have been in and out in Israeli jails. 1991 Isasix months in administrative detention in the
central jail in Nablus, so | have my own credilyilin the Palestinian side and people respect me and
respect my views. So if they know | am working tinge with an Israeli or an Israeli is coming to
my office, | am not a collaborator, and the Israglnot an occupier. If he is working together with
Ziad, then they are ok” (2008).

Schenker, the Israeli editor of théJ, gained his credibility in Israel's society thrdubis army
service:
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“On the Israeli side, | have my credibility, becausvas in the Israeli army, which might be another
form of jail if you want to look at it this way. Buhe fact that | was on the front line when the1yo
Kippur war happened, like all of my colleagues, fihet that we were ready to defend, when it was
justified, our country, gives credibility, to saypow there is an alternative, now we must put a high
priority to achieve peace” (2008).

| chose exactly these three alternative media sctwecause first of all, they have all existed
already for several years, have a solid organisard funding, so that one can assume that their
work is enduring and therefore has at least some & impact on the two conflict societies.

Furthermore, all three, though all working in bromunal projects, have a different approach.
Therefore, they represent a quite wide spectruraltefnative media activities. Whereas #d
publishes its own journal and tries to distributeian audience, as wide as possible Al next
to information campaigns also collects and prepanésrmation for journalists. Both have in
common that they also want to state an example théhr bi-communal work, to bring individuals
from both societies together in one office, to ‘{keewindow open in the wall. We live a Israeli-
Palestinian connection, even though in a very redweay. [...] don’t allow a wall to be put inside
our work” as Michel Warschawski from t#¢C puts it (2008).

bitterlemons.orghas a different approach: it is a mere virtuajgut with the intention showing
completely conflicting views on a topic. The maimais to demonstrate, one can disagree
completely, but discuss the issues in a civilizeywrhe two editors, Yossi Alpher and Ghassan
Khatib, only meet physically once in a while and sty in places outside of Israel and the
Occupied Territories. So their intention is notmake any statement against the separation of the
two peoples, but to show that one can disagregasectful manner.

The Alternative Information Center

The AIC was founded in 1984 in the aftermath of the fisibanese war. The idea of tG@enter
was, according to its founder and director Micherg¢hawski:

“We have been a group of several Israeli and Ralast activists working together against
occupation and we shared the idea that very impbriaw developments were happening in the
Israeli society as well as in the Palestinian ggcie..] And our joint feeling was that neither sety
was aware of what was happening on the other Bigddf was extremely relevant for the future. So
the idea of theAlC was and is to inform the Israelis about the sequiditical movement in the
territories and informing the Palestinians what eaerging in the Israeli society” (2008).

The AIC has an official political stand, in which it clasnio be against the Israeli occupation
policy and rejects the separation fence/wall irvésy idea.

In the focus of théIC’s work are information campaigns on three diffedentls: on the Israeli
side, the Palestinian one and on an internati@val |

They usually focus on certain subjects in their paigns, e.g. they have a special campaign
about the wall/fence with video documentations,nged publications and news about the
construction and land confiscation, all substaatidiy well-researched facts. Published in booklets
or newsletters, these facts and figures can thenskd by journalists and private citizens. For
example in the bookled Wall on the Green Linethe author Andreas Mueller questions not only
theroute of the wall/fence, but the project as such. Hdlehges the extraordinary measure of the
wall and doubts its necessity for security reas@®d4. 27f.). According to th&IlC's director
“security is legitimate, but it cannot be the ali$®] your personal security. If in Damascus thsre i
one person who intends to put a bomb in Tel Avivave no right for security to destroy Damascus,
there is a principle of proportionality” (Warschdw2008).

Generally, theAIC makes an effort to always provide an alternatiegrative, look beyond
events and provide comprehensive background rdsessaan certain topics. For example K€
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did an in-depth research after two incidents igdalem in July 2008. In the two incidents vehicles
driven by Palestinians from the neighbourhoodseofisalem ran into crowds of pedestrians; three
Israelis were killed. While Israeli officials stutsmly clung to the terrorist-attack-explanation and
proposed to strengthen repressive measures aghe$lalestinian population around Jerusalem,
Palestinians claimed that the first incident ineahva person with deep personal problems who ran
amuck, while the second involved a traffic accidentvhich the driver panicked following the
intervention of armed Israelt§ The AIC found substantial evidence to support this themry gave
the public with its research an alternative accairthe events different from the news of another
terror attack.

In addition, theAIC staff edits original documents of relevance, bygtranslating statements of
Hamas leaders into English and Hebrew. Another @kamof the AIC’s work was given by
Warschawski:

“l give a last example: what is Hisbollah? No onelsrael, including the social movement had a
clear idea of Hisbollah. We had something abouintheven before the war [against Lebanon in
2006], translated, being able to give lectures antke articles about political Hisbollah. We gave
information and then everyone drew its own conclnsi(2008).

