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Anotace

Diplomova préce ,Analysis of the Official Israelig€gourse during the Second Intifada:
Legitimization and Categorization” se zabyva zobrdm palestinského terorismu a
izraelskych bezpmostnich opdeni kkEhem druhé intifady v diskurzucelnich
predstavitel izraelského statuCerpa gitom z praci, které vnimaji jazyk nikoliv jako
neutralni progedek k popséni sociélni reality, ale jako nastroj pastoleni a udrzeni
spol&enské a politické nerovnosti a dominancegitych skupin nad jinymi. Tento
postoj je zakladem epistemologického ramce naslengzkumu, ktery se zabyva
rétorickymi  strategiemi, jimiz izraelSti politici spravediovali izraelské
protiteroristické politiky po vypuknuti intifady naodzim roku 2000. Prace identifikuje
nékolik diskursivnich schémat, kter&éha legitimizovat tvr@ kritizované bezpaostni
opateni izraelského statu. Zakladni strategii izraelblyedstavitel je kategorizace na
jedné straé Izraelai jakozto naroda neuna¥nusilujici o mir, jehoz velkorysé
kompromisni navrhy jsou opakovamdmitany palestinskou stranou na strainuhé,
ktera na vesSkeré mirové iniciativy reaguje teror@miice se dale zabyva tim, jak je po
Utocich z 11. Z4& izraelsko-palestinsky konflikt diskursi¥mapojen na globalni valku
proti teroru vedenou Spojenymi staty s cilem zajlgtaeli misto po boku zapadnich
stati. V zawrecné kapitole pak prace zkouma dalSi legitimidastrategie vyuzivané

izraelskymi politiky.

Annotation

This thesis named ,Analysis of the Official Isradliscourse during the Second
Intifada: Legitimization and Categorization“ is @amned with discursive construction
of Palestinian terrorism and Israeli security pekcby Israeli officials in the period
following 2000. The paper draws on works which seftio perceive language as neutral
communication means to describe the social realitg, instead approach it as a tool to

impose and maintain social and political inequadityd dominance of some groups over



others. These theoretical foundations underpinfdhewing research which examines
legitimation strategies employed by Israeli offisiain order to justify Israeli
controversial measures aiming to quell Palestitearorism during the Second Intifada.
The paper identifies several discursive schemesugir which Israeli state
representatives purported to legitimize Israeliusig policies that were harshly
criticized at the time. The basic strategy is tpideand categorize Israelis as peace
yearning people who relentlessly offer far-reachammpromises aiming to achieve
calm, which proposals are being adamantly rejelsyelalestinians whose only reaction
is resort to terror. The thesis further deals Mstlaeli officials’ reframing of the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict as a part of the US-led glowar on terror in the post-9/11 era
which interpretation positions Israeli as a Weststates’ ally in this international
struggle. Lastly, the paper examines legitimatidratsgies employed by Israeli

politicians and high-ranking military officials.
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Introduction

At the time when pictures of the falling skyscragpef the World Trade Center
in New York shocked the world, the State of Isrhall been already caught in the
middle of its own struggle against terrorism fovesal months. Unlike its predecessor
from the late 1980s, the Second Intifada which wdipin autumn 2000 was
characterized not by a massive movement of cailjély non-violent disobedience: on
the contrary, Palestinians soon adopted stratedggradrism and launched an intensive
campaign of suicide bombings, peaking in 2002 wkithessed more than fifty attacks
behind the Green Linelsraeli ensuing reaction was no less unprecedeatetsraelis
resorted to harsh measures, ranging from the sedctdrgeted killings of Palestinian
militants to construction of the security fenceiding Israel proper and the Palestinian
territories.

Even though the Israeli state faced truly masserges of suicide attacks during
the period, the enacted responses earned it wodd-eriticisms as they were deemed
highly excessive, and in fact imposing a collecinmishment on the entire Palestinian
population. The point of departure of the presdwsis is thus a notion the Israeli
material superiority over Palestinians was not imadcby moral recognition at the
international level, as most of the foreign cowgdristrongly condemned the Israeli
incursions. It could be therefore assumed thatlsleaders invested considerable effort
to convince foreign audiences about righteousnekstheir conduct vis-a-vis
Palestinians.

The role of language in politics was coincidegtdlighlighted by the war on
terror proclaimed by the Israel's American allytire wake of the Al-Qaeda attacks.

The peculiar rhetoric adopted by the Bush admimistn drew attention of critical

! Throughout the paper, | will adopt the term temor as used by various governmental figures and
security experts. This does not mean that | acdefihition of particular acts of political violencas
“terrorism” without any reservationshis is rather to state that various discursivatsgies dealing with
these events themselves share certain featuregnatids basis it is reasonable to speak aboudrism.

In another words, what bind these acts togetherwtsnecessarily that much observable qualities they
share (although this might be the case), as rapimeperties attributed to them by officials and
professionals. Another reason for using the terrmige pragmatic — even though possible, complete
refraining from adoption of the word would be quiteonvenient given the lack of any other term that
could replace it in an understandable and lessl@mudtic manner. See the chapter 3 of the presegmrpa
for a more detailed discussion of reasons behindkepticism to the terrorist label.

2 The number is taken from statistics of the Gen®ealurity Service, Israeli internal security agentis
cited in Schweitzer, Yoram, “The Rise and Fall afcRle Bombings in the Second Intifad&trategic
Assessmenvtol. 13, No. 3 (2010), pp. 42.

% This notion was unwittingly confirmed in one ofegghes by the then Prime Minister Ariel Sharon in
June 2001 when he stated “[t]here is a struggledex Arafat and ourselves to win over the inteomei
community.” (TE18).
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authors who pointed to the crucial role that o#isi narrative of the struggle between
the “free world” and global terrorism played in nrak controversial policies palatable
for the public. Nevertheless, works concerned wvstitio-political significance of
language of course predate the beginning of thid thillennium, and security scholars
have largely drawn on these earlier works.

So does the present paper which, following what leen just stated, aims to
discern what rhetorical means did Israeli officialaploy to legitimize Israeli counter-
terror measures during the Second Intifada in otdemprove Israel’s international
standing. The thesis is thus informed by princigiesliscourse analysis which will be
discussed at length below. Nevertheless, sincéethe discourse is rather ambiguous, a
precise definition for the purposes of the pregmper is warranted. | adopt Richard
Jackson’s conceptualization that defines discouase$elated sets of ideas, expressed
in various kinds of written and spoken texts, antpying a distinct arrangement of
vocabularies, rules, symbols, labels, assumptioasratives and forms of social
action.” As can be seen, this approach renders the ter®m gairow concept, seeing it
as a demarcated body of texts, rather than as aramhing scheme structuring social
reality, which understanding is usually adoptedpmst)structuralist readings.

In this specific case, | will investigate Israefficial discourse on Palestinian
terrorism and Israeli responses during the Secatithda; it should be nevertheless
noted that due to scope constraints, the presgmrps concerned only with messages
meant for foreign audiences as it might be assuthatlIsraeli politicians employed
quite different discursive strategies when commatimg with the domestic public.

Since Israel has been at the very centre of thedisoattention in the period
following the outbreak of violence in late 2000 ¢ather continued to be), it would be
misleading to state that these issues have altegaetbmpletely escaped scholarly
interest. However, unlike is the case with the Bumdministration’s discursive
construction of the war on terror, a detailed rededocused primarily on the Israeli
official discourse during the Second Intifada istguare, and primary purpose of the

present paper is thus to try to partially fill g gap.

4 Jackson, Richard, “An Analysis of EU Counterteisor Discourse Post-September 1&§mbridge
Review of International Affaird/ol. 20, No. 2 (2007a), pp. 234.
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Research questions

As has been just stated, the purpose of this paper discern what discursive
schemes and practices were utilitized by Isradiiciafs to legitimize their state’s
policies towards Palestinians during the Secondabid. Nevertheless, preliminary
research of texts constituting the Israeli offideécourse as well as secondary literature
strongly suggested that there are be more spegistions the paper will have to focus
on in order to successfully accomplish this goal.

These questions pertain mostly to the characteizaf the conflicting parties
by Israeli leaders. Importance of this depictiotwsfold. Firstly, works concerned with
discursive construction of terrorism demonstratat tbne of the most ubiquitous
legitimating strategies is to portray the strugoégween state authorities and terrorists
in a purely dichotomist manner, in which “they”rftwists) are depicted as antithesis of
“us” (potential victims, state representatives affiters). Since preparatory reading of
the texts has revealed that these notions are saignt for scrutiny of the Israeli
official discourse, this paper needs to focus na®eply on allocation of properties to
conflicting parties.

Secondly, given the close alliance between Iszadl the United States, it was
safe to assume that Israeli officials would strigedepict the local Israeli-Palestinian
conflict as a part of the war on terror proclaimmdthe Bush administration after the
9/11 attacks. Since this reframing is made posdiylea peculiar portrayal of both
Israelis and Palestinians (which cast them direnti@pants in the global struggle
against terrorism), these notions again highlightsneed to investigate qualities
allegedly defining the two opposing sides of theltié Eastern conflict.

The research questions thus go as follows:

1. Which legitimation strategies did Israeli offits employ during the Second Intifada?
2. What qualities and behavior patterns did Isra#icials allocate to Palestinians and
Israelis respectively?

3. How was this particular depiction used to refeatime Israeli-Palestinian conflict as a

part of the US-led war on terror?

Wording of questions hints at rather cautious wdBt towards the Israeli

officials’ interpretation of the Second Intifadahih skepticism is informed by works

13



theoretically underpinning the present thesis. Kibedess, this paper does not aim to
establish which claims are based on “truth” andciwrare mere distortions of reality.
Although in some instances | will refuse argumentsle by respective speakers, point
of this enterprise is not to cast Israeli officitds's or manipulators, or to even vilify the
Israeli state as such. Rather, being aware thdatadis and narratives inevitably result
in a simplification of the complex reality, the pemt paper aims to make intelligible
how did Israeli officials’ interpretation (whosetoee is necessarily arbitrary) of the
events of the Second Intifada served to legitinigzraeli policies at the time. To put it
differently, the thesis aims to discern power iests vested in language adopted by
Israeli speakers when referring to Palestinianotesm and Israeli counter-measures
after 2000.

Literature Review °

There is a relative paucity of works concerne@datly with the Israeli discourse
during the Second Intifada. One of few examplesirigcle by Julien Peteet named
“Words as interventions: naming in the Palestindsrael conflict® in which she
scrutinizes politics of labeling by both IsraelisdaPalestinians. Nevertheless, the scope
of Peteet’s focus is rather wide which means ti#tough it is a valuable contribution
to the body of knowledge on the issues examinedignpaper, the article does not offer
a detailed analysis of the Israeli official discgeirduring the period of the most
intensive terrorist campaign.

This thesis nevertheless draws on number of boakisaaticles dealing with
other relevant issues. To start with, there areksvopncerned with power-laden nature
of language. Pieces by Norman Faircloligan serve as an introduction to this kind of
literature, and provide the reader with many valeafisights into relationship between

texts, power and inequality.

® This section is concerned solely with secondaeyadture. The primary data will be discussed imidlet
later in the paper.

® peteet, Julie, “Words as Interventions: NaminthiPalestine — Israel ConflictFhird World

Quarterly, Vol. 26, No. 1 (2005), pp. 153-172.

" Fairclough, Norman, “Discourse, Social Theory, Sutial Research: The Discourse of Welfare
Reform*“, Journal of SociolinguisticVol. 4 (2000), pp. 163-195, Fairclough, Normhanguage and
Power(Edinburgh: Pearson Education, 2001), and FaigtipdlormanCritical Discourse Analysis: The
Critical Study of Languagé_ondon, New York: Longman Publishing, 1995).

14



More specific issue of legitimation is discussedampther renowned scholars,
Ruth Wodak and Theo van Leuween who examine disecom immigrants to Austrfa.
Besides scrutinizing official texts, authors makevesal more general and very
informative points about process of legitimationsagh. Van Leuween furthermore
penned an article titled “Legitimation in Discoursed Communicatiori”in which he,
like Antonio Reyes in “Strategies of LegitimizationPolitical Discourse: From Words
to Actions”? lists several specific legitimating strategiesofirer piece related to these
issues worth mentioning is Louis Rojo and Teun \ijk’s article dealing with
officials’ justification for expulsion of illegalmmigrants from Spaifr- in which authors
offer wider remarks about language and power.

Van Dijk also authored several pieces concerned mithodology employable
for the purposes of examination of language’s inlgolitics: one can mention his
chapter in a volume edited by Schiffrin, Tannen &faghilton? as well as “Principles
of Critical Discourse Analysis® published in th®iscourse & Societjournal. Another
book providing methodological guidance Methods of Critical Discourse Analysis
edited by Wodak and Meyét.

A different methodology employed in the paper iscdssed in an article by
Tanja Collet®® In the introductory part of the “Civilization ar@ivilized in post 9/11
US Presidential Speeches” Collet succinctly sunmzearithe main principles of
Membership Categorization Analysis, a method usedclassify Israeli officials’
statements on Israelis and Palestinians. Colle€sepand relevant parts of the article

named “On Membership Categorization: ‘Us’, ‘ThemtdDoing Violence’ in Political

8 van Leeuwen, ThedVodak, Ruth, “Legitimizing Immigration Control: Biscourse-Historical
Analysis”, Discourse Studied/ol. 1, No.1 (1999), pp. 83-118.

°Van Leeuwen, ThedLegitimation in Discourse and Communicatioliscourse & Communicatign
Vol. 1, No. 1 (2007), pp. 91-112.

19 Reyes, Antonio, “Strategies of Legitimization ialiical Discourse: From Words to Actions®,
Discourse & Societyol. 22, No. 6 (2011), pp. 781-807.

! Rojo, Martin L; van Dijk, Teun A., “There Was a Problem, and lag\Solved!’: Legitimating the
Expulsion of ‘lllegal’ Migrants in Spanish Parliantary Discourse”Piscourse & Societyol. 8, No. 4
(1997), pp. 523-566.

'2van Dijk, Teun A., “Critical Discourse Analysisih: Schiffrin, DeborahTannen, DeboratHamilton,
Heidi E. (eds.)The Handbook of Discourse Analy8xford: Blackwell Publishing, 2003), pp. 352-371.
3 van Dijk, Teun A., “Principles of Critical Discose Analysis*Discourse & SocietyVol. 4, No. 2
(1993), pp. 249-283.

“Wodak, Ruth; Meyer, Miachael (eddV)ethods of Critical Discourse Analygisondon: SAGE
Publications, 2009).

15 Collet, Tanja, “Civilization and Civilized in poSt11 US Presidential SpeecheBiscourse & Society
Vol. 20, No. 4 (2009), pp. 455-475.
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Discourse” by Leudar, Marsland and Nekvé&piargely informed my understanding of
this approach.

| naturally draw also on works examining discursagmstruction of terrorism.
Albeit most authors are concerned with US portragfalthe international struggle
against terror, there are pieces examining reptasens of terrorism beyond those
enacted by US officials. As for the former, esplgiprominent author in this regard is
Richard Jackson who has produced several worksatffi@t critical examination of
various aspects of the war on terror narrative rnnaacessible yet very informed
manner:’

Furthermore, Richard Jackson and his colleague® lealited and authored
couple of volumes that are concerned with socialstract of terrorism as such, and
also persuasively dispel *“orthodox”, taken-for-gemh assumptions about this
phenomenor® More narrowly focused articles dealing with spiecihstances of state
officials’ depictions of terrorist attacks and thperpetrators can be found in a special
volume of Third World Quarterlyjournal from 2005 The pieces featured in this issue
provide the reader with empirical investigationsvafious discourses, and thus enable
to posit the findings of the present paper withie field of the existing academic
knowledge.

Lastly, | have used works directly concerned with Second Intifada and the

Israeli-Palestinian conflict in general. There fscourse a whole plethora authors who

'8 Leudar, Ivan; Marsland, Victoria; NekvapilfiJi‘On Membership Categorization: ‘Us’, ‘Them’ and
‘Doing Violence’ in Political Discourse'Discourse & Societyol. 15, No. 2-3 (2004), pp. 243-266.

17 Jackson, Paulivriting the War on Terrorism: Language, Politicscta@ounterterrorism(Manchester:
Manchester University Press, 2005b), Jackson, Ricti&ecurity, Democracy, and Rhetoric of Counter-
Terrorism“,Democracy and Securityol. 1 (2005a), pp. 147-171, Jackson, Richardntiieage, Policy
and the Construction of a Torture Culture in ther\WaTerrorism“,Review of International Studiegol.
33 (2007c), pp. 353-371, and Jackson, Richard, $€anting Enemies: ‘Islamic Terrorism’ in Political
and Academic DiscourseGovernment and Oppositipiol. 42, No. 3 (2007b), pp. 394—-426.

18 Jackson, Richard; Smith, Marie Breen; Gunningoder(eds.)Critical Terrorism Studies. A New
Research Agendgbingdon, New York: Routledge, 2009), Jacksorghard; Murphy, Eamon;
Poynting, Scott (eds.;ontemporary State Terrorism. Theory and Pracigkingdon, New York:
Routledge, 2010), and Jackson, Richard; Jarvis, Geening, Jeroen; Smith, Marie Bre@mrrorism: A
Critical Introduction (London: Palgrave Macmillan, 2011).