Furthermore, th\IC provides contacts for Israeli, Palestinian an@rimational journalists for
interviews or background information from the “athside.

Usually all information edited by the AIC is avdila in English, Arabic and Hebrew. The main
target audience of th€enteris notthe public, but rather “these 10,000, people who adready
sensible to the situation and difficulties — to toy provide them tools of better understanding”
(Warschawski 2008). The Center thus reaches the paat of the audience, because the recipients
look actively for additional information and altative narratives.

Though theAIC has contacts also to Israeli newspaper editors empeecially international
journalists call for information regularly, t#dC has difficulties to get access to the communicatio
channels, a problem for the “not power-penetratgiiese” (nicht vermachtete Offentlichkeigis
already seen by Habermas. Warschawski gives an m&aai when his organisation failed to
participate in the institutionalised system of conmication:

“To give you an example, which is so typical foraksli mentality and media. During the Lebanese
War in 2006 we translated into Hebrew some speeahidisbollah-leaders and some analysis made
by the research centre close to Hisbollah. | metctiief editor oHaaretzand said, look you should
be interested in that, here is the translationda&t ask you money. The speech was in some parts
addressing the Israeli public, so the Israeli publiould know what they are saying. All they knew
was that they are sending missiles. But there waaterest, | was so surprised. You could have half
a page very interesting from the journalistic aoda point of view. People would be interested, bu
no, they said, we have no interest” (2008).

So all in all, theAIC can be categorized as a “watch dog” medium, alwagking at the
negative impacts of security measures and the aticupas such, informing an elite audience about
what is happening on the other side and tryinguibddba bridge between the two societies. The
target audience is small though, and in spite aidpa well-established institution for over twenty
years in the Israeli society, t#dC lacks access to the communication channels of mmesba.
Though mass media actors regularly take into adcthm background information which the
Centerprovides, they do usually not present the infororagathered by thAIC as a whole, but
only some aspects.

36 SeeThe Alternative Information Center
http://www.alternativenews.org/component/option,cowews_portal/ltemid,49%47 August 2008).
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To sum up, thé\IC tries to have a de-securitising and thus deeseglahpact on the conflict.
This happens on two levels: first with their infation campaign in which they provide the
viewpoint of the other side, alternative narratjvesveal unknown facts and present therefore
manifold critique to extraordinary measures. Foamegle by refuting that any incident involving
Palestinians is a terror attack tA&C initiates a de-securitization itself with the aithat these
Palestinians are treated with ordinary measureteadsof a military response. Due to the small
audience, these de-securitising moves often faugh.

On a second level, theIC also tries to overcome the Israeli separationcgdby keeping their
bi-communal work running. They meet physically wikteir colleagues from the “other” side and
thereby show that some people do cooperate alsleeoRalestinian side, thus present a human face
of the “others”.

Palestine-Israel Journal of Politics, Economics abdlture

The P1J, founded by Ziad Abu-Zayyad and Victor Cygielnfanyas first published in January
1994. The two founders were inspired by the Osleemgent, they thought a new era of peace
might begin and wanted to contribute to the peaoegss by trying to address issues related to the
negotiations and making them available for a widdience in both societies (Abu-Zayyad 2008).

Eight editions of thd”1J are published every year, each one dedicatedcttain aspect of the
Middle East conflict and coordinated by a bi-com@uteam of Israelis and Palestinians: “For
every issue we designate [...] an Israeli and a Halas coordinator. We always choose
coordinators who are knowledgeable about the thimd) they sit together with the editors and we
plan out how to do the issue. This is a real jmstie” (Schenker 2008). The persons contributing to
the journal can be journalists, as well as expkdm different fields, academics or “ordinary”
citizens. All writers and editors of thelJ follow high professional standards, and commit to
dialogue, democracy, human rights and the effocotatribute to a peaceful solution of the conflict.
Almost everyone is allowed to write, no matter framhat political or ideological background
he/she comes, as long as the text lives up todimaalistic standards and the author respects the
right of existence of the counterpart:

“We are not labelled as left wing, and not as rigirig and the journal is giving a platform to all
kinds of views, we publish people from the righhwiof Israel like Moshe Areffsand people from
the left. The only thing that we don't like is,sbme Palestinians say that Israel has no rightist, e
or an Israeli says that Palestinians have no tmkkist. As long as you give right to existenceéhi®
other side, you can say what you think” (Abu-Zayga@8).

Next to the conflict-related topics, each issuetams a literature section. This section aims at
revealing the human face of both societies. Bytprgnshort stories, poems or book reviews, the
P1J tries to show that the society from the other $ide a cultural life.

Along each issue, there are also side events: mdrtable discussion with Israelis, one with
Palestinians and a third joint discussion. Thisngther attempt to bring people from both sides
together, but also to bring different views of then society together to discuss contrary opinions.
The PI1J often invites journalists to these discussionsrtable them to get background information
and experience different point of views.

The outreach of thé®1J is comparatively large. Since 2006 some articlegarh issue are
translated into Arabic and Hebrew and distributedsapplements with newspapers: 75,000 with
Haaretzin Israel and 22,-25,000 copies witth Qudsor Al Ayyamin the Palestinian Territories.

37 Recently Hillel Schenker is the Israeli co-editf thePI1J.
38 Moshe Arens was Israel’s Minister of Foreigdffaiks from 1988-1990 and afterwards Minister offErese. He has
been member of the Knesset till 2003. As a membtreoright-wing Likud party he can be labelledadiiner.
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This has enlarged the audience of Bié a lot and currently, also people who do not spgaddish
and not necessarily belong to the so-called “alitdience” can be reached:

“Most of our target audience knows English, theg students, academics, NGO activists, opinion
makers, decision makers, community leaders. Thdytevid to know English, but there are many
people out there who would be interested, if thagl hccess, which was the importance of having
these supplements. It tremendously increased dreamin and our impact” (Schenker 2008).

Even though the outreach increased, Rh&can certainly not be regarded as mass media. The
aim of the editors is rather to reach especialgs¢hpersons in both societies who are influential i
changing the overall situation of the conflict:

“But we are not mass media, a journal of our tygenot be mass media, we do not presume to reach
hundreds of thousands of people the wasdiot [Aharonot]does it. We are reaching our target
audiences, and they are key elements in bringingutabhange. That cannot be done by big
headlines, but by serious exploration of the issueat we are doing” (Schenker 2008).

So, regarding the input of tH&lJ on the conflict environment, first of all they defely set a
positive example by meeting everyday physicallypdesally the above-mentioned example of
Hillel Schenker explains to his society that astgaart of their fear is unfounded.

“And | know when friends from Tel Aviv hear thaam coming here, first of all they say, ‘are you
not afraid?’; second comment is, ‘we are very haapg proud to hear that something like this is
going on’, and in the best circumstances they ‘say, are representing us by doing that” (Schenker
2008).

Furthermore, thdlJ shows a picture of the “others”, which is completéifferent from the
established stereotypes. Not only do they presakhawn aspects of each society, like recent
developments in the literature and cinema sectot,atso0 do they present authentic views and
narratives from both societieend of different positions within each society. By dgiso, they
present alternatives to the persistent images gffirdooth articles and round-table-activities. Their
activities do, therefore, not involve many peojblet still have considerable success:

“Very recently we had a big event together withlaraeli NGO, about settlements. We had very
prominent Israeli guests. We had people from adfalan organisation, who is monitoring the
growth of settlements in the West Bank. This eweas held in a synagogue and there were also
Palestinians there. So it is a challenge. If yondoa Palestinian with self-dignity to speak takdrs,
they don't always want to hear, but if you argud discuss with them, even if they don’t recognize
or admit, it has influence, it starts making thénmk” (Abu-Zayyad 2008).

Through this work thePIJ contributes to present a more human image of ther® and to
strengthen the confidence in the counterpart. Bggleo, the others are de-securitised to a certain
degree. The contributors of tR&J are very critical about extraordinary measured, aways show
the flipside of each securitising move taken. Thougt being comparable with mass media, the
P1J has in relation to other alternative actors a vadegeach. Therefore, the UNESCO awarded the
P1J deservedly with the “Madanjeet Singh Prize for Btemotion of Tolerance and Non-Violence”
in 2006 for their positive influence on the Isr&alestine conflict.

bitterlemons.org

The first edition obitterlemons.orgvas published in November 2001 by Yossi Alphenfroel
Aviv and his Palestinian partner Ghassan KhatilthBd them were experienced in the political
arena. While Khatib is vice-president of Birzeitilrsity and former Minister of Planning and
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Labour within the Palestinian Authority, Alpher aswriter and consultant on regional strategic
issues, and director of the Political Security Dom&urthermore he served as special adviser to
the former Prime Minister Ehud Barak, focusing be tsraeli-Palestinian peace process. Alpher
and Khatib first met at Track Il meetings, and a&saprecisely the format of these meetings that
inspired the idea diitterlemons

“In many ways the idea dfitterlemonsdraws on Track I, it is kind of virtual Track IJ...] | met
Ghassan Khatib in Track Il discussions and we nageeged on anything of substance, but we liked
one another. When we sat down to discuss the iflbdterlemons we recognized that the fact that
we would not agree would give us a far lager awumerthan if we were one of those lIsraeli-
Palestinian projects who agree on everything and ¥itd themselves talking to a very small
audience, of people who agree among themselvegasytiling” (Alpher 2008).