% The issue comprises, apart the already citedatiic Peteet (2005), the following pieces: Bhatia,
Michael V., “Fighting Words: Naming Terrorists, Biits, Rebels and Other Violent

Actors®, Third World Quarterly Vol. 26, No. 1 (2005), pp- 5-22, Ivie, Robert tSavagery in
Democracy’s Empire“Third World Quarterly Vol. 26, No. 1 (2005), pp. 55-65, Schroeder, el J.,
“Bandits and Blanket Thieves, Communists and TestarThe Politics of Naming Sandinistas in
Nicaragua, 1927-36 and 1979-90hjrd World Quarterly Vol. 26, No. 1 (2005), pp. 67-86, Nadarajah,
Suthaharan; Sriskandarajah, Dhananjayan, “Liberaéiouggle or Terrorism? The Politics of Naming the
LTTE", Third World Quarterly Vol. 26, No. 1 (2005), pp. 87-100, Russel, Jdfierrorists, Bandits,
Spooks and Thieves: Russian Demonisation of thel@hes Before and Since 9/1Third World
Quarterly, Vol. 26, No. 1 (2005), pp. 101-116, and Horsn®&tayt, “Themes in Official Discourses on
Terrorism in Central Asia‘Third World Quarterly Vol. 26, No. 1 (2005), pp. 199-213.
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have examined this period, acts of Palestiniarotism and Israeli measures. Worth
mentioning is a chapter by Ami Pedazhur and Aridigie who offered a succinct but
elaborated critical overview of the Israeli seguniolicies and their effects on the
Palestinian populatiof?, which dispels number of claims made by Israelicidfs at the
time. Especially important is a work by Arie Kaceowiwhose subtitle “Clashing
Narratives, Images, and Frames in the Israeli—Bai@s Conflict®* hints at issues the
author is concerned with. Kacowicz deals with cakiexamination of both Palestinian
and Israeli interpretations of the conflict andghenables to compare Israeli officials’

narrative with that of their Palestinian countetpar

Outline of the Paper

After this introduction, the thesis proceeds todiacussion of theoretical
foundations underpinning the latter empirical asely The first chapter thus points to
the political significance of language which shoulat be seen as a mere “innocent”
tool to describe the reality “as it is”. On the tramy, this part of the paper demonstrates
that language and power are inextricably intertd@jne/hich principles inform the
empirical research this paper engages in. The gecbapter is then concerned with
various legitimation strategies whose overview sgrto lay foundation for the later
scrutiny of Israeli officials’ rhetoric.

The third chapter engages in a critical examomatf terrorism as usually
understood nowadays. It aims to show that orthadaerstanding of this phenomenon
is rather problematic and should be contesteduithér traces discursive schemes
characterizing various state discourses on tenoris

Afterwards, the paper outlines methodology adoptethe rest of the paper.
Apart from discussing specific discourse analysethods, the chapter also makes the
reader familiar with nature and collection of thenmary data, as well as with
operationalization of categories into which Israficials posit their fellow citizens on
the one hand and Palestinians on the other.

2 pedazhur, AmiPerliger, Arie, “The Consequences of Countertéstdolicies in Israel”, in: Crenshaw,
Martha (ed.);The Consequences of Counterterrorigdew York: Russell Sage Foundation, 2010), pp.
335 - 367.

2L Kacowicz, Arie, “Rashomon in the Middle East. Gliaxgy Narratives, Images, and Frames in the
Israeli-Palestinian Conflict'Cooperation and Conflictvol. 4, No. 3 (2005), pp. 343-360.
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The categorization itself is the main topic of fifiln chapter. This section of the
paper examines what qualities Israeli officials @mdrespective parties with, and
demonstrates that they portray Israelis and Palass in a largely dichotomist way.
The sixth chapter reconstructs the narrative ofvihe on terror as conceived by Israeli
officials, and shows how are alleged propertiend®]f Israelis and Palestinians used to
frame the Middle Eastern conflict as a part of gteuggle against international
terrorism.

The last chapter shows what legitimation stratedsraeli officials mainly
utilitized during the Second Intifada. Being infarch by earlier discussion of
legitimation, this section lists several discursisehemes aiming to justify Israeli
policies in the eyes of foreign public and statesme

The conclusion then summarizes the main findingd ascertains a relative
importance of individual legitimating strategies ayed by Israeli officials. It also
determines features that the Israeli official disse shares with other state

representatives’ depictions of terrorism and sutgga®as for future research.
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1. Language and Power

It would be misleading to say that language hasoimecobject of scholarly
interest only recently, as history of linguisticeaches back to ancient times
nevertheless, focus on social and political immddanguage is something that is quite
novel. Various thinkers started to realize in toerse of the 19 and 28 century that
language can not be conceived as a mere sum obwdrigh precisely describe (social)
reality its users encounter. The notions that mmcine is at stake with language than
just signifying the world gradually spread to othisciplines beyond philosophy and
linguistics, and laid the foundations for burge@nrasearch programmes.

There is thus nowadays a wide array of approaahwartls language and its
social functions like constructivism, feminism, pefucturalism and others which,
even though they share certain “core commitmefitsliffer on several important
epistemological and ontological issues. The purpdsieis section is therefore to clarify
what theoretical standpoint underpins the followamgpirical analysis.

This thesis draws on works which strongly argueirejaseeing language as
neutral means for communication - on the contrdéing strand of thinking which
informs the present paper suggests that nameds,lade words in general actively
form the way we perceive the world. These approaare thus based on conviction
that there is no given, self-evident, common seaabty which language just captures,
since events “do not speak for themsel&sProcess of naming inevitably simplifies
the complex social reality we encounter and stmestand influences our perception of
social phenomena that surround us. Therefore, whaymes to how we see the world,
how we allocate normative qualities to social faatsl actions, “discourse in short

matters”?*

as summarized by Vivien Schmidt.
This line of enquiry thus falls under broad catggof interpretive strand of
social scientific research, which stance is usuplly in contrast with its causalistic

counterpart> Scholars embracing the latter approach generallyptaa model of

22 See Jackson, (2007b), pp. 395-396.

23 Jackson (2005a), pp. 149.

24 schmidt, Vivien A., “Does Discourse Matter in tRelitics of Welfare State Adjustment?*,
Comparative Political Studie®/ol. 35, No. 2 (2002), pp. 190.

% A comprehensive discussion of ontological andtepislogical foundations underpinning different
strands of social scientific research is to be bumnHollis, Martin; Smith, Stevegxplaining and
Understanding International Relatioii®xford, New York: Oxford University Press, 1998ge also
Drulak, Petr, “Epistemologie, ontologie a operaaitrace”, in: Drulak, Petr (ed.Jak zkoumat politiku.
Kvalitativni metodologie v politologii a mezinarddh vztazici{Praha: Portal, 2008), pp.15-22 [in
Czech].

19



scientific enquiries that is formed according tonpiples guiding research conducted in
the natural sciences, as they seek to uncover hewlserved events related, i.e. what
is the causal link between them. This approachrosiigded in a positivist notion that it
is indeed possible to discern how certain socia@npmena directly cause othen
Smith’s and Hollis’s words, this line of scientifenquiry strives toexplain social
phenomena, taking position from “outside”, deliltela ignoring subjective meanings
and values held by actors.

Interpretative approach, on the other hand, aimsnmerstandsocial reality
from “inside”. Unlike scientists seeking to uncovaemd observable casual relations,
interpretative scholars maintain that social sdientesearch must remain sensible to
cultural and societal milieu. They argue (and thesent thesis adopts this stance) that
efforts to define objective casual links betweerrgs as it is done in the realm of
natural sciences can not be replicated when sauigthe social reality. Interpretative
scholars seek to understand actors’ subjectivevatodns and culturally determined
values which underpin their decisions and actiohBis approach thus tries to

undercover actors’ “inner” mindset and determine e their thinking structured, how

is the world constructed in their minds. In turhistunderstanding helps to ascertain
how are some actions made possible and worthy safrtiag to in the actors’ eyes.

Albert Yee defines the interpretive approach asettasn enquiries seeking to

understand “intersubjective meanings” that inforoaial practices “not by directly or

inevitably determining them but rather by renderitttese actions plausible or
implausible, acceptable or unacceptable, concesvablinconceivable, respectable or
disrespectable, eté®

Nevertheless, these notions derived from interpuwetaapproach guide and
underpin most of the scholarly works concerned wadmplex interactions and mutual
influences between language and societal setting. therefore necessary to further
specify foundations on which this thesis is based.

This work aims to contribute to a substantial baafy research which is
epistemologically, ontologically and normativelyoted in critical theories scrutinizing,
among others, societal and political impact of lsage. Indeed, the category of
“critical theory” is still ambiguous, containingmge of approaches that are defined
mostly negatively by their discontent with “tradiial”, or “problem solving” theories,

% Yee, Albert S., “The Causal Effects of Ideas ofidRes”, International OrganizationVol. 50, No. 1
(1996), pp. 97.
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as famously delineated by Robert Cdxather than by actual convergence in their
assumptions and epistemological and ontologicaltipas. Therefore, this thesis adopts
a narrower definition of “critical theory” which atds for works that, even though

sometimes only implicitly and quite loosely, dram and proceed from Frankfurt

School teaching.

Scholars who adhere to critical theory’s foundatiagree with the claims made
above that language can not be conceived as aohgretive description of the reality.
Norman Fairclough maintains that all social pragicincluding use of language, are
“practices of production®® creating something in the process, albeit a natfre
products can be non-material, i.e. discursivehtiudd be stressed out that Fairclough
adds that this view of social practices is not sangple of economic reductionism — on
the contrary, it is meant to demonstrate that pcodn of economic assets is only one
form of production amongst many.

At the same time, critical scholars go beyond thesions. They argue that
there is always a plethora of possible interpretegtiand labels that can be attached to
social “facts”; there is no “way things simply areds events’ meaning is always
constructed by a particular interpretation; Richackson sums up this attitude
succinctly by stating that “different words canulkesn different ‘readings’ for the same
set of acts™ Privileging one way how to portray and interprlity is thus intimately
linked to power, since adopted language always steiod make some actions and
phenomena intelligible, natural and legitimate, le/hgasting other as not deserving
public recognition. Meaning of events is establish@ discourse that can be
deliberately constructed in a way that privilegeslyo certain interpretation(s)
representation is thus a highly political entempriRelated point of contention is who is
entitled to authoritatively speak at all, as theaker's status determines to a high
degree how are her discursive performances petawe if they are embraced by

wider audiencé®

%" Cox, Robert W., “Social Forces, States and Wonldes: Beyond International Relations Theory”,
Millennium. Journal of International Studiegol. 10, No. 21981), pp. 126-155.

28 Fairclough (2000), pp. 168.

29 Jackson (2005b), pp. 29.

% See e.g. Fairclough (2001), pp. 43-108, Changg@urMehan, Hugh, “Discourse in a Religious
Mode: The Bush Administration’s Discourse in thenda Terrorism and its Challenge®ragmatics
Vol. 16, No. 1 (2006), pp. 1-3, or Chilton, Pauth&ffner, Christina, “Introduction. Themes and
Principles in the Analysis of Political Discourséf; Chilton, Paul; Schéaffner, Christina (ed®dlitics as
Text and Talk. Analytic Approaches to Political éarse(Amsterdam, Philadelphia: John Benjamins
Publishing Copany, 2002), pp. 22-23.
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In public arena, it is mainly elites who have proemt access to media and other
sources of widely disseminated discourSeBhis applies especially to leading political
echelons who are given media attention and haveeat disposal other means to cast
their interpretation the most salient among genpagulation. The point is not that
other, more marginal groups can not speak outeratiat social effects of particular
discourse(s) are cumulative — those interpretatimmd depictions that are the most
circulating become gradually embedded and acceggathambiguous and self-evident.
And because of elites’ vast opportunities for puldppearances, their depiction is
usually the one which earns the widest recognition.

Political representatives, in accordance with nte@asn journalists and other
prominent groups which seek to maintain the curstatus quo, can therefore easily
through their (repeated) utterances construct &edeparratives, meta-stories which
apart from simply describing events also endow racémd practices with normative
gualities. They also promote particular interpiieted over others, reducing multiple
possible understandings to one that suits thepgaes, allegedly based on a “common
sense™?

In fact, interpretations evoked as obvious and udrat do not necessarily
correspond with “truth”, but often rather servedonceal the power-laden nature of
language. These discursive steps seek to maintg@erisr position of certain groups
because, as hinted above, these efforts have lgcfaalreaching effects, and they
influence social reality in several ways. By deimgiwhat is considered legitimate
knowledge, they cast dissenting voices as illegitenand/or unreasonable, therefore
shielding leaders from any serious criticism. Beeaaf wielding considerable control
over public debate, dominant groups can descriliei@® enacted or supported by them
as a sensible, “right” thing to do, and benefitalthe society as whole (and not just for
elites’ narrow interests) which portrayal resutispublic endorsement of these actions.
In a parallel process, some groups are marginahpeddexposed to social exclusion, as
they are cast “outsiders” who do not belong amaugj,“and who can therefore easily
become victims of racism and discrimination.

Another notion shared by most of critical scholarghat discourses are not

constructed independently from already existingonisal and political narratives. On

3L van Dijk, Teun A., “Discourse and the Denial ofdan*, Discourse & SocietyVol. 3, No. 1 (1992),
pp. 88-89, Bhatia (2005), pp. 10.
% Fairclough (2001), pp. 2.
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the contrary, groups seeking to maintain their heg@c position in most cases draw on
prevailing semantic structures and shared vafti@his should come as no surprise
since resort to socially embedded and establisismburses endows speakers with a
nearly automatic salience stemming from the faat fublic is acquainted with this line
of reasoning. It is obvious that to introduce a ptately novel depiction of some social
facts, and to simultaneously claim that it is sslident is a quite peculiar endeavor.
Socio-political context in which discourses are at@d must be therefore taken into
account when conducting critical enquiries, as Witheld values and embedded
practices often guide speakers’ performances. Bshauld be noted that contexts as
well “are not objective, or ‘out there’, but subjee constructs of participant§”as Van
Dijk reminds us.

At the same time, however, there is a dialectiekdtionship between discursive
structures and specific textsPut differently, while actors draw on the alreadyient
discourses, they also modify them in turn. Thedens depart from the conviction that
social reality is never fully fixed and inert —ig actually fluid and “vulnerable” to
actors’ interventions that can gradually mold itheTresult is that what is being
generally considered as legitimate and truthfulictegn or narrative is in a constant
process of change, and that speakers are actrwadlved in this process.

The relationship of between larger discursive stmas and concrete texts based
on mutual influences highlights a last crucial essoften emphasized by critical
scholars, which is a possibility of resistance aglathose instances of language use
which result in oppression and/or social and pmitiinequality. Even though, as
described above, elites wield considerable poweaivel@ from the control over
legitimate discourses, other groups and individaaésnot entirely deprived of a chance
to offer different interpretations and dissemirthigir message®. There is always space
for contesting allegedly self-evident depictiorshdls and “truths” which efforts can
potentially result in a more just social setting.

These notions correspond with a larger emancipgbooyect of the Frankfurt
School, to which bulk of the authors reviewed hadbdere, although it is not always

openly admitted. As is the case with some othecepts used in this paper, definition

% See e.g. van LeeuwgwWodak (1999), pp. 83-118.

3 van Dijk, Teun A., “War Rhetoric of a Little AllyPolitical Implicatures and Aznar’s Legitimatizatio
of the War in Iraq“Journal of Language and Politic¥ol. 4, No. 1 (2005), pp. 68.

% See van LeeuweiVodak, (1999), pp. 91-92.

% For example, Rojo and van Dijk state that “[pjokd power and legitimacy are always at risk.” See
Rojo; van Dijk (1994), pp. 524.
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of emancipation is rather contested. Neverthelasse the term to stand for efforts that
seek to erase oppression of any kind and to erablpeople to employ their full
potential without any obstaclés.This leads us to normative dimensions of critical
theory underpinning examinations of social effemtdanguage. Scholars engaging in
this kind of research are often far from being reubbservers, since by revealing the
relationship between utterances and domination tielye, at least implicitly, to
promote certain normative agenda. Even thoughstfaisce might be unacceptable for
those who adhere to the positivist strand of sifiergnquiries which strictly delineates
the border between the scientist and object oftisgruthe well known counter-
argument states that this demarcation is impossaisiehe researcher herself influences
the reality she seeks to study, and is influengetldy social milieu in turn at the same
time. Moreover, Norman Fairclough maintains thatiéatific investigation of social
matters is perfectly compatible with committed aapinionated’ investigators (there

are no others!), and being committed does not exgaa from arguing rationally*®

37 For an elaboration on the concept of emancipatitiin confines of the security studies, see Booth,
Ken, “Security and EmancipatiorReview of International Studiegol. 17, No. 4 (1991), pp. 313-326.
For discussion of emancipation in the context eéegch on terrorism, thus closer to the topic ef th
present paper, see Gunning, Jeroen, “A Case ftic&@lrTerrorism Studies?Government and
Opposition Vol. 42, No. 3 (2007), pp. 384-390.

¥ Fairclough (2001), pp. 5
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2. Legitimization

As can be deducted from the previous chaptertihegion is one of the crucial
concepts in critical enquiries concerned with laagg and its social context and
impact®® Van Dijk defines legitimation as “related to thpesch act of defending
oneself which requires as one of its appropriater@mditions that the speaker is
providing good reason, grounds or acceptable mtitiva for past or present actioff.”
Successful legitimation through appropriate disseuis thus crucial for gathering
support and public acceptance of one’s actionsgipsland/or efforts. Problem of (lack
of) legitimacy is therefore highly relevant for ttepic of this paper as it was exactly the
endorsement of the Israeli measures by other desnwhat Israeli leaders sought
during the Second Intifada, having achieved comalsle physical superiority over
Palestinians, yet facing world-wide condemnatiohara uproar against Israeli actions
in the occupied territories.

Nevertheless, legitimization is to be found nadyan the realm of politics. Theo
van Leuween states that legitimation can be bdgicwfined as an (sophisticated)
answer to a question “Why’ - ‘Why should we doshiand ‘Why should we do this in
this way?"#! By arguing that particular actions are necessay rght thing to do
(which evaluation is indeed contextually bouffdthe speaker seeks to justify her
conduct and earn support from other actors. Tmd kif reasoning is thus traceable in
nearly all social interactions, as people oftentéryonvince others to follow and help
them in their activities, and in order to achiekiestthey have to depict them in a way
that persuades other to participate.

These notions about general relevance of the pprafecourse do not diminish
significance of legitimacy in political arena. krc be said that powerful and effective
legitimizing discourses are required especiallyekteptional time¥ like wars, major
crises, painful economic adjustment, and s8*dgven though, as hinted above, there is
always a certain contest over narratives and irgé&pons, during periods characterized

by mundane politics need for legitimation is noattimuch pressing for elites, as the

% For an introduction to debates on legitimation Rego; van Dijk (1997), pp. 527-533

0 Quoted in Peled-Elhanan, Nurit, “Legitimation ofsacres in Israeli School History Books*,
Discourse & Societyol. 21, No. 4 (2010), pp. 380.