So, the two editors try actively to disagree onirteeekly topic. Apart from their views, a
second Palestinian view and a second Israeli opiliachosen, so that four opinions on a certain
topic are presented in each edition — ideally ewery disagreeing with the other three ones. Alpher
and Khatib never have troubles finding writerstfwgir project and include also rather radical views
in their discussions:

“One interesting thing is that because Israelis Raléstinians are used to talking to one anotlatr, n
solving the problem, they can get people from Harhaan get settlers, everyone is prepared to put
their views on the web, knowing it is going to appeith someone they don't like* (Alpher 2008).

Thusbitterlemons’aim is to have contradicting opinions next to eattter, opinions of people
who would never meet in real life. Their hope iattfor example a settler visits the website to read
the settler’s view and then continues reading s tie/she also gets an impression of the other
three perspectives represented on the internet.

Furthermorebitterlemonss meant to provide an alternative to the massiane&dhich according
to Yossi Alpher “does not give enough perspectiféhe other side, and it does not give you
different views right next to another” (2008). Thanto the disagreement they reach a great
audience and this concept is also responsiblen@tthenticity of the project. When they would
stop disagreeing, their project could quickly fatider the accusation of doing ‘normalisation’:

“Again, we are not looking for warm and fuzzy comses. If we have it, we could loose readers. If it
looks like what we are doing falls under the Arap@rception of normalisation, we would loose
readers. We will loose all those readers who aanagjnormalisation. By ensuring we have different
points of view, we avoid this perception. [...] Besauve know, the settlers are reading, Hamas is
reading, they are looking for their point of viewdaby there they get the other point of view. Our
message of normalisation is a very subtle oneligdd discussion, which is the most normal thing
possible” (Alpher 2008).

For example, on July 12, 20dtterlemonsreleased an edition about “The courts and the
fence/wall.”®® Besides the two editors’ views, Diana Buttu, leg@¥isor in the Negotiations Affairs
Department of the Palestinian Liberation Organaratand Michael Eitan, member of Knesset for
the Likud party and chairman of the Constitutiomwl,. and Justice Committee, expressed their
opinions.

Khatib claims in his article, that the Palestinians deeply gutted about the negative reactions in
Israel to the ICJ’s Advisory Opinion. He explaimat this destructive behaviour towards the I1CJ
can lead to an enduring degradation of the effort®alestinian society to use legal measures
instead of violence in its struggle against thadroccupation.

39 Seebhitterlemons.orghttp://www.bitterlemons.org/previous/bl120704ed2tnl (4 September 2008).
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Alpher expresses his pride in the HCJ that did pot security considerations above all
humanitarian aspects. At the same time he crigdie ICJ for not mentioning in its 50 page long
AO the Israeli terror victims, which were the primanotive for the fence. Alpher concludes that
both court decisions reveal Israel's government dassed the fence. This is also his personal
opinion.

Diana Buttu criticises the HCJ for not having mené&d the link between “the wall and the
colonies” as she calls the settlements. In heriopifcoveting Palestinian land (and water) is the
real reason behind the wall.” While glad about Bé ruling, she knows that Israel will not accept
the verdict of the International Court. But Buttees at least one victory in the World Court’s
ruling, “the reframing of the conflict. No longes this an issue of two equal parties who cannot get
along; it is about Israel’'s 37-year military occtipa and the inherent power imbalance.”

The fourth discussant, Michael Eitan, argues that international court completely ignored
Israel’s security needs and states, that the feanaot be moved towards the Green Line, because
the settlements have a right to protection. Heoisvimced “ that under any final status agreement
this dense Jewish population will be included witthie sovereignty of Israel.”

This is one example, how different opinions arespnted and when read completely give a wide
range of arguments and viewpoints from both sides.

Sincebitterlemonss a virtual project, it is difficult to identifthe audience. The website has two
million users every year from all over the worldb &ncourage readers to subscribe to the project,
no personal data is ask&dso that one cannot identify from which parts o thorld they come.
The only figures available are that each editiore#l by about 200,000 persons. If a reader spreads
the articles again among many friends and collemadghes further impact cannot be measured.
Furthermore, it is known that 98% of the usersagthe English site, so that the Hebrew and Arabic
versions ofbitterlemonswere dropped some time ago. This indicates litéeérlemons like the
other two alternative actors pictured above, addredirst and foremost an “elite audience”.
Newspapers are allowed to reprint articldaaretzdoes so occasionally, but the chief editors could
not be convinced to reprint each edition in fulidéh.