“lvan Leeuwen (2007), pp. 93.

“2 See e.g. Peled-Elhanan (2010), pp. 380, or R&@H<1], pp. 782.

3 Rojo; van Dijk (1997), pp. 528.

44 0On the latter point see Schmidt, Vivien A., “Thalipcs of economic adjustment in France and Bnitai
when does discourse matter26urnal of European Public Poli¢cyol. 8, Iss. 2 (2001), pp. 247-264, and
Schmidt (2002).
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current status quo, and by implication their positand image, is not endangered. Since
social practices are informed by shared valuescbasedominant discourses, there is a
certain inertia which ensures that social stratfan is quite stable. Moreover, van Dijk
and Rojo correctly point out that legitimizationnche provided also by other, non-
discursive means, as certain political and soaitd and institutions like for example
elections “automatically” endow those who partitgpan them with justification in
regards to decisions and condfrct.

Social upheavals and conflicts, on the other hamadh, quite easily result in
serious questioning of dominant narratives andtshiaty of current leaders’ positions.
Major ground-breaking events with wider societgdar®ussions are often accompanied
by challenges to conventional wisdom and takergfanted interpretations. Another
related issue to be considered is the fact thaesrof this kind often trigger extreme
response on part of those currently in power, androversial actions enacted need to
be legitimized in order to be publicly acceptable.

There is a general consensus among scholargetitination belongs among
key concepts related to critical enquiries concgmvih political functions of language.
Nevertheless, when it comes to specific legitingzsirategies, there are considerable
variations among authors dealing with this issukisTis not to suggest that they
necessarily differ profoundly on question what drstve processes and efforts are most
likely to ensure public support for certain actiamgolicies | rather point out that there
are more possible ways how to conceive the proldénegitimation. The following

parts will briefly introduce main approaches tovgatigis particular discursive practice.

2.1. Binary Opposition as Legitimization

Although more authors elaborate on these notiongstigation of discourses
based on establishing “them” and “us” as deeplyogpg is often associated with works
of Teun van Dijk. The argument here is very muchightforward and quite intuitive:
when finding themselves in dispute of some kinddérs (and people in general) tend
to depict their opponents in a negative light, elehdowing themselves and members

of their own group with positive characteristf€s.

> Rojo; van Dijk (1997), pp. 531.

“® There is a plethora of works investigating dissesrbased on “us”-“them” division. See e.g. Lazar,
Anita; Lazar, Michelle M., “The Discourse of the W&Vorld Order: ‘Out-Casting’ the Double Face of
Threat", Discourse & Sociefyvol. 15, No. 2-3 (2004), pp. 236-238, van Dijlo(®), pp. 76-82, Oddo,
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This dichotomy is generally enacted when autharitiesort to controversial
measures and actions, which steps usually follgewctien of opponents as harmful and
vicious. By rhetorical allocation of negative projpes to the other group, leaders aim to
construct their actions as a righteous and jugtorese, necessary in the given situation.
Legitimation is to be provided by construction @fheérently good, moderate and
reasonable “us” who are pressed by evil “them”dact forcefully and sometimes even
violently.

This scheme is thus highly effective because whéedomes the prevalent way
how to perceive the relationship between rivalgratses in-group members’ feelings of
compassion and empathy towards “them”, who arergygetl as deeply repulsive, and
therefore can be exposed to otherwise highly dapetmeasure¥. Simultaneously,
these measures are also justified by “our” inhekamness and restraint which must be
unfortunately put aside when dealing with threatgnithem”. The actions taken are
thus constructed as a regrettable necessity tegdey the other party.

Discourses based on binary opposition can be fauadwvide array of situations
characterized by some kind of tension or confficim deportation of immigrant&to
fighting insurgency® Nevertheless, even though respective discoursas several
important characteristics, there also some diffe@enMost crucially, these discourses
vary in the level of vilification which is said toe the basic property defining the out-
group and its members. Negative depictions canerdrggn pointing to some dubious
impact “they” have on “our” society, lets say bygaging in criminal activities or by
taking jobs>° to total dehumanization which aims to cast thegigroup completely out
of the human communii%. The specific nature of portrayal has indeed ingourt
repercussions, as in the latter cases “they”, dutheir complete exclusion, can be
exposed to otherwise unthinkable measures, sireaighal constraints limiting one’s
actions against a fellow human being are removied& widely known that labeling
people as rats and cockroaches turned out to Heshstep towards a mass murder.

John, “War Legitimation Discourse: Representing’ ‘&lsd ‘Them’ in Four US Presidential Addresses”,
Discourse & Societyol. 22, No. 3 (2011), pp. 287-314, and van iik92), pp. 87-89.

" See e.g. Jackson (2007c).

“8 Rojo; van Dijk (1997).

9 Schroeder (2005), pp. 67-86.

¥ van LeeuwenWodak (1999), pp. 111-114.

*1 For elaboration on the concept of moral exclusiea Opotow, Susan, “Moral Exclusion and Injustice:
An Introduction®,Journal of Social Issue¥ol. 46, No. 1 (1990), pp. 1-20. See also Martimd&elavier
Opotow, Susan, “The Legitimization of Political Vénce: A Case Study of ETA in the Basque Country”,
Peace and Conflictvol. 17 (2011), pp. 134-135.
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Regarding other differences among discourses iegorto “us’-“them”
dichotomy, there are variations when it comes tgspmlity of staying outside the
dispute. Whereas sometimes impartiality is at |leagtlicitly possible, in some cases
there is no such option, which applies mostly tosth instances of discursively
constructed opposition that feature complete eéifion of the out-group — when put in
the middle of fight between ultimate evil and pg®od, space for neutral stance is

indeed limitec??

2.2 Legitimization through Proximization

Another way how to theoretically conceive legitiatibn is based on Paul
Chilton’s work® which is further elaborated on by Piotr Cap.Chilton’s
conceptualization is built on the notion that “sexnable hearers to generate cognitive
structures in short and long-term memory” and thajmong these structures are
complexes of ‘spaces’, ‘worlds’ or ‘sub-worlds®.Chilton then continues by saying
“that in processing any discourse people ‘positiotiier entities in their ‘world’ by
‘positioning’ these entities in relation to themaad along (at least) three axes, space,
time and modality®* Chilton thus suggests that the speaker, who istéacat what he
calls “deictic centre”, can situate all social ast@and phenomena within a matrix
composed of three axes, based on their tempowiaspnd modal position. | will now
briefly introduce these terms, and then | will dése how can be this scheme used to
conceive legitimating strategies.

Chilton adopts the term “deictic centre” to marle tphosition of the uttering
subject. In a nutshell, “deictic centre” standstiere, now, l/we. It serves as a point of
reference to locate all phenomena the speaker atersuNevertheless, we must bear in
mind the centre does not contain only speaker Himag possibly much larger groups

like nation, “citizens of free world” etc.

2 See e.g. Jackson (2005a), pp. 153-156.

%3 Chilton, Paul Analysing Political Discourse. Theory and Practit®endon, New York: Routledge,
2004) features the most coherent and compreheoshaeptualization of legitimation as conceived by
Chilton, and as such informs this part of the paper a deeper elaboration on issues discussedsbere
especially Chilton (2004), pp. 48-65. Alternativedybrief overview of Chilton’s argument is to loaifid
in Amer, Mosheer M., “Telling-it-like-it-is": theDelegitimation of the Second Palestinian Intifada i
Thomas Friedman’s Discoursddjscourse & Societyol. 20, No. 1 (2009), pp. 8-9.

>4 Cap, Piotr, “Towards the Proximization Model oé tAnalysis of Legitimization in Political
Discourse*Journal of PragmaticsVol. 40 (2008), pp. 17-41.

°5 Chilton (2004), pp. 57.

%% |bid, pp. 57-58.
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Regarding the first two axes, whose characteristiggit seem quite obvious, it
needs to be stressed out that they do not simpdy te mere geographical distance
separating deictic centre from some social actbesipmena, or to time elapsed
between two events. As Chilton persuasively shosiece discourses are often
composed of diverse metaphors, spatiality and teatipo are utilized to allocate
normative and politically laden properties. Formayp¢es, allies are generally referred to
as “closer” to “us” (i.e. deictic centre) than atkagies, although a mere geography
suggests different conclusions. This depiction ldsar political implications, as
“closeness” is generally regarded as a positiveasbond.

The same argument with minor modifications appieethe temporal dimension
of the Chilton’s model. Defining given era as faiample “post-revolutionary”, instead
of simply stating what is the year, serves to pupleasis on some of this period’s
characteristics, while neglecting or suppressiigi® It has been also noted by Chilton
that time is often conceptualized “either as areabmoving towards the speaker (‘the
end of the war is coming’) or as the speaker mouviogards a time (‘we are
approaching the end of the war%.“In short, speakers do not resort to expressions
containing temporal specifications to simply remitinetir audience about time, but
rather to achieve certain effect and to frame thssage in a specific way.

Modal axis defines to what degree are social oecwes epistemically true and
how much are they “right” on a deontic level, the@mbining more modal strands.
Firstly, modality states if a phenomenon actuabyses, or with what certainty. As
number of social phenomena can not be directly robge speakers comment on
probability of their existence. Chilton points dbat even in regards to the epistemic
dimension the notion of remoteness is often evokduch is illustrated by expressions
like ,not remotelypossible®, or far fromthe truth*>®

Deontic status then concerns level of justnessrigiteousness, and is therefore
closely connected to the prevalent values syst@mse gt labels events and actors as
“good” or “bad”. There is a range of deontic claimkich can be again in many cases
conceptualized in terms of remoteness or proximignsider for example phrases ,he

has goneoo far, or , outsidethe norms of conventiorr®

> Ibid., pp. 57.
%8 |bid.,pp. 59.
%9 Ibid., pp. 60.
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It can be deducted from the discussion so far bawbe Chilton’s notions used
to find a common denominator for various legitiratistrategies aiming to gather
support for some action or policy. If these stepkte to negative phenomenon,
legitimizing discourse, according to Chilton’s reasg, seeks to construct this
phenomenon as “close” in few ways: as physicallgrnend with only short time
remaining before it impacts “us” (this is why Pi@ap speaks about Chilton’s model as
“legitimation by proximization”}° Simultaneously, epistemic status of this event is
being established as “existent without any doulaisd, perhaps most crucially, it is
framed as “bad”, i.e. negative on the deontic level

Such a phenomenon is thus portrayed as near amdnent with definite
negative implications for deictic centre (“me”/’gs'Therefore, it must be tackled in
order to lower its probability of occurrence, ot disposed of its deontic unjustn&ss.
This is said to be in the best interests of thetaecentre, thus making an appeal to all
who are considered to be its part. Alternativety,the cases of phenomena deemed
positive for the deictic centre, it is argued celtrmembers need to invest efforts to

make the phenomenon “closer” and more “probable”.

2.3 Legitimization in Communication

Whereas van Dijk focuses solely on discoursesisgeto depict adversary
parties as binary opposed, and Chilton offers amrareching scheme through which
various legitimation efforts might understood, thisd the following part of the paper
scrutinize more specific legitimizing strategiegdisn social interactions.

This section draws on work of Theo van Leeuffewho introduces the
following four categories of legitimation: authamtton, moral evaluation,
rationalization, and mythopoesis. These types stdlirses, van Leeuwen maintains,
can be observed in societal situations in whichsiieaker seeks to persuade others to

support her.

0 Cap (2008).

®L This can be done for example by overthrowing regiabeled as dangerous.

%2 This section is basically a summary of main ideas) van Leeuwen (2007). Therefore, in this part va
Leeuwen'’s article is explicitly referred to only amquoting specific excerpts from it.
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2.3.1 Legitimization through Authorization

Van Leeuwen starts with authorization, in whicltsedegitimation is linked
either to the speaker herself, or to an impersaiadiract concept. As for the former,
van Leeuwen states that “legitimate authority isted in a person because of their
status or role in a particular institutio® Legitimacy is thus derived from the fact that
the speaker argues as teacher, president, parerdsia person who is entitled to speak
authoritatively and to be obeyed in the given situra There is therefore no need for the
speaker to offer additional reasoning, althouglpriaictice people tend to support their
statements with arguments of some sort.

Another possible source of speaker’s legitimacyas being an expert in the
field concerned. Authority thus does not stem freocietal status, rather from being
recognized as a specialist with credentials ineespe area, which endows the speaker
with authority to decide what should be done. Altgively, the speaker can establish
her reputation by referring to other authoritatbegirces relevant under circumstances.

The last strand of personal authority is call€dlode model” by van Leeuwen.
Model in this case refers to either members of ®gedbup who are held in high esteem,
or to widely known celebrities or leaders. Whainmportant here is that only by virtue
of association, deeds and stances of these pempleaath of imitating and following:
as van Leeuwen sums up, “the mere fact that th@deamodels adopt a certain kind of
behaviour, or believe certain things, is enoughldgitimize the actions of their
followers.*®*

Regarding impersonal authority, there are sewrahds of this type as well. In
this case, one of possible answer to the “why” tjoes evoked above (‘Why should we
do this?’ and ‘Why should we do this in this wayi®)'because the laws (the rules, the
policies, the guidelines, etc.) say $8.The body of these restrictive orders thus defines
what should be done.

Another obvious source of impersonal authorityraglition which might not be
as institutionalized as the social norms just refitito, but which provides those who
evoke it with a substantial legitimacy as it appet “our way of life”. Discourses

%3 van Leeuwen (2007), pp. 94.
® Ibid., pp. 95.
% Ibid., pp. 96.
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appealing to habits or customs embedded in thengiveiety are thus powerful in terms
of generating legitimac$f

Lastly, van Leuween mentions authority of confogmit this case, the speaker
suggests following the way things are usually d@maply because this is what

“everybody else is doing it, and so should y8u*.

2.3.2. Legitimization through Moral Evaluation

Legitimacy obviously does not have to be derivedy drom some kind of
authority, be it personal or impersonal. Van Leuwekerefore then elaborates on
legitimation derived from moral judgments. It sheblde noted that in this regard his
work is closely related to van Dijk’s notion of lny opposition, as van Leuween also
speaks about allocation of normative values (“gowsl’ “bad”) as a tool to achieve
justification for certain practices. Nevertheledsgre are some differences from and
additions to van Dijk’s work.

Van Leuween reminds us that discourses conveyioginevaluation are often
“not made explicit and debatable”, as “[t|hey argychinted at, by means of adjectives
such as ‘healthy’, ‘normal’, ‘natural’, ‘useful’ dnso on.” These expressions ,are then
the tip of a submerged iceberg of moral vallf8swWe therefore have to conduct a
historical-social investigation of system of giveociety's values in order to be able to
discover underlying discourses establishing “commsense” about what is “good” and
what is “bad”. What follows is an overview of type$ legitimization achieved by
appeal to moral values.

Simple evaluation is the most common. Nevertheleas Leuween points out
that many adjectives that contain moral judgmenthat same time allocate non-
normative attributes to given objects (lets consfgelden” age® for instance), which
serves to conceal the normative aspects and threxemr adoption of the term from
being critically discussed. Another important pamthat this kind of discourse often
not necessarily seeks to overtly label one’s owtioas as “good”, but as “natural”
which again curtails space for critical evaluatadrihis interpretation.

% Similar point is made in Graham, PHfleenan, Thoma®owd, Anne-Maree, “A Call to Arms at the
End of History: A Discourse-Historical Analysis George W. Bush’s Declaration of War on Terror®,
Discourse & Societyvol. 15, No. 2-3 (2004), pp. 204-208.

®7van Leeuwen (2007), pp. 97.

% |bid., pp. 97.

% bid., 98.
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Apart from straightforward evaluation, another wagw to utilitize moral
judgments for legitimation purposes is through idaston. Rather then simply stating
what happened, speaker can resort to expressiahgadrtially obscure actual situation
and have more positive meaning from the normatiemtpof view. Example that is
given by van Leuween concerns school attendannstedd of ‘the child goes to school
for the first time’, we might say ‘the child takap independence’, so that the practice
of schooling is legitimized in terms of a discoucdéindependence’

Van Leuween examines analogies as a third stramlisoourses that draw on
morality. Actions and practices are in this ins&ngstified not on the basis of being
normatively superior themselves, but because theydapicted as linked to different

phenomena deemed moral.

2.3.3. Legitimization through Rationality

Van Leuween distinguishes two main types of leation achieved by appeals
to rationality. He firstly discusses instrumentafionality, which is derived from what
Habermas calls ‘strategic-utilitarian morality’: ethmain (and very often the sole)
measure of desirability of particular action igtiivorks and can bring about required
results. Discourse of this type is thus not basedlared normative values but on “a
rationality of means and endS“as these calculations define which activity is tvaf
taking and which not.

Whereas discourses drawing on instrumental rditgream to show that “things
work”, those rooted in theoretical rationalizati@im to demonstrate that they represent
things “the way [they] are™ Legitimization is in this case achieved by poigtit
correspondence between factual content of uttesaaied “truth”, which is, as we have
already seen, established on the basis of eitteedh“common sense” experience or,

alternatively, body of scientific knowledge.

2.3.4. Legitimization through Mythopoesis

Lastly, van Leuween maintains that storytellingr dae a powerful tool for

gathering support for and ensuring consent with'soaetions. In stories with moral

O1bid., 99.
™ Ibid., pp. 101.
21bid., 103.
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overtones, those who engage in legitimate socitvises are rewarded, while in
cautionary stories, on the other hand, those whagainst widely embraced values are
punished. This scheme thus obviously seeks tdyumtid promote adherence to certain

ways and practices which is to be achieved by pgsibem in the given narrative.

2.4. Legitimation in Political Discourse

While explicitly departing from the van Leuweenjast reviewed work
concerned with legitimation observable in a whalege of social interactions, Antonio
Reyes in his work focuses solely on discourses enacted in the reélpolitics. All
strategies he lists are as well based on fact“tiratshare, as a society, certain values

and visions of the world® on which speakers draw.

2.4.1. Legitimization through Emotions

Reyes starts with discourses whose appeal is lasedoking emotions which
effectively shapes people’s perception of the wdrld influencing their cognitive
system. To put it differently, certain words, namaesl labels, when used, will result in
emotional reaction on the part of the audienceclvhs then translated into specific
social practices informed by these reactions. Reyestions thus fully conform to the
ideas referred to above which refuse to see larggaageutral means to describe social
reality, since framing of actors and practices fscaucial importance in terms of
guidance of social behaviour. Evoking emotions astipularly salient in this regard,
which makes them prone to be exploited in orderigger certain actions.

This is especially true for fear which is, accaglito Reyes, one of the most
powerful emotions. Employed in various contexts aitdations, fear can make people
do otherwise rather unthinkable things. It shouwtdatso added that Reyes refers to the
already discussed dichotomy which, among otherskssé portray “them” as entity

which is to be both loathed and feared.

3 Reyes (2011). As was the case with the van Leuwgeece, this section presents overview of Reyes’s
main arguments.
" Reyes (2011), pp. 787.
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2.4.2. Legitimization through a Hypothetical Future

This strategy is based on a discursive constnuctib particular relationship
between past, present and future. The presencepistdd as a period during which
crucial decisions must be made and steps takéwgif are to shield “ourselves” from
future negative impacts of some event which origidan the past. Or, as Reyes sums
up, “the cause of our present problem is in the, el it now triggers imminent action
in order to avoid the same problem repeating itgelthe future*’> Listeners are
therefore facing two options: in the case of ir@attithey will experience profoundly
negative impact of the phenomendowever, if they act according to what the speaker
suggests, they will prevent these effects from melizing.

Although these scenarios are hypothetical (ancetbee yet not real), they can
be naturalized and established as “certain” by atze evokind® By permanent
circulation of discourses suggesting the two pdssitesults just described, the
inactivity-disaster causal nexus might become dgcembedded and accepted as
unproblematic and obvious. This depiction has paly far reaching political
implications, as a mere possibility of a certainetit automatically invites particular

reaction, generally perceived as legitimate and@pyate.

2.4.3. Legitimization through Rationality and Conse  nsus

Although there is a convergence between Reyesvand_euween’s works on
this point, Reyes offers slightly different conaggdization of rationality on which
political actors often draw in order to legitimitteeir policies. Rationality is defined by
Reyes as “a social construct within a cultural grdu..] something that ‘makes sense’
for the community and constitutes the ‘right’ thitegdo.“” Reyes maintains that in the
current cultural-political context, leaders genlgrakek to portray policies they propose
as cautious, reasonable and based on thorougtedsidn, trying to avoid impression
that they take hasty, short-sighted steps, sinedamer is more valued than the latter.
In order to achieve this impression, discoursethigftype often imply that the adopted
policies were agreed upon by more parties whiclivedrto generally embraced,
consensual conclusions. On the basis of these gldine speaker is in position to

5 Ibid., pp. 793.
® See also chapter 1.
""Reyes (2011), pp. 797.
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legitimately ask audience to support actions that put them under considerable
hardships.

This conceptualization of rationality thus does fibheatly into categories of
instrumental and theoretical rationality as introeldi by van Leuween, as they do not
trace legitimacy to emphasis on utilitarian valdeaochosen course of action, or to
correspondence between utterances and “truth”, ewemigh there is a certain
connection to the former — careful deliberationscpding making decisions aim to
make sure that the steps taken will lead to theiired outcome. Reyes nevertheless
stresses out mostly the fact that rationality isoacept which is contingent on social
norms approached this way, rationality and morality afeen non-distinguishable.
Reyes thus agrees with van Leuween (and othersrlikded scholars) that rationality
is inherently context-bounded, yet focuses moreatbached normative dimensions of
“rationality” itself (careful and cool-headed deoismaking is generally nowadays
held in a higher esteem than hasty, impulsive jteather than on ontological status of
“truth” and its correspondence with utterances usdeutiny.

2.4.4. Legitimization through Voices of Expertise

In this regard, Reyes derives his ideas directynfthe van Leuween’s concept
of legitimation based on authority. Reyes notes ploditical elites often quote and refer
to those experts’ opinions which are in accordawite their own statements in order to
bolster their credibility, as experts are generabfipsidered impartial professionals with
extensive knowledge on discussed issues. At thes same, experts can be attributed

share of blame in the case of a fail(fte.

2.4.5. Legitimization through Altruism

Finally, Reyes notes that politicians often lagize their actions by depicting
them as generally beneficial, promoting not onlgithown narrow group’s (like
political party members’) interests. The speakesptidg this rhetoric seeks to shield
herself from accusations of self-interest and tal@sh herself as an altruistic leader
which image can then be used for justification afious policies. Effectiveness of such

a strategy is further enhanced if the speaker sascm persuading the audience that the

8 See also Rojovan Dijk (1997), pp. 536.
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concerned policies are especially beneficial fomegrable sectors of society, since

taking care of less fortunate is widely recogniasdighteous and admirable conduct.
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3. Terrorism: Representations

The principles outlined in the previous sectiorasdal on critical approach
towards language and its social repercussions baea applied to a wide array of
disciplines, including international relations asdcurity studies. Recently, the Al-
Qaeda attacks in September 2001 and the globabmwéerror launched in their wake,
accompanied by the US official discourse, have lteduin increasing scholarly
attention to discursive construction of terrorisgven though it is safe to state that
majority of authors deal with Bush administratiodispiction of terrorism, US security
policies, “civilized world” etc., there is a grovgnbody of literature concerned with
similar issues in different places and contextac&ithe intended purpose of the present
paper is to contribute to this research, what Wedlas a brief review of rhetorical
schemes dealing with terrorism that can be traceddwvide, reaching beyond US
officials’ discourse on the war on terror.

Nevertheless, before discussing more specific gategs characterizing various
state discourses on terrorism, it is appropriatefter some general remarks about the
phenomenon and its discursive construction. Thetpafi departure in this regard is a
growing consensus (at least among critical schptheg terrorism is a deeply contested
concept. This is not meant to be an addition terofteard lamentations that states’
representatives are unable to agree upon one dgilefjlgtion of terrorism, which lack
of consent is said to seriously hinder countertestoefforts and international
cooperation in this are€d on the contrary, this is to point out that the mraenon of
“terrorism” is often essentialized and that theelab applied indiscriminately, without,
on the one hand, awareness of a specific contexhioh it exists and contingent forms
it can take, and considering observer’s own cultsi@cial and political bias when using
the label on the other - in short, mainstream aggratowards terrorism completely
omits its socially constructed nature, and concéivas “free-standing, ontologically
stable phenomeno’.Moreover, in many cases adoption of the term biciafs and
elites does not often serve to simply describe grauactivity, but to promote certain

power interests.

" For a critical discussion of this inability to e to generally accepted definition of terrorisee s
Jackson et al. (2011), pp. 100-105, and Jarvis, ‘d® Spaces and Faces of Critical Terrorism Sisitli
Security DialogugVol. 40, No. 1 (2009), pp. 7-8.

8 Jackson et al. (2011), pp. 15.
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Why this is the case can be deducted from theiguewchapters of this paper:
“terrorism” is clearly one of primary examples efihs whose utterance has serious
repercussions, it “produces” some social faitts&s no coincidence that Antonio Reyes
lists terrorism as one of the labels (over)ladethwleeply normative connotatioffslt
is clear that nowadays naming somebody a “terfoeistails imposition of a profound
moral stigma and leads to casting concerned groupersons completely illegitimate
actors. Employment of this label is thus often lakslate strategy, as there is a plethora
of other words that could be used to describe @cterror”, like bombing or murdef?
Likewise, perpetrators can be conceivably definedbandits, rebels, or, to touch upon
one of the major debate in the study of terrorisragdom fighters. But resort to
language of terrorism and framing violent actiomshis way almost inevitably leads to
complete social exclusion of the perpetrators.

At the same time, it is remarkable that even thow@s just mentioned, there is
no internationally embraced definition, various i@l documents converge on
demarcation of terrorism as conducted solely byviddals or non-state entities that
adopt violence in order to influence or overthraational governments. This effectively
serves to shield states and their leaders fromsatioms that they engage in terrorist
activities (and by extension from contempt resgltirom these accusations) despite the
fact that many officially sanctioned policies filifthe other often evoked criteria of
terrorism®® Moreover, individual states’ definitions of terimm are often vague which
enables to enact repressive policies, disguisezbasterterrorism measurers, against a
whole range of activities deemed subversive byestatitutions:* These findings again
demonstrate that labeling in general, and namimgebody a “terrorist” in particular,
can not be conceived as politically neutral, difiobjective procedure.

To illustrate the contested nature of the labele @an refer to the current

intrastate conflict in Syri&> Bashar Assad and governmental loyalists frequextbpt

81 Reyes (2011), pp. 788.

8 This point is made in Jackson et al. (2011), gf2-114 and in Bartolucci, Valentina, “Terrorism
Rhetoric Under the Bush Administration. Discourard Effects*Journal of Language and Politics
Vol. 11, No. 4 (2012), pp. 565-568.

8 Jackson, RicharMurphy, EamonPoynting, Scott, ,Introduction. Terrorism, the tand the Study
of Political Terror®, in: Jackson et al. (eds.) {20, pp. 1-6. Considering the topic of this pajitds
noteworthy that the State of Israel belongs amanmties that have been accused of conductingristrro
campaigns against its opponents. See e.g. Nagilr&disrael'sOtherTerrorism Challenge®, in: ibid.,
pp. 68-85.

% Bartolucci, Valentina, “Analysing Elite Discourse Terrorism and Its Implications: the Case of
Morocco*, Critical Studies on TerrorisVol. 3, No. 1 (2010), pp. 129, or Horsman (20@#), 200-202.
% The paper was written in spring 2013.
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the term *“terrorists” to describe anti-regime rabelndeed, Syrian heterogeneous
opposition, composed of number of different groupss employed means that would
fall into category of terrorism as it is usuallydenstood. Nevertheless, using the term
indiscriminately in fact seeks to completely deliegize the whole opposition as such,
regardless of actual actions taken by its individuembers. The fact that Assad’s
arguments are not endorsed by the Western coursiiesld not divert our attention
from the fact that governmental officials obviousty to adopt the label in order to
further certain interests; politics of naming beesnobvious in this instance. And it also
should not go unnoticed that such a contestati@n @beling is rather commonplace in
other countries as well.

These notions underpin the following parts of theper which investigate
various official discourses dealing with terrorisfihese rhetorical strategies also
constitute more concrete examples of some genesalrdive schemes introduced

above in chapters 1 and 2.

3.1. “Us” vs. “Them”

Drawing an unbridgeable line between “us” and fithas probably the most
prominent discursive strategy employed by elitegenvbepicting acts of terrorism, and
this scheme is observable on world-wide scalespeetively of national boundaries —
as stated by Valentina Bartolucci, “[ijn analysimgcent published material on
terrorism, Van Dijk’'s notions of ‘positive self-mentation’” and ‘negative other-
presentation’ are particularly usefdf This should come as no surprise since tackling
terrorism entails in most cases adoption of comrsral measures by security agencies,
which steps demand effective legitimating strategie the part of officials.

There is thus a strong trend in various officiscdurses on terrorism to depict
perpetrators as inherently and irreversibly “bads, the “other” standing in direct
opposition to “us®’ although specific qualities allocated to both dests and
governments and their representatives are culjurafid contextually contingent.

Several authors have thus noted that while Bushirasimation and its allies have

8 Bartolucci (2010), pp. 123.
8" There is abundance of studies dealing with thpictoApart from works referred to below, see also
Oddo (2011).
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labeled the 9/11 attackers as “uncivilized” andrbiagians” 8 elites in countries with

predominantly Muslim population tend to portrayréeists with religious agenda as
“unbelievers” whose acts constitute distortion grale violation of Islanf’

The latter point is connected to another theme thatepeated in official
discourses: even in instances when evidence syrangigests that they are members of
the domestic population, terrorists are cast “fpners” that came from afar to conduct
murderous attack®.At the same time, leaders are cautious to invisiike struggle as
large part of the audience as possible, very ofteaking nationalistic feeling¥.
Nevertheless, in some cases, most notably in timexb of the war on terror, the
division between the in-group (“free world”) andetlout-group (terrorists and their
accomplices) runs through the whole internationainmunity®® This attitude was
famously summed up by George W. Bush’s categostaEment “you are either with
us, or against us’®

However, there are also certain variations amongictlens of terrorism
drawing on a binary opposition. Those with the tgsi@relevance for the issues
examined in this thesis are firstly gravity of tfaleged) terrorist threat, and secondly
the level of vilification of terrorists. As for thi@rmer, it can be stated that terrorism is
in all instances depicted as a phenomenon thah lpadential to severely disrupt social
and political fabric of the given countf.But in some instances it has been further
argued that acts of terror threaten not only ait&dives and stability of specific state
institutions: terrorism is portrayed as capablémfging about a collapse of the whole
civilization and abolition of widely shared norm&e human dignity, freedom and
democracy? Indeed, these notions suggesting that global camitynand its values are
in danger lay the foundations for imposition of tis”-“them” division on the global

scale.

8 See e.g. Esch, Joanne, “Legitimizing the ‘War enrdr’: Political Myth in Official-Level Rhetoric*,
Political PsychologyVol. 31, No. 3 (2010), pp- 370-371, or Jackson {A)0pp. 238.

8 Horsman (2005), pp. 204-208, Bartolucci (2010),%6-128.

% See e.g. Horsman (2005), pp. 205-208.

L Graham et al. (2004).

92 Collet (2009).

% Cited in “You Are Either with Us or against U§ CNN, November 6 (2001) (author not stated),
available online ahttp://edition.cnn.com/2001/US/11/06/gen.attackemor/ (last access on May 14,
2013).

% Jackson et al. (2011), pp. 128-139.

% Jackson (2005a), pp. 156-160.
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Another divergence among concrete official depiwiamf terrorism concerns
intensity of vilification of groups and persons éédx as terrorists by state officidfs.
This can reach from, as mentioned earlier, franpagpetrators as foreign agents, to
adoption of quite dehumanizing language. Russiaddes’ rhetoric accompanying the
fight against Chechen terrorism can very well seage an example, as Russians
described perpetrators of various attacks as “Wdlfsho, it logically follows, must be
hunted down. Another often evoked instance of isgr&tion that deprives terrorists of
traits of humanity is Bush administration’s discgion the 9/11 attackers, who were
labeled “animals” US officials further adopted language likeningdeists to diseases,

such as “cancer®

3.2. Obscuration of Causes of Terrorism

Another reoccurring feature, common to many ddficepresentatives’ portrayal
of terrorism, is a discursive step that can besdaltlecontextualization”. Acts of terror
are not conceived as a product of political straggbut as insane acts of pure hatred.
Framed in this way, terrorism is allegedly not embin, nor stemming from, discontent
with the current establishment and political ordscio-economic grievances, and/or
history of past conflict(s) between competing gmupeven though it can be easily
argued that all these experiences often have aymdfbearing on people’s decision to
adopt terrorism as a strategy. However, officialcdurses in general silence various
possible interpretations of terrorism, and the sapplies to perpetrators’ demands
which are brushed away.It is alleged that terrorists resort to violena® m order to
achieve specific political goals, but just for theke of violence itself, or out of a pure
hatred*®

At best, terrorist actions are said to be proddéicadicalization or brainwashing,
as happened in Morocco, where terrorist activitvese depicted in a way that deprived

them of any political dimension, and were said te A result of extremist

% These findings thus perfectly correspond with Bék’s and other discourse scholars’ more general
notions about discourses drawing on binary oppositiscussed above.

9" Russel (2005), pp. 106.

% Cited inJackson (2007c¢), pp. 362-363, al@tkson (2005a), pp. 154

% See Bartolucci (2012), pp. 565-568, and JacksB@7&), pp. 236-238.

190 jackson (2005a), pp. 153-156.
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indoctrination'® These steps as well render terrorists irratiomalividuals whose
objectives are if not completely nonsensical, theleast politically unattainable.

In short, naming somebody a terrorist in the erfdcéely works to obscure
any negotiable agenda she might promote, or, akadédicBatia puts it, in such cases
“[clomplex local variations, motives, histories amtderrelationships are consistently
played down®%? and are further discursively overwhelmed by fareteng
simplifications that results in serious constramsa possibility of a political dialogue.

These notions are especially relevant for dis@ors “new terrorism” which is
said to be inspired by religious zealotry, unliled‘terrorism” which was triggered by
secular demands, be them national liberation ommegchangé® Since nowadays
terrorists seek to fulfill utopian visions which earvirtually unconfined both
geographically and in their aspirations (like ebsiiment of world caliphate following
sharia law in all aspects of life), there is no whgse objectives could be possibly
accommodated.

Moreover, religiously inspired terrorists, due toeit objectives completely
detached from the reality, are not inhibited frodopting extremely lethal strategies —
whereas terrorists of the past had to be conceatedit support from sympathetic
constituencies whose interests they sought to pi@nand therefore were constrained in
their murderous activities, “new terrorism” doed sby away from conducting suicide
attacks and even pursuing WMD. Islamist extremietigs (the most usual members of
the “new terrorism” category) thus pose an extrgngeave threat to most of the world
as they would show no reluctance to cause massltasun the course of their divine
mission should they have a chance to carry out ancittack.

Arbitrary nature of these claims can be demonstraietheir refusal on several
grounds. To start with, in reality there is no cleat between religious and secular
groups in terms of their goals, as there is a gtiustorical evidence that the latter also
engaged in pursuing utopian objectives when trymgntroduce a global overhaul of

104

political order.”™ Moreover, many of groups usually put in the catggof “new

terrorism” actually seek specific political objeas like ending of foreign occupation or

191 Bartolucci (2010), pp. 126-128.

192 Bhatia (2005), pp. 16.

193 Critical overview of the “new terrorism” argumeran be found, among others, in Jackson (2007b), or
in Gunning, Jerogrlackson, Richard “What's So ‘Religious’ about ‘B&lus Terrorism'?“Critical

Studies on TerrorispVol. 4, No. 3 (2011), pp. 369-388.