bitterlemonsrepresents an example of the tight entanglememeafia and politics, since both
editors are connected with the political fields guditical players regularly contribute. But since
contrasting views are presented, even from extneos#ions, the entanglement does not lead to a
biased overall picture, but instead to a very @ecenosaic of the atmosphere and different flows
within both societies. Thoughitterlemonsdoes not state an example of overcoming the seépara
in its daily work, their idea of disagreement isrywesuccessful and reaches out far. Overall
bitterlemonsmessage is to accept different point of viewsteln to other opinions and discuss in a
civilised way. The project thus at least makes téangpt to contribute to a different way of conflict
resolution, even though single views can also thelconflict by representing radical opinions or
presenting a narrative of fear and threat. Espggoidien newspapers reprint part of an edition, but
not all four statements, this can lead to a fuglkffect, which cannot be controlled by the editafrs
bitterlemons

However, all in all bitterlemonsgives an important platform especially to the B@héan view,
as Ghassan Khatib explains in the forward'loé Best of Bitterlemons:

“And what | have discovered is that while othere$plPalestinian publications have also portrayed
the breadth of Palestinian thought, the fact thistierlemonshas Israeli interlocutors gives it
unprecedented traction in the West. This is a sadneent on the persistent blind spot of many
Americans and Europeans to Palestinians and the&.d..] Through theitterlemonspublications,
Palestinian voices have made their way into thetmlite corridors of power” (Alpher/Khatib/Seitz
2007: 13).

40 The editors assume that many users also cameArabic countries like Iran or Syria, where theelom of press
is not guaranteed and where the ushkittérlemonss officially not allowed.
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Therefore, if an edition is read completdbytterlemonsshows with its four views very clearly,
that a securitization for one side usually has tegaffects for the counterpart and thus provides
good tool of reflectiveness for every reader.

Moreover, the whole work dbitterlemonsdisplays clearly how debatable almost every single
issue of this century-old conflict is and that fhesitions of the Palestinians and the Israelis, but
also among different actors in each society se¢emafisurmountable.

6. Conclusions

On five typical examples of Israeli media actohss paper showed how alternative media actors
and mass media report about the Israel-Palestiméiato

One positive result of the analysis is that if someis actively looking for information, also for
diverging kinds of information, a variety of vers® and narratives is theoretically accessible.
Thanks to the freedom of press in Israel and vargaurces, especially in the field of alternative
media, the quantity, but also the quality of infatian is good. This only has limits in very delieat
security aspects, when every medium has to relyheninformation of the army and alternative
sources are not available.

But on a second and closer look, one can cleadgedn that the Israeli mainstream media
usually does not give the same weight to all infation or neglects the context of events. The
media watch organisatidteshe\calls attention to this problem:

“Basically the Israeli media does a simple storg, ave the good guys, Palestinians are bad. We are
always trying to do gestures, they always attack weell not always but this is basically the story.
[...] We find the same patterns Haaretzas we do inYedioth Although Yediothis more yellow
press Haaretzdoes not do it in the same way, but it also doayplsome information like the other
newspapers” (Mandel-Levy 2008).

One reason for the biased coverage in mainstregmerpamight be that most of Israel’s
mainstream media stick to an already predictalbeystAll the news seems to repeat itself. The
subtext is always about ensuring security evemsecurity spreads. Week after week, month after
month...” (Schechter 2003) as already quoted inritreduction.

A second reason is definitely that strikingly sdiwswalist reports with fear-producing headlines,
rather not stories about the daily life of the ‘@i, sell newspapers. “Palestinians are not ggllin
the newspaper anymore. The ownerYa&diotwants one thing — money,” Ronni Shaké&@diot
Ahronot’s correspondent for the Occupied Territories, exglaihe low coverage of Palestinian
stories in the paper (quoted after Wilson 2003).

The deteriorating economic situation of newspapgsersiot an Israeli phenomenon, but a
worldwide development. But in Israel, due to thateat of an ongoing conflict, the impact of the
media is much more important. As a consequenceg,titand of decreasing quality in the media is
potentially harmful for the overall situation. Féine Israeli society, as their only access to
information from the “other side”, it are the medizat shape images and stereotypes of the
counterpart. At the same time, it is much harderl$caeli journalists than for any journalist in a
peaceful environment to be neutral and take intmaat all perspectives. The journalist Ronni
Shaked explains his own difficulties in the dailgnk:.