104 Jackson et al. (2011), pp. 169.
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removal of national governmenif§. As for the WMD, it can be easily argued that to
obtain such weapons is extremely costly and reguniigh level of expertise, both kinds
of assets usually unavailable to non-state growps&h means that the threat of “new
terrorism” is not as grave as many experts anaief§i claim*°® These arguments are
raised here not to establish a definitive truthneiag that religious-inspired terrorism is
completely abundant and analytically useless caye@ven though this might be easily
the case), rather to illustrate once again thatatiges and politics are inextricably

intertwined.

3.3. Drawing on Embedded Narratives

It has been discussed above that elites in tlpgeches and utterances often
draw on already accepted discourses in order tdareie appeal of their messages by
invoking salient narratives. Depictions of terramidy officials are very illustrative in
this regard, as there are many instances in wiicbrism and governmental responses
are framed in a way which connects them to widebred interpretation of the past that
“assign particular meanings to the events and peosivery specific kind of contextual
framework for their interpretation®’

It should be noted that what follows is not necelsan contradiction with the
argument of the previous section which showed that of terrorism are often
discursively deprived of political context in whicthey take place. It is quite
conceivable that elites simultaneously strive tatnag their terrorist opponents as
irrational individuals without negotiable politicagenda, and assign the same actors a
prototypical role present in a culturally embeddedrrative, as under some
circumstances these steps can reinforce each d@dmer.can also argue that officials
have several strategies at their disposal, andwéoh between them freely to a certain
degree, evoking different conceptualizations dedant times.

Several authors have pointed out that even thaoliggourse concerned with the
recent US counterterrorism policies is quite nametome respects, in other areas there

is a considerable level of continuity in terms afnative consistency. Depicting Islamic

195 Crenshaw, Martha, “New" Vs. ‘Old‘ Terrorism: A @ical Appraisal®, in: Coolsaet, Rik (ed.Jihadi
Terrorism and the Radicalization Challenge in Ewgg¢pldershot: Ashgate Publishing Company, 2008),
pp. 27-30.

1% jJackson et al. (2011), pp. 136-139.

197 Jackson (2005b), pp. 31.
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terrorists as “savages” threatening civilizatiorawts on a whole body of ideas and
deeply engrained imagination of the American peofipire of a “savage” has been
present in the American public consciousness frbenvery beginning of European
colonization of North America, firstly being embedi by the often hostile Indian
indigenous populatioff® Lately, this label was attached to other enentiles,Germans
during the First World War, or Asian people in getheand Japanese in particular, in
the first half of 28' century'® subsequently, during the Cold War, it was the USSR
which was depicted as a source of threat for tiélization”. Seen in this light, it can
be argued that Muslim extremists were simply asggighe already established role of a
ruthless enemy whose qualities are in direct cehtnath those of Americans, rather
than occupying a newly constructed category of dg@s”.

Similarly, depicting the United States as a beawforeason and civilization, as a
“chosen nation” with “divine mission”, is a very ligmt feature of American self-
definition, and Bush administration’s discourseaking current threats to these values
could thus strongly resonate within the Americadience™'° Closely related discursive
source providing legitimation for controversial meees is adherence to principles of
American “civil religion” which, in words of Changnd Mehan, “is associated with the
myths represented in the Declaration of Indepengleaspecially with the notions of
liberty, equality, justice, and human happiness cwhhas profound influence on
molding US discourse**! By appealing to this set of values and adoptingziords
from the shared political lexicon, the Bush adntnaiion ensured it did not face any
serious obstacles when striving for public endoesgmof its post-9/11 policies.
Furthermore, the war on terror was depicted asirghamportant features with
America’s previous “just wars” like the Second WbWarl*? and such framing
endows it with a considerable level of legitimation

Even though US official rhetoric related to thesp®/11 era has received most
of the scholarly attention, there are authors whal avith discourses enacted in non-
American milieu as well. Nadarajah and Sriskandédrdjave for example demonstrated

that when describing its conflict with the LTTE,etlSri Lankan government had

198 For discussion of image of a “savage“ in Ameritistory see lvie (2005).

199 Apart from Ivie’s piece, see the following artidealing with this issue: MacDougall, Robert, “Red,
Brown and Yellow Perils: Images of the American Egen the 1940s and 19505 he Journal of

Popular Culture Vol. 32, pp. 59-75.

110 Esch (2010).

111 Chang; Mehan (2006), pp. 3.

12 For example, John Oddo (2011) discerns numbeaxllels between Roosevelt's war-time speeches
and statements of George W. Bush following the @ttdcks. See also Jackson (2005b), pp. 41-44.
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adopted conceptualization of Tamil ethnicity whanfiginated in the 1970s, and which
back then, as well as 30 years later, featured higlegative properties defining
Tamils!*?

The Russian narrative of Chechen terrorism draveixignsively on legacy of
the Tsarist and Soviet eras is also a case in:;pgbmtl9" century picture of Chechens as
ruthless warriors whose stiff resistance must be e even tougher stance and
employment of considerable force largely informbd Russian leaders’ depiction of
the contemporary conflict in Chechnya. The samebmaraid about Soviet portrayal of
Chechens who harbored deep repulsion towards thmee refused to subordinate to
Moscow, and engaged extensively in black markétittg in the communist empire?

To stay in a geographically close region, officadpictions of terrorism in
Central Asian states seem to be stemming from tiagsaand practices enacted during
the Soviet era as well. As described by Horsmatjhée[ evolutionary nature of the
transition means that Soviet discourses, experteand policies have not been entirely
jettisoned by the successor regim&s.He especially points to paranoia reigning among
ruling elites, who keep constructing anti-regimensmiracy networks which are
allegedly sponsored from abroad and whose membtemstp carry out terrorist attacks.
Infamous Stalinist show trials mentality and rh&tothus still weighs on the
contemporary political reality in some Central As@ountries*®

3.4. Reframing: Discursive Linkages to the Waron T error

The previous section has shown that drawing olieeaembedded discourses is
something that one comes across when examiningtaas of terrorism in various
countries reaching from Sri Lanka to Russia. Lauotkhe US-led war on terror has
given impetus to yet another trend observable amdisgourses molded by state
officials.

Despite decline of its power, the US still retagmeminent position in the world
system, and as such its assistance and suppaitt iy much sought. Moreover, the
narrative portraying the 9/11 attacks and thegrafiath as a struggle for civilization has

obtained a world-wide currency and can be quitdyeasploited as a legitimation tool

13 Nadarajah; Sriskandarajah (2005), pp. 90-91.
114 Russel (2005), pp. 102-105.

15 Horsman, (2005), pp. 208

118 1bid., pp. 208-209.
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by elites from other countries. Seen in this lighttan be easily explained why some
governments have made significant effort to frahmdrtstruggle against terrorism as a
part of the US-led war against terrorism.

Maybe surprisingly, one of the countries whoseléea consistently tried to link
their counterterrorism campaigns to the global against Al-Qaeda was Russia. As
John Russell points out, since the Russian govarhmas at the time facing growing
fatigue with the war in Chechnya, “attacks on Newrkl and Washington on 11
September 2001 came at a juncture that was extyeior@linate for the Russian leader
[VIadimir Putin]”, since “[a]lmost overnight, Russibbecame a key partner of the USA
and its allies in the common struggle [...] againstcammon foe - Islamic
fundamentalism™!” which fact also effectively shielded the Russiatablishment from
most of foreign criticisms pointing to excessivetality of Russian troops operating in
Chechnya. Indeed, Russian officials were quickdopa rhetorical totalizing figures of
the Bush administration when they depicted Islagnstips in Caucasus as threat to the
“civilized world”.**® Chechen groups were portrayed as a part of theablerrorist
network, closely linked to Osama Bin Laden, andengaid to be joined by fighters
from the Middle East™®

Michael Blathia then lists Uzbekistan, Egypt anigekia as other examples of
countries whose governments have tried to framie to@nterterrorism operations as a
part of the war on terror led by the United Stdigseemphasizing jihadist elements of
groups they fough?® As Blathia states, the common rationale behindehetorical
efforts “is to make local conflicts and armed moeens appear as either one big Al-
Qaeda or as a series of small Al-Qaedas unitediipgse, and as all part of or directly
linked to those who attacked the USA on 9/#"which interpretation aims to endow
respective governments with world-wide supporttfair counterterrorism policies.

Given the topic of this thesis, it should be adtieat number of authors have
mentioned Israel among those countries whose |sdadek advantage of the American

declaration of the war on terror to promote theiwvnointerests, policies and

117 Russel (2005), pp. 110.

118 Cited in Campana, Aurélie; Légaré, Kathia, “Russounterterrorism Operation in Chechnya:
Institutional Competition and Issue FrameStudies in Conflict & Terrorispvol. 34 (2011), pp. 51.
119 Russel (2005), pp. 110, and Campana; Légaré (2pp151-54.

120 Bhatia (2005), pp. 13.

121 pid.
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interpretations®? As outlined in the introduction, this discursiviekl constructed by

Israeli officials will be examined in detail in ghtar 6.

3.5. Effects of Discursive Construction of Terroris m

Many authors have persuasively showed that thendsdage of discourses on
terrorism that has been just discussed resulisrgirfg an overarching construction with
serious repercussions. As already suggested, bgvieghacts of terrorism from context
of specific political struggles and grievancesi,rtiperpetrators’ goals are rendered not
negotiable. Since terrorists are depicted as amati fanatics driven by hatred, there is
virtually no way their demands can be accommodgéesdsummed up in the often
adopted “we do not negotiate with terrorists” sgremd as such, only force can contain
and defeat them. This framing thus directly leanlptivileging of violent, war-like
means when struggling with terrorisa.

At the same time, since terrorist groups’ memlages cast as irreversibly evil
“outsiders”, in many instances even located atvéry edge of the human community,
methods that can be used against them encompassvish unthinkable or at least very
disputable measuré$’ Profoundly negative representation thus enablesterent of
highly controversial policies against terrorists,veell as against states and populations
that are said to harbor them, reaching from “enkdninterrogation techniques®
effectively constituting torture, to spread of silhance throughout the public space, to
toppling hostile regime¥® These policies are often legitimized, apart framofable
portrayal of “us” who are pushed into these actibysinherently evil “them”, by
drawing on ingrained discourses and narratives.

In the conclusion of this section concerned witfic@dl discourses on terrorism,
it can be stated that all these notions furthehlight arguments made earlier in the

thesis, pointing to language as constitutive rathan simply descriptive phenomenon.

122 5ee e.g. Anderson, JaméAmerican Hegemony after 11 September: Allies, Rivaid
Contradictions” Geopolitics Vol. 8, No. 3 (2003), pp. 48-50, or Peteet (20@p) 156.

123 Bartolucci (2012), pp. 568-573, Leudar et al. @0@p. 246-256.

124 Jackson et al. (2011), pp. 112-114.

125 Jackson (2007c).

126 For more elaboration on this specific issue seenghGordon; Mehan, Hugh, “Why we must attack
Irag: Bush'’s reasoning practices and argumentatystem”,Discourse & Sociefyvol. 19, No. 4 (2008),
pp. 453-482. See also Dunmire, Patricia L, “9/1Ha@ged Everything’: An Intertextual Analysis of the
Bush Doctrine“Discourse & SocietyWol. 20, No. 2 (2009), pp. 195-222.
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State representatives’ depictions of political grate perpetrated by non-state actors do
not reflect reality in some straightforward mannen the contrary, there are vested
interests of various officials inextricably linkeéd images of terrorism. The empirical
chapters of this thesis draw on these findings wheramining the Israeli official

discourse during the Second Intifada.
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4. Methodology, Data and Operationalization

4.1. Critical Discourse Analysis

Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) is quite speciicnong methodologies used
in social sciences, as there is no clear line betwaethodology itself on the one hand
and theoretical foundations on the other. CDA tslusuld not be conceived as a tool to
confirm/falsify concepts and theoretical frameworkencerned with relationship
between language, society and power that weredated in the first chapter of this
paper - CDA rather directly departs from these amti In other words, ideas about
constitutive role of language are not something ih#éhe primary object of a scientific
scrutiny utilizing CDA - these ideas are themselwelispensable and crucial part of the
CDA method itself. | will therefore repeat sometloé points raised earlier in the paper
throughout this section introducing the methodolaggd for the later analysis, but will
limit these reiterations to cases when doing smasessary for understanding the
method.

Apart from the impossibility to clearly distinghidetween theory and method,
another peculiar characteristic of CDA is a lackitef precise definition and clearly
demarcated body of concrete methods. As observédeyers, “[i]t is generally agreed
that CDA must not be understood as a single mebhwdather as an approactf”;van
Dijk further adds that CDA rather than being “aedtion, school, or specialization [...]
aims to offer a differentmode or ‘perspective”*?® There is thus a whole spectrum of
more specific methodological procedures which canpbssibly employed by CDA
scholars, who also differ on some of theoreticaunfiations guiding their
investigations>°

Nevertheless, it is possible to discern severalfea and assumptions which are
shared by vast majority of authors employing CDARair studies. The basic, unifying
characteristic is CDA’s concern with power and wéwsv power is produced and
maintained in languagdé&® Seen from this perspective, texts are not to Ineeived as a

mere sum of information, but as tools enabling a@oeixclusion and establishing

127 Meyer, Michael, “Between Theory, Method, and Radit Positioning of the Approaches to CDA®, in:
Wodak; Meyer (eds.) (2009), pp. 14.

128\/an Dijk (2003), pp. 352.

129 Meyer (2009), pp. 18-20.

130 See Wodak, Ruth, “What CDA Is about — A Summarit®History, Important Concepts and Its
Developments*, in: Wodak; Meyer (eds.) (2009), ppor van Dijk (2003), pp. 353-354.
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dominance of some groups over oth€fsCDA thus aims to discover how various
discourses contribute to social and political iredy - indeed, this is theritical
component of discourse analysis.

These notions are based on a shared convictionahgtiage has a constitutive
social role. This is not to claim that there isi@ect casual relationship between use of
language and social action, but to see semantictates as enabling or prohibiting
these actions to a certain degree. Language igricexly linked to social reality, yet
can be distinguish from other social practicesfoims?*? But because language can
not be seen as neutral means of communicatios, warth to examine how certain
discourses maintain dominance and exclusion.

Another aspect of CDA important for this thesighat it considers individual
texts inseparable from their contéXt. Again, context is conceived differently by
individual scholars scrutinizing impact of language power relations, some of them
focusing for example on speakers’ intonation, swmthngs in which utterances take
place, accompanying gestures etc. Neverthelesshdanpresent thesis | will focus
predominantly on socio-political context of discegiunder scrutiny, i.e. context of the
Israeli-Palestinian conflict, or more specificaliy context of the unprecedented wave
of Palestinian terrorist attacks followed by halstaeli countermeasures. The purpose
of this enterprise is to investigate the discoursequestion in its historically and
politically situated milieu, rather than as freargting body of texts.

Apart from these widely shared foundations, the rmore specific notions
pertaining to CDA that are important for purposéshe present paper, one of which is
Van Dijk’'s concept of political implicatures. Patial implicatures aim to, as put
(somewhat bluntly) by van Dijk,explain[...] why political participants say the things
they do.™** This approach thus (rightly in my opinion) assurthes particular discourse
belongs to a repertoire of political tools, andiédiberately used to further certain (not
necessarily discursive) goals. Therefore, “[disselianalysis should not be limited to

structural features of text and talk, but shoulsbahccount for their conditions and

13Lvan Dijk (1993), pp. 254-257.

132 For a more detailed discussion see Bene$, VigKiDzivni analyza”in: Drulak (ed.) (2008), pp. 101-
102 [in Czech], or Chilton, Paul, “Missing Links Mainstream CDA: Modules, Blends and the Critical
Instinct”, in: Wodak, Ruth; Chilton, Pau\ New Agenda in (Critical) Discourse Analysis. Tityeo
Methodology and InterdisciplinaritfAmsterdam, Philadelphia: John Benjamins Publgi@ompany,
2005), pp. 23.

133 Meyer (2009), pp. 15-16.

134van Dijk (2005), pp. 70, emphasis in original.
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functions in the political proces$® In short, the concept of political implicatures
points to the political significance of discourggsduced by elites and other actors.
Lastly, this paper draws on Norman Fairclough’darobf intertextuality which
maintains that various texts tend to refer to eaitter (although this linkage is often
only implicit), as well as to draw on certain owetsing discursive structuré’® Indeed,
these references enable establishment of a cohdismaturse with reoccurring schemes

and topics in the first place.

4.2. Membership Categorization Analysis

As outlined in the introduction, apart from othgoals this thesis seeks to
investigate which qualities were both Palestiniand Israelis associated with in the
Israeli official discourse. Therefore, this papenpboys Membership Categorization
Analysis (MCA) along with CDA in order to accomglishis task, as utilizing MCA
seems very promising in this regard.

History of MCA dates back to 1960s when it wasdduced by Harvey Sacks.
Even though MCA as developed by Sacks was origin@igely an ethnographic
method®’ with only limited utility for international relatins or security studies, it had
been later partially modified to some degree byokuls interested in international
politics to fit their research interestS.It can be argued that one of the major shifts
brought about by this research reorientation ismareased focus on deliberate attempts
to frame others as incumbents of a certain groafher than dealing with more
unconscious categorization enacted by individu@isen the paper’s topic, it is not
surprising that | draw mostly on these more redenelopments within MCA.

Ivan Leudar and his colleagues define MCA as “emfd analysis of the
procedures people employ to make sense of otheslg@and their activities™*® This
method is based on the observation that peoplen vemeountering complex social
reality, tend to set up “taken-for-grantétf” categories into which they subsequently
position other people. Nevertheless, some authamtain that even though MCA

135 bid., pp. 66.

1% See Fairclough (1995), pp. 187-191.

137 See Stokoe, Elizabeth, “Moving Forward with Mengp Categorization Analysis: Methods for
Systematic Analysis‘Discourse Studied/ol. 14, No. 2 (2012), pp. 277-303.

138 See e.g. Leudar et al. (2004), pp. 243-266, Od@ni(R or Collet (2009).

139 eudar et al. (2004), pp. 244.

10 Fitzgerald, Richard, “Membership Categorizatiorafsis: Wild and Promiscuous or Simply the Joy
of Sacks?“Discourse Studies/ol. 14, No. 3 (2012), pp. 305.
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originally dealt primarily with categorization ofepple, it can be employed also to
analyze how we approach inanimate entities likeeioample middle class, bank, or
statel*!
What should be stressed here is that there arewdlyi always more possible
categories into which a person can be situatee (tlkale, worker, European, Christian,
Briton, Westerner), and MCA aims to investigatestlprocess of positioning and
preferring one particular category over otférThis is intimately linked to the fact that
each category is associated with certain charattsi as stated by John Oddo,
“categories are constituted by category-bound #ietsy i.e. activities that are thought to
be characteristic of the category, as well as bggmy-bound predicates, such as aims,

beliefs or values** Membership categories thus serve as “prior ressufor talking

about people®** working effectively as a “shorthand” suggesting atvtis to be
expected from incumbents of a given category — Sdéakously used an example of
mother picking up crying baby exacthecauseshe was baby’s mother (i.e. incumbent
of a “mother category”), and was therefore expettedke this particular action under
the given circumstancé®’

Therefore, categorization is a highly normativeeegmtise because it endows
incumbents of given categories with certain quaditinvokes a priori judgments, and
defines activities in which categories’ membersexgected to engage. Also, as pointed
by Leudar and Nekvapil, apart from putting peopi® icertain pre-existing groups, the
process of categorization simultaneously enablexétude them from other groups.
Link between MCA and CDA is here becoming clearisible — categorization is far
from being only descriptive and neutral: on thetcany, it can be very easily exploited
for power interests, as has been documented byadesadolars.

This brief overview of MCA hints at two basic taskds method aims to
accomplish when dealing with utterances or textsicikvhare concerned with
categorization of some sdft. First, MCA aims to discern to which larger collgities

are people discursively put in, and from which tlaeg excluded. Second, this kind of

141 Collet (2009), pp. 459.

142 Bene§ (2008), pp. 108.

13 0ddo (2011), pp. 459.

144 eudar, Ivan; Nekvapil, i “Presentations of Romanies in the Czech MediaQategory Work in
Television DebatesDiscourse & Societyol. 11, No. 4 (2000), pp. 492.

195 sack’s argument is quoted in Housley, Willidfitzgerald, Richard, “Membership Categorization,
Culture and Norms in Action'Discourse & Societyol. 20, No. 3 (2009), pp. 348.

148 eudar; Nekvapil (2000), pp. 491-492.

7 bid., pp. 491.
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investigation analyzes predicates attached to tbassyories which enable to construct
them in the first place; MCA thus seeks to discerhat qualities define given

categories, on what basis is categorization estadi.

4.3. Data Collection

Lack of clearly defined CDA methods becomes cleadible when it comes to
collection of data, as there is no generally agrgszh way ho conduct this initial phase
of research. Some authors tend to collect as leogeus of various texts as possible,
ranging from media reports to official documelffs The present thesis, however,
adopts more modest approach, focusing on a rathalf sumber of texts. The rationale
behind this decision is that unlike works which mxa@e highly extensive, complex
discourses, this thesis focuses on a much morerdated body of texts dealing with
quite specific and narrow topic. It can be therefassumed that even a limited corpus
contains structures, arguments and schemes typicéie whole given discoursé’

The sample to be examined in this paper has bekected from the Israeli
Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA) official websiteMore specifically, one of its
sections features English transcripts of numerqeeches and interviews given by
Israeli officials dealing with Palestinian terrarisand Israeli policies since the outbreak
of the Second Intifada. These data were used frptirposes of the present paper
which deals with approximately sixty texts whichgamated in the period from March
2001 to April 2002. This roughly one-year span whgsen on the assumption that the
Al-Qaeda attacks against Israel’s closest ally @pt&mber 2001 brought about novel
schemes in the Israeli official discourse during feriod, and the said sample should
thus enable to determine if there were truly anysaderable shifts and discontinuities
in Israeli state representatives’ discursive styigke prior to and after the 9/11 attacks.
The texts which originated during March and Apfi02 were included in the analysis
in order to examine Israeli officials’ descriptiarf events related to the operation
Defensive Shield, a major operation launched ia March 2002 during which Israeli

army reoccupied Palestinian cities and refugee sampthe West Bank and Gaza

148 Work of Ruth Wodak and her colleagues on constnaif the Austrian national identity serves as
primary example of such an approach. For a brigére of this project see Benes (2008), pp. 109-116.
199 See Meyer (2009), pp. 25.
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strip!*° as it can be expected that such a massive depidyoféorce was accompanied
by intensive legitimation discourse. The compléetedf speeches with a description and
date of origin adopted from the website is to benfbin Appendix I. The list also
features codes assigned to every speech, interarmavstatement which will be used
throughout the paper to identify individual textsrey with a name of specific speaker.

Although it has been already mentioned in theothiction, it should be stressed
here again that the examined texts were largely nindar foreign audience’s
consumption. Even speeches given on the Israé¢livare, it can be assumed, in most
cases recorded by foreign press and globally diseget, as they were generally given
during visits of foreign statesmen with substarfoaéign press coverage, and majority
of the interviews recorded at the Israeli MFA'’s wiéb were conducted by non-Israel
media outlets as well. It can be thus anticipated these speeches differ quite widely
in their content and tone from those addressedlysdte the Israeli population.
Nevertheless, some of messages recorded at thevdbaite are seemingly also meant
for Israeli domestic audience, like interviews figraeli media or speeches at the
Knesset, the Israeli parliament. However, | stihimain that even these texts were
meant largely for foreign consumption. My argumentphold this is twofold. Firstly,
some of the concerned statements are clearly sifisamt that they were most likely
expected to be translated to number of other lagegigthis applies for example to
Prime Minister's addresses to the nation). Secqritly very fact that the transcripts of
statements and interviews are available at the weepshich serves to familiarize the
reader with the Israeli official stance towardsimas issues related to foreign and
security policies) says something on its own, as@ans that they were considered
conforming to a more general way of argumentatian @iscourse) depicting Israel
actions in a positive light.

Speakers and interviewees under scrutiny enconthaasPrime Minister Ariel
Sharon and Foreign Minister Shimon Peres, leadragli politicians at the timepart
from these two statesmen, the list of speakersuded also Labor Party member
Benjamin Ben-Eliezer, who served as the Defenceidtin during the concerned
period, and high ranking military officers. Now,ci&n be conceivably argued that such
a limited number of speakers constitute an obstlmlestudying the Israeli official
discourse in its entirety, but | hold that the eathow number of speakers included

%0 For a critical account of the Operation Defensield see Hammami, Rema, “Interregnum. Palestine
After Operation Defensive ShieldViddle East ReportNo. 223 (2002), pp. 18-27.
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should not be really seen as a shortcoming raisamgpus doubts about validity of the
later analysis. To start with, one can reiterageghint just raised: the very fact that the
speeches were chosen to be recorded at the Istaéh-sponsored official website

suggests that they accurately represent the whdeoutse this paper seeks to
investigate. Also, given that the messages werentrieanfluence foreign audiences, it
Is reasonable to expect that speeches given bppheolitical representatives are in this
regard much more salient compared to those givetowycadres and rank-and-file

officials, whose media appearances in general tloeadly attract attention abroad. Last
but not least, the speakers just named in facesgmt the whole mainstream political
scene, reaching from the Labor Party’s prominentnber Shimon Peres to hardliner
Sharon from Likud, and this should ensure that emadhtexts capture positions of

dominant streams within Israeli politics.

4.4. Operationalization

A preliminary scrutiny of the texts constitutingkaenined discourse has
discerned that a process of categorization of lisramd Palestinians, i.e. positioning
them into discursively constructed groups is cotetlicon the basis of two set of
properties. The most important characteristic diefjrboth conflicting parties is their
attitude towards peace and violence. The othergoat&tion is in the examined
discourse established through “civilizational” tsalsraelis and Palestinians allegedly
display. What follows is a more elaborate operati@ation of these two categorization
shcemes which will be used in the next chapter iswetin what properties Israeli

officials associate with both peoples.

4.4.1. Categorization based on Attitude towards Pea ce and Violence

In this case, the primary categorization deterntinanbehaviour observable
during disputes or struggles, specifically adheeettc peace and/or violence. There is
indeed a whole plethora of constellations in thegard, but | propose two basic
categories: the category of “peace-loving” peopietlte one hand, and that of “peace
rejectionists” on the other. Even though | admést are quite clear-cut categories and
that there are possible inner stratifications witthem, | maintain that for analytical

purposes this categorization is still conceivalnlé seeasonable.
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The category of “peace loving” people encompas$eset individuals and
groups who adopt peaceful means to resolve cosiflmtopose diplomatic solutions,
and are open to external efforts to quell hostgitwithout additional physical violence.
Nevertheless, incumbents of this category can régdorce in the case their security is
profoundly compromised, as it can not be expeckasy twould let their adversaries
annihilate them. But they generally refrain frorolence and in rare instance when they
are pushed into fighting back they seek to minindaemage they impose, which means
their counter-steps are restrained and moderatgngisolely to divert the threat.

The “peace rejectionists” category then featuregelg opposite qualities.
Members of this category employ violence even istances in which they could
accomplish their goals by solely diplomatic meddse of force is thus not the last
resort as was the case with the previous catepatyather a result of aggressive nature
of the category’s incumbents who are starkly opgdseany agreements that can lead to
calm.

Of course, this construction must be necessaréyn & a reduction of the social
reality in which human actions can not be clasgifie such a neat manner. However,
we have seen that MCA assumes that the procesatefarization inevitably brings
about simplification of complex relations, attitgdand inclinations. Moreover, this
dichotomist conceptualization is defendable onlthsis of what has been discussed in
the previous chapters: binary juxtaposition isri@st common portrayal of situation in
which “we” (the group to which the speaker belonfgg)e “them” (the other group),
which notions are highly relevant for the Israadildstinian conflict whose depiction by
Israeli officials is examined in this paper.

4.4.2. Categorization Pertaining to Civilization Pr  operties

This category is defined by more heterogeneousfspialities than the previous
one, as people and nations are in this case ddfiyp@cat | have called “civilizational”
properties. Indeed, the term civilization is ratlnbiguous label with multitude of
possible meanings. Therefore, for the purposehisfpaper, | adopt a definition which
identifies “civilization” with qualities which argenerally, albeit somewhat naively,
associated with the West and its institutions.

In terms of underpinning values, “civilization” this sense stands basically for

ideas derived loosely from the era of Enlightenmesyiresented by liberalism, freedom
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and respect for multiplicity of opinions. Regardirtge political regime, these
ideological foundations are translated into demtcraystem which enables to
accommodate varying, conflicting positions. Relgbedciple is connected to harmless
conduct and intentions — even though there is #aiceiproximity with the other
categorization in this respect, it can be distisjad from the notions above, since
benignity is in this case derived from the valuest [discussed: liberal regimes do not
suppress their domestic dissent, as well as mosfitgin from use of force in relations
with other countries, since stifling public debatesiominating others would go against
the values they promote.

Yet another characteristic attached to “civilization the sense adopted here
refers to economic and technological developmentedéd, progressivism in these areas
is one of the main properties associated with liziation”, which serves as a beacon for
backward countries by displaying achievementsnit&bitants enjoy. These conditions
are result of cultural and intellectual milieu cheterized by open-mindness and
sensitivity to all potentially beneficial propositis and ideas.

Categorization pertaining to the notion of “cigdtion” is determined by the
level of adherence to/disrespect towards the dsstlwvalues and institutions. Even
though in reality there is always continuum ratiem ruptures in regards to the level of
endorsement of certain ideas and principles, | @geghat there are two basic categories
related to predicates and activities just discud@eghin, this simplification can be
further justified by arguments raised in the pregigection). These two categories are
for the purposes of the present paper named siagplgivilized” and “non-civilized”,
depending on embracement of and displaying thatmsajust named.

It might be objected that given the plethora obpgarties constituting the
category, particular entities (nations, countries)) be simultaneously both “civilized”
on the basis of some qualities and “un-civilizenl'other respects. However, | maintain
that those who “earn” the label of “civilization’ulfill all the criteria, since the
properties are actually quite intimately linkedet@ch other, as the underpinning values
determine not only personal conduct, but also ipalitsystem and economic and
scientific performance of incumbents of the “cixdd” category. Therefore, | assume
that when saying “civilization”, one is referring &n entity characterized by all relevant
properties. This interpretation also implies thaiture to display any single of these

qualities is indicative of an “uncivilized” charactof the given group.
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5. Categorization of Israelis and Palestinians in t he
Official Israeli Discourse

After outlining the theoretical foundations infommgi the research and
introducing methodology used in the paper, theishesw proceeds to analysis of the
Israeli official discourse during the Second Irdida As stated in the introduction, it is
divided in three parts. This chapter deals withegatization of both Israelis and
Palestinians in the discourse, focusing mostly docation of properties to the
respective groups. The next chapter then shows were in the post-9/11 era these
depictions used to discursively transform the Idsedeli-Palestinian struggle into a part
of the global war on terror, and how were they eitpll to link Israelis and Palestinians
to respective camps in this US-led internationahgaign. The last chapter is concerned
with specific legitimating strategies employed byakli officials.

In what follows | thus deal with a question whaliéfs, aims and activities
Israeli representatives associate with IsraelisRaldstinians, and how these properties
serve to categorize both peoples. Nevertheless, péqger goes beyond simple
reconstruction of the discourse, as it disclosédétrary nature of some of the claims
Israeli officials make, as well as points to depits’ strategic function in the struggle
for international support and recognition.

A detailed examination of texts under scrutiny hagealed that there are two
main axes along which Israelis and Palestiniansdafened, the first being attitude
towards violence, while the second concerns “@atiional” traits. With regards to the
first set of characteristics, Israelis are posiiras a moderate nation yearning for
peace, while Palestinians, on the other hand, anstucted as a people engaged in
terrorism and rejecting any meaningful comprom#sefor the second category, Israelis
are depicted as a people fulfilling criteria of aivilized” nation, in which task

Palestinians largely fail.

5.1. Categorization of Israelis

Based on what has been just stated, the enqirgategorization in the Israeli
official discourse is concerned with two set ofgedies. Firstly, | show that Israelis are
cast incumbents of the “peace loving” category;the following section it will be
demonstrated that they are also positioned aslizad’ nation.
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5.1.1. Israelis as Peace Loving Nation

This section of the paper investigates by whichamse Israeli officials
established themselves and their fellow citizensmesnbers of the “peace loving”
category. The section is divided into two parts chhifollow the main lines of
argumentation traceable in the examined discodosesing firstly on the depiction of
Israelis’ position towards peace, and then on titere of their reactions to Palestinian

terrorism.

5.1.1.1. Israelis’ Attitude towards Peace

Unifying element of a vast majority of the exandrgpeeches and interviews is
a depiction of Israelis as yearning for peace, Wwhtan be demonstrated by the

following excerpts:

All of Israel seeks peac€l'E3, Ariel Sharon)

We in Israel are all committed to peace. As one waw in the past all the
horrors, the wars, | believe | understand the impoce of peace, and in Israel,

all of us are committedTE4, Ariel Sharon)

Israel is determined to bring an end to the viokeand to bring a beginning to
peace. Actually, we would like to stop violencesasn as possible because we
are interested to start the negotiation at the iestl possible dat€TE8, Shimon

Peres)

Israel is committed to peace. We are all commitiedoeace.(TE26, Ariel
Sharon)

Israel is a peace-loving country and our hand h&wags been extended in
peace towards our neighbors. Today we want to naetifollowing the path to
peace. We want peace with our Palestinian neighkeoreal peace, a peace for

generations, the Israeli generations as well as Plagestinian generations. As
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one who took part in all of Israel’s campaigns, aslone who has experienced
the horrors of war and its pains, | understand hiowportant peace iS(TE35,
Ariel Sharon)

We are an optimistic, peace-seeking people (TH64, Benjamin Ben-Eliezer)

In these (and number of other) speeches, the aalien being repeatedly
assured that Israel sincerely strives for end dftilites and that, as stated in TES,
Israelis are eager to launch negotiations immelgiafedherence to and admiration of
peace is thus in the case of Israelis the most nfapbcategory-bound predicate, i.e.

“pelief or value™®?

that defines the group. These claims should cosneoasurprise,
since, as already noticed, the State of Israelavdbat time facing fierce international
criticism accusing the Israeli political and setwrestablishment of escalating the
conflict by employing indiscriminate and excessyiearsh measures. The insistence on
Israel’'s peaceful nature thus aims to dispel thesrges by convincing international
audience about Israelis’ benign intentions. The jited excerpts testify that this
portrayal is maintained by Israeli officials regass of speakers’ political affinity:
construction of Israel as a peace seeking natioooissensus shared by the whole
political specter.

Those who will benefit from the attainment of peaesertheless do not include
only Israeli citizens — as stated in TE35, Paléstis will profit from stop of hostilities
as well. This quote thus hints at another legitiorastrategy employed in the Israeli
official discourse, appeals to altruism, which v investigated later on.

Moreover, we can observe that in TE4 the speakerthten Prime Minister Ariel
Sharon, supports claims about Israelis’ yearning pgeace by evoking his own
experience with war and suffering it inevitably sas, suggesting that these are honest
confessions based on his personal history of fosullier, rather than a mere rhetorical
exercise by calculating politician. These assestidhus aim to further enhance
reliability of the overall message.