“I do my best to not let my emotions affect thethgbut it's not always easy. It's my country.\di
under the threat of terrorism. | know that my jelia show people everything that's happening here,
the ugly things and the good things, to give thewist to use in elections so they will have the
opportunity to vote, not from their stomachs, braind their heads. If you ask me if I've succeeded,
I'd say no” (quoted after Wilson 2003).
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Despite being aware of the importance of unfiltemedss, the challenge is huge. In addition, not
only the single journalist struggles with his/hask to put fears and feelings aside when reporting,
but also the editor has to withstand a patriotiowe-sided way of reporting. The editor may also
consider economic issues, such as the biases ahéswf the public.

The underlying tendency is that the Israeli puldidired of the conflict. Hagit Ophran from
Peace Nowexplains why many of her stories do not enterméwspaper or do less than before the
second Intifada. “People don’t want to listen anyen®/e are sick and tired of this conflict, we just
want to live. | mean the Israeli public was onlikirag about that, even on family meals: that’s all
Israelis did the whole time, arguing about whadidoabout the territories” (Ophran 2008). The only
chance to enter the press fBeace Nowis, according to Ophran, when they have catching
photographs to a story.

Regarding the wider context of the SHUR projectalheéxamines the influence of civil society
on human rights, the role of media in Israel iambivalent: though media do point at human
rights violations, e.g. by quoting reports by hunigihts organisations like B'Tselem, human rights
are also exploited by the mainstream media in scases. E.g. when looking at the argumentation
of the Jerusalem Post in chapter 5.2 it becomesoobuvhat the pointing at human rights for
example when writing “Anyone who cares about saviaoghan life would not let the fence come
down” (Radler: US fight for fence) is used to attrattention. It makes it easy for the journalcst t
just mention the “buzzword” “human rights” withoging into more detail and even more
important, without looking at the human rights attan of the other conflict side. So human rights
are sometimes used selectively to reach a certam i@ the quoted example to justify the
construction of the fence/wall.

In summary, though the mass media landscape ial Isrdiverse, especially between actors and
individual journalists, the results of this stuadyveal the general impression that the printed mass
media in Israel does not contribute to a de-esocaland de-securitization of the conflict — at keas
in the case of the fence/wal A few newspapers, likelaaretz might contribute to a holding of the
conflict, meaning that their impact is neither nega nor positive, but neutral, whered$e
Jerusalem Posgives the society enough facts to develop a fgdlvat securitization is justified
with all its negative consequences for the “otheastl on the full scale necessary for Israel’s
survival.

Looking at the alternative media actors, there ggemt effort to contribute to the conflict in a
positive way. Through thevay in which some of them work in bi-national actiedi and the
alternative narratives they present, especiallyRlleand theAIC, counteract the demonisation of
the “other side”. They base their narratives notl@question, on which side is the victim and on
which one the perpetrator, but show that on bodlessi there are good and bad, just and unjust
tendencies. Instead of the common black and winitgge of the counterpart, they try to promote a
multi-coloured picture with all its light and shadoYet in the end, all these activities reach first
and foremost those that already are sensitive ¢octinflict and interested in its multi-layered
narratives. And here the nucleus of the problemesmgain to surface: the majority of Israeli
society is not willing to think and hear about tmnflict anymore or even contribute to it in an
active way.

However, when claiming being the fourth power ia tate or a “watch dog”, exactly in such a
situation of tiredness and shrinking interestsitie media’s obligation to go against these salciet

41 Due to the limited scale of the analysis, ih@ possible to generalise the findings and temtfe results to all
other securitising moves that have taken placerieli society.
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development&? By only meeting the masses’ demands, the mediendeghemselves from shaping
powers to mere suppliers and marionettes of thergéatmosphere.

Moreover, the Israeli mass media pretend to prowepublic with facts, not with a certain
perspective, as Daniel Dor argues in his analysithe media coverage during the Operation
Defensive Shield:

“What they [the media] do is send their audieneeas different messages at two different levels. At
the declarative level, they deny that they prouitem with a perspective designed to reflect what
they already think and feel. They tell their audies) that they provide them witlews]...]. At the
tacit level, however, they do signal to their andies that they provide them with dsraeli
perspective [...], but here they deny that fhesspectivas simply an opinion. They insist that the
perspective emerges from a certparception of reality This is evidenced most clearly in the fact
that the media consistently advise their audiemm#sto listen to what the foreign correspondents
have to say. The foreign correspondents, they a@yhostile witnesses. [...] What they signal by
this is a very simple message: we, the Israeli eduive sent ouwswn reporters to the field, and
what they saw there was completely differéDdor 2005: 104f).

The Israeli news consumer usually does not treairtformation sceptically, since he/she lives
in a democratic state, where the supply of inforomais unrestricted. Thus the Israelis accept
information on the conflict and the adversary altmesthout reservation, and rarely seek
confirmation from additional sources nor apply ipeedent criticism; this is, according to
examinations by the media watch organisati@shey** especially true in times of crisis, when
Jewish Israelis tend to perceive foreign sourcasfofmation as anti-Israeli or anti-Semitic.