After establishing Israel as a country whose prymaterests lie in achieving

peace, Israeli officials proceed to support thieimes with concrete evidence:

31| eudar et al. (2004), pp. 264.
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| want to say that Israel has accepted the Mitchdiport on all its points,
including the four-step sequence of the implememtateasefire, cooling off
period, confidence building measures, and a conkebtx the political

negotiations in order to attain full-fledged pea€EE15, Shimon Peres)

We decided to begin some of these activities [Emasd in the Tenet agreement]
not in the second day of this period but actuallypégin it today and to do some
other things beyond what we were expected - lie,ekample, to open the
international passages in Allenby Bridge from tleedan River and in Rafah

between Israel and Egypt [...] And as | said, sinaesday morning when our
Prime Minister decided to accept it as it is, we &nlly committed to carry out

and to implement whatever is written in this docom@E22, Giora Eilandy?

We are committed to the Mitchell report in its seage, according to sequence.
We adopted the Mitchell report and we receivedTiaeet document, Tenet plan.
(TE24,Ariel Sharon)

We placed our confidence in the arrival of Genegahni, a professional
military man, who took his mission very serioughgl anade an enormous effort
to promote a cease-fire and to get the Tenet poceslerway (TES6, Ariel
Sharon)

These speeches refer to various American peageosats, from the Mitchell

Report drafted in April 2001, to the Tenet Plamirthe same year, to the mission of

American general Zinni conducted in early 2002. YWhaites these texts is Israeli

leaders’ apparent acceptance of and support faetimatiatives, with a clear goal to

vividly show that Israelis are genuinely interesitegheace which is to be brought about

by the said proposals.

In the case of Mitchell Report, it is argued thabel is already following the

envisioned course of peace negotiations as it legeatedly declared unilateral

ceasefire. One does not necessarily have to disiguéelis’ consent to stop their

operations against Palestinians at particular mésn&dhat can be rather pointed out is

%2 Ejland served as the Head of the IDF Operatiom&ialuring the Second Intifada.
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that by putting such a stress on embracement ofeuiete ceasefire, Israeli officials
divert attention from less direct and more struaitiiolence to which is the Palestinian
population exposed in the occupied territories,olvtarguably fuels Palestinians’ hatred
towards Israel and thus reinforces popular appletrmorist organizations that can then
more easily recruit new members. It can be alseadddat temporal halt of retaliatory
measures does not say anything about their exeessture that had been mostly
criticized in the first place. These issues areugmssingly never discussed by Israeli
leaders who are mostly referring to their peacefténtions, and who generally gloss
over or downplay the impact of Israeli policiesPalestinians’ lives.

To further bolster claims about Israelis’ engrdinmeacefulness, Israeli leaders
show willingness to talk not only to their allidajt to representatives of Arab states as

well:

In regard to the proposal, | hope that no one ekpeicat when Saudi Arabia
suggests a plan, then it is our job to say ‘Yekiswould be inconceivable. Let
there be no doubt - we are ready to sit with thedgg as we are willing to do
with every Arab country and every official Arab regentative(TE50, Shimon
Peres)

In this speech it is admitted that Israelis loakAsab states’ peace proposals
with some level of suspicion. Yet, despite thisita¢g®n, Israeli leaders are willing to
listen to the Saudi plan and weigh its merits. Th#al caution in dealing with long-
term enemies thus effectively serves to enhaneeliszlleged peacefulness, as Israel’s
desire to halt violence can overcome even engranostllity and mistrust. The overall
tone of the speech suggests that talks with Sanjkt very possibly end without any
tangible results, but the act of considering theppsal itself renders Israel even more
open-minded when it comes to the question of peace.

This depiction is also bolstered by pointing tstbiical precedents:

The fact is that we made peace with Egypt, we madee with Jordan, and 20

years ago we could hardly have dreamedDE29, Shimon Peres)

Actually, we made peace with two countries. We tledt territory of a third

country and we offered agreement to a fourth cqutie42, Shimon Peres)
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By the way, we gave back to the Egyptians all tlagid and all their water -
without terror. We did likewise to the Jordaniai®e offer the Palestinians an
independent state, their full land actually, a posi in Jerusalem.(TE62,

Shimon Peres)

The texts above mention peace treaties with Egypt Jordan that were
concluded in the late 1970s and in the wake ofQk® accords, respectively; TE42
further refers to a pull-out from Lebanon and aterapt to strike a deal with Syria,
whereas TE62 points to the failed Israeli-Paleatinnegotiations at Camp David.
Remanding the audience about these efforts to enmace serves to show that Israeli
yearning for calm is of long-term nature, being aatovel phenomenon, as it reaches
back to the 1970s when Israel stroke a peace asibihdEgypt and withdrew from
Sinai. The present relentless search for peacbkuss discursively linked to previous
initiatives, depicting Israel as a nation that hasen trying to promote peace agenda for
decades.

Israelis are moreover the only ones who are dgtuallling to recognize
Palestinians as a sovereign nation, and are allogMio make serious concessions in

order to reach peace:

We offered the Palestinians a future of their oan,independence, of their
destinies. By the way you want to be fair, and Isare you want to, the West
Bank and Gaza they were under Arab rule. They neffared it to the
Palestinians, we did. There wasn't a Palestiniarspeality recognized before
Oslo, we did(TE12, Shimon Peres)

We have offered the Palestinians full liberty: afl the land, a position in

Jerusalem(TE32, Shimon Peres)

We did something that the Arabs didn’t do. The VBssik was under their
authority; they never gave it to the Palestinia@sza was under their authority;
they never gave it to the Palestinians. We wereaties who went to Oslo,
offered to Arafat and the Palestinian people thetytwill have the land and the
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future, and they will enjoy at the beginning, awoy, and later on,

independencgTE62, Shimon Peres)

Now, it is indeed the case that other Arab sthses not provided Palestinians
with tangible support, be it diplomatic or materiahd that they had not been generally
very helpful in the matter of advancing the Pateah national project. Nevertheless,
the Israeli narrative of Oslo Accords and the fartdevelopment omits several crucial
issues. The Oslo peace process led to establishaietite independent Palestinian
Authority (PA) which was recognized by Israel, bigo resulted in setting up numerous
checkpoints throughout the West Bank, division lo¢ tPalestinian territories, and
brought about a massive expansion of Jewish sedtliesrbeyond the Green Line. By
emphasizing only the initial political dialogue attte subsequent agreement, Israeli
officials effectively suppress other, much more aieg aspects of the process which
undoubtedly contributed to the outbreak of harstewvice in 2000.

It is further argued that Israelis strive for pea@espite risks stemming from their

concessions:

We declared - myself, | declared, when we accetitedMitchell Report, a

unilateral cease-fire. The Palestinian reaction wasnassive terror acts and
murder, and assassinations all over the countrgc&ithe Tenet report, we had
already over 1,050 acts of terror. We lost manygbeoWe have many injured.
Mortar shells, shooting, suicide bombers, car bonfdsthat happens since the

Tenet plan was accepted.E28, Ariel Sharon)

All this has happened at a time when Israel’'s haad - and still is - extended
towards peace. We have done everything in our pewvechieve a cease-fire
and an immediate entry into the Tenet process iderorto advance any
possibility of a cease-fire. All we have received return was terrorism,

terrorism and more terrorisn{TE56, Ariel Sharon)

Since then we have made an endless number ofsefforéach a cease-fire: we
tried to ease security measures - and each timdified a closure, opened a
road and withdrew the IDF, we were immediately agr®d with horrific

terrorist attacks; we accepted the Mitchell Plan ieth includes painful
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compromises for Israel; we accepted the Tenet Rlaeven waived the most
elementary demand for seven days of quiet - wendiceven get seven hours
free of an attempt to perpetrate a murderous sei@ttack [...] (TE6GO, Ariel
Sharon)

Judging according to these excerpts, all concessiothe name of peace result
in more attacks and suffering inflicted upon Isimd\Nevertheless, this can not dissuade

them from truly striving for calm and end of haosigls:

| said in the past that in exchange for real peabe State of Israel would be
willing to make painful compromisg3.E36, Ariel Sharon)

We are an optimistic, peace-seeking people, budityedaps us in the face time
after time and reminds us who our neighbors aresgte that, we are
committed to carrying on and exhausting every psede the effort to achieve a

cease-fire and opening a dialogue to ped@&41, Benjamin Ben-Eliezer)

But our choice is to make peace, pay the pricenfphicompromises every
moment(TE62, Shimon Peres)

Israeli leaders in these speeches convince theerared that their concessions
have highly negative repercussions for the Isrsigie and society — but, even under
these unfavorable circumstances, they still clmghe idea of peace and make concrete
steps to achieve it. This interpretation thus hgitts determination on the part of
Israelis to end the conflict with Palestinians natter what are the costs; as we will see
later, only Palestinian rejections prevent thigréelsscenario from materializing.

Nevertheless, it must be recorded that Israeli eatran of and striving for peace

has clear limits:

There is one thing where there is not going to ine @mpromises, not now and
not in the future, and that is where it comes ®lties or the security of Israeli
citizens and the very existence of the State @elsiHere there will be no

compromisegTE35, Ariel Sharon)
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This quote clearly demonstrates that Israeli efforabolish further violence is
not limitless on the contrary, there are clear lines whose trgdsads to (temporal)
suspension of striving for peace. This bring ugh® other predicates and activities
associated with the category of peace loving, naidepeople into which are Israelis

discursively situated, to those related to seledeé.

5.1.1.2. Israeli Responses to Terrorism

Even though it might seem that activities relat@dounterterrorism belong to a
different category than that defined by adherencpetace, depiction of Israeli security
policies is in fact intimately linked to the dissiwe schemes discussed in the previous
section, because all Israeli responses are intexpas a mere reaction to external acts
of terrorism, and are moreover described as discate and very measured when
compared with the scope of threat the country fadé®se assertions thus further
construct Israelis as a moderate nation with deepsen to violence to which they
resort only when there is no other alternative. rExbhough this depiction is a
reoccurring feature in the Israeli discourse, oae also observe that there are certain
variations among speakers with different politicalinations.

Appeals to self-defence are abundant throughaueiamined speeches, but in
the case of Shimon Peres, a representative of dfteving camp in the Israeli
mainstream politics, this stance is in general dempnted by (yet another) reiteration
of peaceful intentions on the part of Israel assillated by the following excerpt:

Our aim is peace; we do not want to dominate offemple. We do not want to
endanger other people. Our policy is clearly salfeshse on the one hand and
achieving peace on the oth¢f.E18, Shimon Peres)

As we have seen, references to peace are very pnasént in speeches by Ariel
Sharon as well. Nevertheless, when it comes tonédeel to keep Israeli citizens out of
harm’s way, the imperative of self-defence for ®hatargely overshadows other

concerns:

Israel’'s supreme obligation, as in any state, iptotect its citizens, and Israel

will continue to exercise its right to self-defendd=34, Ariel Sharon)
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| have made it very clear that for a genuine, dieakrue peace we are willing

to make painful compromises. But we will not make/ aompromises

whatsoever which might endanger Israeli citizend #re very existence of the
State of Israel(TE46, Ariel Sharon)

| have said before and | say today: for the sakeeal peace, there will be
painful compromises. But there will not be any campse on the security of
the State of Israel and its citizerf$E48, Ariel Sharon)

What follows from this attitude is that Sharonerts any negotiations before
Palestinians cease their murderous activity aindadngnnihilate the Jewish people and

the State of Israel:

And though we are committed to peace, one thiranlassure you, we are not
going to negotiate under threat of terror and fi(€E28, Ariel Sharon)

Israel will not negotiate under fire and under terr(TE24, Ariel Sharon)

However, Sharon is cautious to emphasize thatdtaisce does not mean he

rejects peace as such:

Israel's position is that we can negotiate onlydame would like to negotiate
only when it will be full cessation of hostilitigeyror, violence and incitement.
Otherwise, | don’t think we’d be able to reach ape which will really make all
of us committed to [...] We said it because if wehadd we’ll never reach peace.
That is the point. What I'm saying is not an obkta@ot a barrier against
peace. On the contrary. If we will be very stritten the Palestinians will
understand they cannot gain anything by terror. réfere, we have to be very
strict in order to reach peace, which all of us Wwbiike to have(TE24, Ariel
Sharon)
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Once it will be quiet -- completely quiet, full sason of terror, hostilities,
violence and excitement -- | can assure you, I'ingming to waste one day. I'll
start negotiating immediatelyTE28, Ariel Sharon)

So, for Sharon yearning for peace has even cléarigs than is the case for the
left-wing subjects represented by Shimon PeredoAg as there is Palestinian violence,
diplomatic efforts to end hostilities must be susjexl and Israel has to focus solely on
self-defence. In Sharon’s interpretation, howewergjection of negotiations for their
incompatibility with fighting terrorism does not minavene efforts to reach peace, since
only a tough stance can bring Palestinians to #ezises and persuasively demonstrate
to them that their resort to violence will not amle anything, thus making them to
abandon terror and become open to diplomatic swistinstead. By these discursive
schemes, categorization of Israelis as a peac&domation is possible despite any
actual concessions on the ground.

Putting aside differences in emphasis on selfraafeor yearning for peace
(which effort is temporarily suspended for Sharcecduse of the grave threat of
Palestinian terrorism), what is common to all theeexches concerned with Israeli
security policies is that they read situation iway that renders use of force by Israeli
military and security agencies as a mere reacta@cts of Palestinian violence. Israelis,
it is repeated, seek peace, but they are pushedengagement in hostilities by
Palestinian actions since they have to protectr thaire lives; this narrative is

maintained by Israeli officials regardless of th@ititical inclinations:

From the outset, | want to say that we do not belighat the conflict between us
and the Palestinians can be solved by force. Fevas imposed on us; it was
not our choice, and we would like to get rid ol soon as possibl€TEG,
Shimon Peres)

| would not exaggerate if | say that about 95% bftlae hostile activities, of
military incidents in the past eight months, ardiated by the Palestinians.
Basically the Israeli policy is to respond and rot escalate the situation.
(TE13, Giora Eiland)
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For the past 8 months, Israel finds itself in thanf line of terror and violence

imposed upon us by the Palestiniafi€14, Ariel Sharon)

We are currently in the midst of a difficult cangraiforced upon us - a brutal

campaign of terrorism(TE48, Ariel Sharon)

On the one hand, we have murderers, killers, sai@ddmbers. On the other

hand, we are taking defensive counterterrorist mess (TE28, Ariel Sharon)

Describing Israeli security policies as a regrdéalyet necessary response to
external threats is one of the central componentonstruction of Israelis as moderate
people yearning for peace who however, at the same engage in hostilities. Use of
violence, it is asserted, has been “imposed” omels&s which image obliterates any
Israeli agency in creating conditions which ledeBt@hians to adoption of violent means
to challenge the Israeli occupatibfi.Decades of struggle between Jews/Israelis and
Arabs/Palestinians are simply written off which lelea to construct Israelis as a group
with largely pacifist goals whose resort to violens not of their choice, since they
simply have to protect themselves from dangerswbpse creation they bear no
responsibility.

Another step in categorization of Israelis as p&acand reasonable people lies
in an insistence on moderation pertaining to athd# countermeasures enacted in the

wake of terrorist attacks:

This week was an extremely difficult week for usydu know, a baby of 10
months was shot to death by a sniper, who apparertuld see her on his
telescope on the rifle. Two young boys aged 13lahdere killed by a bomb.
There were four bombs in the cities. Luckily, weenable to neutralize them
beforehand, otherwise it would have been a terrddestrophe. A woman on
the morning of her marriage was stoned and criticabounded; another man
was critically wounded, and that's in addition teetshooting, to the shelling of
mortars. Our action was extremely measured andragstd. (TE6, Shimon
Peres)

133 There is one rare exception in this regard, thie6h Peres’s speech from February 2002 (TE46)
which will be dealt with later on.
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And every day we have 30 acts of terror. And nerotiountry would show so
much restraint and patience in our reaction as we(@E9, Shimon Peres)

My reaction is, considering the provocation, Israglshowing a great deal of
restraint. You know, over the last four days, th@eze more than five bombs in
attempt to kill people. Two of them were, so takpsuccessful. They killed 20
young people and women and families in Jerusal@emaniother part of the
country. And we are looking for ways and meangdp &. It doesit give us any

pleasure to have any political incursioff$E29, Shimon Peres)

I’'m not looking for revenge. | am only interesteddaing whatever | can to

protect our homes and our childrgfTE57, Benjamin Ben-Eliezer)

We remained patient and moderate as one atrodigvied another. Despite the
fact that we knew of our power to act, we hoped W& would not be forced to
use our forces, and rejected extreme suggestionall oforts. (TE60, Ariel
Sharon)

Establishing Israeli measures as discriminate @odlerate is in these texts
achieved by showing horrors brought about by tesmorwhich precede any Israeli
incursions. Speakers are rather brief when desgyibictual content of state security
policies, but do not hesitate to go in details whiealing with attacks perpetrated by
Palestinians. Consumers of the messages are thuaiated with challenges the Israeli
state and its inhabitants face, but has to conlpletdy on speakers’ assessment of
Israeli responses as “restrained” and “non-extrenvehich evaluation seems plausible,
as one is struck by a description of terroristck$aesulting in dozens of deathis.

It is not that much surprising that Israeli offisiado not endeavor to offer an
elaborate analysis of Israeli measures aimed a&udiing Palestinians from further
terrorist attacks, as it was precisely these pagicreaching from destruction of houses

of families whose members became suicide attackensnposition of strict limits on

%4 For a very different account describing the Isrpelicies as excessive see PedazRerliger (2010),
pp. 335-367, or Kurtulus, Ersun N., “The New Coutgeorism: Contemporary Counterterrorism Trends
in the United States and IsraeBtudies in Conflict & Terrorism\/ol. 35 (2012), pp. 37-58.
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Palestinian population’s mobility, that were sodidy criticized by the international
community. By glossing over specific details, othea over any details at all, Israeli
officials can sustain the image of Israel as mageand striving for end of hostilities
and resumption of diplomatic negotiations.