Therefore, if mass media at least disclosed moearlgl that their coverage is jusine
perspective and not necessarily an ultimate trihils, could already give some more weight to and
interest in alternative media actors who mostlyte balanced and well-researched perspectives
of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, but are baredard these days.

42 Haaretzfor example claims in its self-portrayallaaretzplays an important role in the shaping of pubfidn,”
and therefore describes its role in society asctimeaplayer in forming discourses.
http://www.haaretz.com/hasen/pages/ShArt.jhtmi?fNe=51345&contrassID=2&subContrassID=0&sbSubContra
ssID=0(12 September 2008).

43 SeeKeshev http://www.keshev.org.il/siteEn/FullNews.asp?NHws/4&CategorylD=3(12 September 2008).
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Abbreviations

AIC The Alternative Information Center

AO Advisory Opinion

HCJ High Court of Justice in Israel

ICCPR International Covenant of Civil and Politiaghts

ICJ International Court of Justice

IDF Israeli Defense Forces

JP The Jerusalem Post

PI1J Palestine-Israel Journal of Politics, Econamaicd Culture
SHUR Human rights in conflict: The role of cigibciety
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Appendix I: List of Interviews

- All interviews were conducted by Rabea Hal3, if stated otherwise —

Abu-Zayyad, Ziad & Schenker, Hillel. Editors of thealestine-Israel Journal of Politics,
Economics and Culturénterview conducted on April 8, 2008 in East $atam, Israel.

Akel, Jihad. Chairman dfladash/Histadruth Interview conducted on April 9, 2008 in Tel Aviv,
Israel. Interpreted by Gideon Spiro.

Alpher, Yossi. Co-editor obitterlemons.org Interview conducted on April 9, 2008 in Ramat
HaSharon, Israel.

Baskin, Gershon. Co-director and founder of flseael-Palestine Centre for Research and
Information Interview conducted on April 2, 2008 in Tantur alsk.

Hammouda, Dawood. Member of the organisatwop the Wallinterview conducted on April 1,
2008 in East Jerusalem, Israel.

Hass, Amira. Journalist ¢faaretz Interview conducted on May 22, 2008 in Berlin r@any.

Lefkovits, Etgar. Jerusalem correspondeniTbé Jerusalem PasPhone interview conducted on
April 10, 2008.

Mandel-Levy, Naomi. Member of the organisatkb@shev Interview conducted on April 3, 2008 in
West Jerusalem, Israel.

Ophran, Hagit. Head of the settlement watch indiganisationPeace NowInterview conducted
on April 1, 2008 in West Jerusalem, Israel.

Tsion, llan. Chairman and founder of the organisafrence for Life Interview conducted on
March 28, 2008 in Herzlia, Israel.

Warschawski, Michel. Founder of tiAdternative Information Centeinterview conducted on April
2, 2008 in West Jerusalem, Israel.
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Appendix II: Leading Questions of the Interviews

= Introduce yourself and explain why you decided torkvfor the organisation... / in the
media sphere/ founded the organisation.....

= Can you describe your daily work? / Would you gugeone or two concrete examples of
actions or campaigns?

= |s ‘dialogue’ a matter of concern for you? To wkatent might bi-communal activities be
realistically or ideally possible or useful ?

= What is your aim / the purpose of your work?
=  What kind of impact do you think you have? Can yoeasure it somehow?
= Where do you face difficulties? Where do you sexassses in your work?

= How do the media actors / you as a media actorrgen@formation in Israel (especially
about security issues)? How do you / other medtaraayenerate information from the
“other side”?

= What influence do the media have in Israel accgrdinyou? How is your relation to the
mass media?

= Only to journalists: What role does the editor playour newspaper? What is your relation
to the editor?

= What opinion do you have on the fence/wall? To whdént are security measures like the
wall/fence justified according to you?

= What would be a just and realisable resolutionha tonflict according to you / your
organisation? How might the competing definitiomgeg by the two parties of ‘rights’ and
‘obligations’ be reconciled?
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Appendix IlI: List of Articles Used for the Medianalysis

Articles in The Jerusalem Post

4=

Tovah Lazaroff Security fence rerouted closer tegdr |14 July 2004
Line

Herb Keinon EU: Sharon must be ready to ‘tango’ oh3 July 2004
fence

Arieh O’Sullivan Blips in the stats 12 July 2004

Editorial Europe and the ICJ 12 July 2004

David Rudge Northern quiet proves worth of securityt2 July 2004
fence

Yaakov Katz One dead as bomb ends Gush Dan lyll  July22004

Herb Keinon

Sharon orders work on fence to contin@i2 July 2004

Yaakov Katz

TA residents sceptical on fence

12 2094

Tovah Lazaroff

Court could undermine rules of self-
defense

11 July 2004

Tovah Lazaroff

Fence battle moves to United Nationg 11 July 2004

Dan Izenberg High Court, ICJ take different 11 July 2004
approaches to security fence

Alan Dershowitz Israel follows its own law, not bigd |11 July 2004
Hague decision

Khaled Abu Toameh Palestinians laud decision 1yt 2004

Herb Keinon PM, ministers hope to minimize damadd. July 2004
from 1CJ ruling

Janine Zacharia US dismisses ICJ ruling 11 Julyt200

Melissa Radler US Jews to fight for fence 11 JagL

Yossi Klein Halevi The pattern of Palestinian réj@aism 9 July 2004

Evelyn Gordon Judges play soldiers 6 July 2004

Nina Gilbert Fence ruling based on timing — Defensg July 2004
Ministry

Yosef Goell Pardon the inconvenience 5 July 2004

Herb Keinon PM: we will retaliate if Kassams 5 July 2004
continue

Tovah Lazaroff Fence ruling won’t sway The Hague | JuB/ 2004

Caroline B. Glick Supreme injustice 2 July 2004

Dan Izenberg A petition per kilometer next? 1 nop4
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Ohne Autor/Opinon Judges in Jerusalem 1 July 2004
Dan Izenberg Barrier violates rights - ACRI 1 Ja004
Tovah Lazaroff/Dan PM accepts ruling 2 July 2004
Izenberg

Letters to the Editor in the Jerusalem Post
Melvyn Millman Obvious to us, less to them 14 J2004
Miriam Nathans Repeat of history? 14 July 2004
James Mullen Fence ‘victory’ 14 July 2004
Joseph Peet Fence support 14 July 2004
Kfar Saba ...take it down! 14 July 2004
Paul Yarden Justice a la Hague 14 July 2004
Dave Loev, Abe Krieger, | Bigots’ court 13 July 2004
Sharon Benzel, et. al.
Pnina Isseroff, Stephen J| After the Hague verdict, ‘Post’ readers| 12 July 2004
Kohn, I. Kemp, et. al. have their say
Fay Dicker Challenge to governance 8 July 2004
Frederic Sroussi, Michael The High Court — highly undemocratic| 4 July 2004
Garkawe, Sam Katz

Articles in Haaretz

Author Headline Date
Shlomo Shamir Dershowitz slams ,illegitimate’ ICJ 4 July 2004
Ze’ev Schiff Two messages from The Hague 13 JuBA20
Avraham Tal A fence that cannot be condemned w2004
Aluf Benn/Gideon Alon Sharon links TA bombing toJ@uling | 12 July 2004
Aluf Benn/Shlomo Israel firmly rejects ICJ fence ruling 11 July 2004
Shamirand/Yuval Yoaz
Arnon Regular Despite court ruling, fence constarct |11 July 2004

work continues apart
Yair Ettinger Arab wall of silence surrounds thade | 11 July 2004
Aluf Benn Analysis/Israel’s image dealt a hard bldit July 2004
Ze'ev Segal Analysis/This is not how you judge a | 11 July 2004
wall

Editorial Between Jerusalem and The Hague 11 oy 2
Editorial Palestinians rejoice at fence decision Jaky 2004
Sharon Sadeh, Shlomo |Friends unwavering in Israel’s support} 11 July 2004
Shamir foes praise ICJ’s verdict
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Lily Galili Wall annexes Rachel’'s Tomb, imprisond.1 July 2004
Palestinian families

Yair Ettinger Till barriers do them part 9 July 200

Amira Hass What really influenced the High Court Juy 2004

Yoel Esteron Let's dismantle the fence 7 July.2004

Gideon Alon PM will not push for legal detour araupb July 2004
fence ruling

Editorial Fencing in the High Court Ruling 5 Julg

Uzi Benziman Foreseeing the future 4 July 2004

Uzi Benziman Corridors of Power/Overriding 2 July 2004
considerations

Gideon Samet You can't see that you're stuck 2 2004

Aluf Benn/Yuval Sharon orders illegal sections of fence| 2 July 2004

Yoaz/Arnon Regular rerouted

Sarah Bronson Bad fences make good neighbors 2004/

Dephna Berman The ADL school of journalism 2 JUgL

Danny Rubinstein Analysis/Fencing in the fence Iy 2004

Aluf Benn Analysis/PM stays mum 1 July 2004

Gideon Alon Decision draws fire from the right, isea 1 July 2004
from the left

Ze'ev Segal Analysis/A rare ruling 1 July 2004

Yuval Yoaz/Aluf Benn Court nixes route of fence nédem 1 July 2004
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