Furthermore, contrary to most of criticisms thatinb out at indiscriminate
nature of Israeli incursions, state representatreggeatedly maintain that the most
important characteristic of the Israeli securityasres is the fact that they are not
aimed against the Palestinian population as sugh,ake designated to target only
terrorist infrastructure and perpetrators. As thiéwing excerpts testify, assertions of
this kind are uttered by all officials irrespectigktheir political persuasion or position
they hold:

| said that | would like very much to ease the ¢obmas of the Palestinians that live in
the area, because | believe that we have to dravers clear distinction between a
terrorist and their supporters, and the people thetuld like just to go and work and

bring some bread home and raise their childi@1, Ariel Sharon)

As far as Israel is concerned, we look upon theeftatian people as a neighbor. We
don’t want them to suffer, to be discriminatedpberhumiliated. They are our neighbors
today, they will be our neighbors in the futuredame would like to enjoy a real and

friendly relationship(TE5, Shimon Peres)

Then again | want to say we do not consider theegtalians as our enemies. We
consider the Palestinians as our neighbors today,gartners tomorrow. What we are
fighting it is not against the Palestinians, we dighting against terror(TE13, Giora
Eiland)

First of all, the steps, adopted by the Israeli gmment up until today, [are] based on
implementing a policy designed to answer the qomesthow to ease the life of the
population in a very uncertain situation, in a tensm environment, and a very risky
situation [...] The decision was made by the Isrgelfernment, even with this increase
in the terrorism, and in the environment of tersmn, not only in the actual events, to

minimize restrictions and constraints by tryingdifferentiate between terrorism and
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population. Of course '& very difficult to differentiate, but as a prinigpto
differentiate (TE17, Yaakov Ory°

We are making every effort to focus only on tamjetdrastructures and terrorist
targets, and we [continue to] explain this fact,vas have always explained it. We are
not fighting against the Palestinian people, ané fPalestinian people are not our
enemy. We are fighting terrorism [.(TE56, Benjamin Ben-Eliezer)

It is further asserted that Israeli policies skiounbt be in any case seen as
revenge or collective punishment:

We see eye to eye about the existing problem, @msl the policy of the
government of Israel to do - right away and unitatly - whatever we can to
ease the situation in the territories, to facil#gabormal life, to avoid collective
punishment, and to let civilian life be conductesl i should be, without

unnecessary interference or thre@E7, Shimon Peres)

We have said, and | insist that we shall do it,ttladnen it comes to the
territories we shall go ahead and facilitate th&lin the territories, reducing
and bringing an end to the closures, enabling thes fof goods and people, so

civilian life can go on without any collective pghiment(TE23, Shimon Peres)

Reasonable rhetoric rejecting any vengeance iera¢eéd even during the
operation Defensive Shield in late March 2002:

I’'m not looking for revenge. | am only interesteddaing whatever | can to
protect our homes and our childregfT.ES7, Benjamin Ben-Eliezer)

Not only that Israeli reactions to Palestinian iteiments are depicted as
extremely measured and Israelis are described r@$utaot to cause any excessive
damage which could be possibly interpreted as aftsevenge against civilian
population, which interpretation is maintained te walid even in the case of the

135 yaakov Or was Major-General who was serving asdberdinator of Government Activities in the
Territories during the Second Intifada.
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operation Defensive Shield which led to a numbedezths of Palestinian civilians and
severe curtailment of Palestinian freedBfAs speeches by military officer Yaakov Or
(TE17) and Shimon Peres (TE23) show, humanitar@arsiderations are moreover so
prevalent among lIsraelis that they, despite horesyserienced, sincerely care about
their Palestinian neighbors’ livéd’ Once again, one can object that such an
interpretation can be quite easily rejected if doeks at the Israeli actual policies
enacted during the period, but in the scrutinizestalrse it is firmly established that
Israeli use of force aims solely to prevent testsrirom striking Israel.

As has been already noted, Israeli officials’ gbes and interviews are
characterized by a considerable paucity when iteta specific Israeli measures. The
only particular Israeli policy that is actually disssed at length in the examined corpus
are “targeted Killings” operations, consisting mypical elimination of Palestinians who
in some way engage in terrorist activities, ongalicies that were widely condemned
at the time (and continue to b8§.However, Israeli officials are adamant that one ca
not speak about “extra judicial killings” (TE11, i8ton Peres) or “liquidations” (ibid.)
of Palestinian leaders, and describe these meaasirgsevention” or “interception” of

suicide attackers who set out for their mission:

| don’t know where the word “liquidate” came froe don’t liquidate anyone
and | don’t know why you stuck that in. There isjustification for doing it.
There is no inclination to liquidate anyone. Anywkguidation is a term used

by the gangstergTE27, Shimon Peres)

On the one hand, we have murderers, killers, saitddmbers. On the other
hand, we are taking defensive counterterrorist raess Thats what we are
doing [...] We are intercepting suicide bombers om thay to commit their
crimes.(TE28, Ariel Sharon)

1%6 5ee Hammami (2002) for more detailed account.

157 As already stated, legitimation strategies draviingppeals to altruism on the part of Israel bl
dealt with in a more detailed manner later in thpgg.

138 Avi Kober explores Israeli tactics of “targetedikigs” in the following article: Kober, Avi, “Targted
Killing during the Second Intifada. The Quest fdfeetiveness”,The Journal of Conflict Studig¥ol.
27, No. 1 (2007), pp. 76-93. See also Kurtulus 220ésp. pp. 47-50.

74



When in doubt, cut it out, as they say. We wouldilys try to get rid of what
you call today ticking bombs. Once you have suibii@bers you don’'t have a
choice but to intercept them before they becomeraam bomb and kill many

people.(TE44, Shimon Peres)

Israeli officials then justify the policy of “inteeptions” by pointing to a peculiar
nature of this threat, as suicide attacks are el hard to divert:

[W]e have exactly the same problem: how to confremintercept a suicide

bomber. The minute he’s on his way, you can’t kiopg because he’s not afraid
of policemen, he’s not afraid of soldiers. He's dgao be killed, so he will
explode himself in face of the policemen and sddier in a plane or

elsewhere. The only chance or the best chancetéocapt him is before he
starts moving. Once he’s on his way, it's too |&e.you and us are trying really
to prevent the suicide bombers to come to our gld@&32, Shimon Peres)

Now, the question is: What do you do with a suicddenber? If you send the
police to confront him, what does he care? He iingi to die at any moment,
so he’ll blow himself up next to the policemen.dSére army and he’ll blow
himself up next to the soldiers. He leaves us rmceh but to stop him at the

starting point, before he goes out on his missfd&27, Shimon Peres)

This type of terrorism is moreover described asedhing that is rather unique:

[O]urs is the only country in the world that is exgencing a type of terror that
does not exist anywhere else in the world. Thissuscide terror”. The Irish
don’t blow themselves up, the Basques don’t devign the Chechens don't kill
themselveq TE27, Shimon Peres)

Indeed, the argument that “type of terror thatsdoet exist anywhere else in the
world” can be very easily dispelled on factual grds since Palestinian organizations
were definitely not the first ones to employ thastics in late 2000 (especially curious
in this regard is Peres’s statement on Chechemgeally not conducting suicide

attacks). However, this claim should be understasch part of the whole discourse

75



which aims to depict Israelis as moderate, pagiesiple. Since it is hard to deny that
Israel engages in extra-judicial killings (or “inteptions”, as Israeli officials label
them) which fact is repeatedly evoked by mediaatsittnd activists groups, Israeli
leaders need to find justification for this poliagd at the same time interpret it in a way
that does not undermine the main message theyyang to convene. Labeling suicide
terrorism as unprecedented phenomenon enables themconstruct Israeli
counterterrorism measures as appropriate and ewslenate when compared to this
novel threat.

What follows from all these assertions is thataisules of engagement can be
broken and suicide attacks, it is argued, can motstopped by any means but by
preventive killing of a perpetrator on her routedéed, this is unfortunate but the only
possible response to acts of suicide terrorisntesother considerations are overridden

by imperatives of self-defence and protection abicent civilians’ lives:

We have a problem, and that is the suicide bombh&h&n you talk about human
rights, the first human right is to remain aliveedause if you don’t exercise this
right, the rest of the rights are not terribly rent.(TE32, Shimon Peres)

Terrorism and violence, the killing of women, thiéng of children -- that is
against international law. Israel does not take anyiative to that effect. We
are forced to react, and we are not pleased attl it. But we have to defend

our lives (TE11, Shimon Peres)

Apart from the unprecedented nature of suicidecks$taone more argument for
effective counterterrorism measures is succinctijnmed by Ariel Sharon in this
excerpt:

The Jewish people are having one tiny, small cquritrat is Israel.(TE24,
Ariel Sharon)

Sharon here draws on an embedded narrative depitsrael as a country
lacking any strategic depth that has been parthef Israeli security discourse for

decades - Sharon, albeit indirectly, refers to wa#i-known naming of the pre-1967
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boundaries as “Auschwitz borders” by the then FpreMinister Abba Ebafr® which
reasoning implies that any retreat from the WestkBavould put Israel in a grave
danger since it would not be able to deflect angbAstates’ attacks before they reach
the main Israeli cities, i.e. Jerusalem and urbbeasaat the Mediterranean coast.

It is not my intention here to deny geographicdkedainants of and constraints
on the Israeli ability to protect itself. Nevertbg$, the emphasis on physical proximity
to areas breeding hostile activities omits numeamhs@ntages on the part of Israel, like
a close alliance with the world superpower and gadgg superiority in terms of
military strength over its neighbors. In short, dscon geographical conditions (which
have serious repercussions for self-defence) fudeeicts Israel as a country which,
albeit truly strives for peace, needs to prioriseeurity considerations.

All the discursive structures discussed in thitiea contribute to categorization
of Israelis as “peace loving”, as people who cauléfed mostly by their peacefulness
and moderation, which depiction is supported byiog to historical and more recent
evidence. Even when the efforts to achieve peaeeliarupted by acts of terror, which
push Israelis to use force, they display restraimtt adopt measures aimed solely to stop

terrorist threat, refraining from collective punisént.

5.1.2. Israelis as Civilized People

Emphasis on construction of Israelis as what | Haleled “civilized” people is
not as much present in the Israeli official disseuas is the case with qualities defining
“peace loving” nation, but the categorization based'civilizational” characteristics is
still traceable throughout the examined corpus. e the previous category’'s
predicates were linked to recent political decisiorinclinations and security
considerations, this one is constructed by refeagrio more deeply held beliefs and
more intrinsic dispositions

Even though this type of messages is not as ubigsitn the examined
discourse as assurances about the Israelis’ peacdnagl nature, Israeli officials
repeatedly tie the current conflict to the histofyhe Jewish people:

139 Quoted in Caspit, Ben, “To Understand Israel, Usdad the HolocaustAl-Monitor, April 9 (2013),
available online atittp://www.al-monitor.com/pulse/originals/2013/Gt4els-post-traumatic-society.html
(last access on May 14, 2013).
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In our history, in our 4,000 years of existence,hage never dominated another
people. We didn’t leave the house of slaves in Egybuild a house of masters
in Israel. It goes against everything we stand[faj We don’t want to occupy

anybody. It is so hard to occupy the Jewish lifay whould we try our hands

with other people? But we weren’t born to be mastare weren’'t born to be

dominators; we were born already with the messag@irst slavery, against

mastery, against domination, and that’s what kephistorically.(TE9, Shimon

Peres)

What we are really trying to do is to follow a gtéawish tradition that its main
message is the preference of the moral code ugdanttedr attractions. Let me
say in a very serious manner that the late Primaisfér Rabin and | went to
Oslo because we did not want to dominate the Haiastlife. It is against our

moral position as Jewish people. Never in our mstdid the Jewish people
dominate another people. We think that it is wromgs a mistake. Our driving

force was basically spiritual and moral more thatragegic. That is an

unchanging situation. We are not willing to dommatther people. We think
that it may corrupt our very basic standing as awidt people. That is
unchanged(TE42, Shimon Peres)

These speeches reiterate numerous claims abostaalis as inherently moral
and relentlessly pursuing peace which were scagtin the previous section. What is
novel, however, is the stress on historical rodtshes attitude, reaching back to the
ancient times. Rather than result of political bletations, current seeking of peace is a
result of culturally determined values and expeargsnof oppressed victims. The Jewish
history characterized by victimhood renders anysations of malign intentions on the
part of Israelis ridiculous — striving for peacenscribed deeply in the their collective
soul.

Let's brush aside the fact that the available hishab evidence suggests that
yearning for peace and refrain from violence andiidation are actually not really
characteristic of the Jewish ancient history. lha$ by any means my intention to deny
repeated massacres to which Jewish communitiegiégilin since the destruction of the
Second Temple. Nevertheless, it can be asked vitiedns of Israel, the state with the

most efficient army in the region, armed with nacleveapons, and enjoying support of

78



the world superpower, have in common with Jewisiroainities exposed to numerous
pogroms. Collapsing the distinction between thadkmpresence and the Jewish history
enables Israeli officials to obscure profound clesnig status and position of the Jewish
people during the 8and 28" century.

The Israeli discourse thus introduces an esserglimage of merciful Jew
who, simply due to this label, can not conceivabglong among oppressors and is
incapable of “dominating another people”. The I8ramtion (the Israeli officials
apparently do not reflect on the ethnic diversityheir country, and the term “Israelis”
can be read as identical with “Jews”) is depictedrmrally superior, being repelled by
any acts aiming to dominate or harm others, whidgdp@rties are said to be deeply
historically embedded, rather than being a chofdée current political leadership. It is
noteworthy that these characteristics, i.e. benigentions and conduct, are often
associated with modern liberal countries guidedidsas of the Enlightenment like
freedom, which is to be granted to all people pessive of their nationality.

Another reoccurring theme in Israeli officials’ sgbes is stressing the

democratic nature of the Israeli state:

We have friends here, and you have friends therdsrael, which is a
democratic country, a stable democracy which apptes the values of
democratic life(TE4, Ariel Sharon)

In order to make peace you need two things: youl mepartner and you need
the support of your people. You cannot act witleouatajority because we are a

democratic country(TE12, Shimon Peres)

Israeli leaders here clearly draw on embedded tnagrdhat is very salient
feature of Israeli self-representation from the ibemg of state’s existence. Israeli
leaders are very well aware that democratic palitgystem is nowadays generally
perceived positively and try to capitalize on thititude by drawing attention to the
democratic nature of the Israeli state. They sespe@ally eager to emphasize Israeli

institutions’ capacity to accommodate various agst

They interpreted Israeli democracy and the muktipti of opinions in Israel as
weaknesse$TE34, Ariel Sharon)
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Israel is a pluralistic society with broad represation from the entire political
spectrum, and the Knesset, to our pride, is perltaponly place in which those
who oppose it and those who love it, secular atidicais, left and right, Jews,
Druze, Bedouin and Arabs - all groups in the riclosaic of rivalries and
tensions - sit together to debate and discuss, agnally, even if in strident
tones, but always in the fervor of parliamentarynaiyism and action. The

Knesset is the pulsating heart of Israeli democréti43, Ariel Sharon)

Again, it is not hard to raise objections agaths depiction: pointing to a rather
problematic position of the Arab minority in thedsli society is common among many
authors and activists. Other scholars further dedtention to differentiation even
among the Jewish majority, since “Mizrachim”, Jews$ “oriental” origin, i.e.
immigrants from Arab countries, had been histolycaeated by the state institutions
much worse than was the case with Jews who movealestine and later Israel from
Europe'® These claims cast doubts over Israeli officiafsistence on the profoundly
democratic character of the state they represent.

It can be further argued that democratic syste@lfidoes not prevent a state
from pursuing policies which are generally condediniéke occupying a different
country, ignoring international law and so on. Taet that a given state is democratic
thus should not divert attention from controversi@ps taken by its leaders, which can
easily tarnish image of enlightened, “civilized urdry.

The strategic purpose of emphasizing the democnaiiare of Israel, ignoring
the points just raised, can be quite easily dismri$tressing the democratic nature of
Israel, providing its citizens with peaceful meadaasexpress their discontent, aims to
depict it as a country aligned if not geographicathen in terms of ideology and
civilization, to the Western community. By omittirmyoblematic domestic issues and
disputed security policies, Israel is constructedaacountry following modern, liberal
principles.

Israeli officials are furthermore cautious to dispny doubts that the democratic

system is something that sets Israel apart frorarattates in the Middle East:

%0 5ee e.g. Kimmerling, Baruclihe Invention and Decline of Israeliness. Statejedyp, and the Military
(Berkeley, Los Angeles, London: University of Catifia Press, 2001), pp. 94-96.
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| want to stress that Israel is a democracy, thé/ ame in the region and we
face a wave of terror perpetrated by countries \&@h® not democraciegTE14,
Ariel Sharon)

These notions will prove quite crucial when examgnreframing the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict as a part of the global sttegggainst terrorism. What suffices to
say now is that emphasis on the regional uniqueoke® Israeli state aims to further
highlight Israelis’ adherence to values champiobgdVest, embodied in this instance
in democracy, as these qualities are put in shamgrast to those characterizing
neighboring states.

Yet another assertion pertaining to categorizadiblsrael as a “civilized” nation

relates to obeying body of legal norms:

We have to defend ourselves, but we don’'t havepalngy of killing people. But
when there is concrete information that someonsaisying a bomb, and is on
his way to Israel, then we try to prevent it. Tisahot against international law.
Let’'s not get mixed up. Terrorism and violence, khieng of women, the killing
of children -- that is against international lavsrael does not take any initiative
to that effect. We are forced to react, and weratpleased at all with it. But

we have to defend our livgS.E11, Shimon Peres)

The issue was checked by our judiciary and what gall ‘liquidation’ was

prevention. If you have an enemy, whether in aoamifor not, who comes to Kill
your people, you have the right of self-defen¢®aJe explained carefully that if
we get information about someone who carries wheatall a ticking bomb and
who could enter the country at any time and bomb tie usual targets are
youth clubs and night clubs to kill young peopig is our full right to defend

our lives. We are very careful, because we arenadhiding people. We do not

want to overdo it(TE42, Shimon Peres)

Appeals to legality of the concerned policies Hert underscores the
categorization of Israelis scrutinized in this gatt Even when facing unprecedented

and grave threat like suicide terrorism, “law abgli Israelis react in a way which is in
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accordance with widely accepted norms. Not only thi@eli policies are examined by
domestic judiciary, thus ensuring their legalitgrdelis, as “civilized”, enlightened
people pay attention to international law as well.

Lastly, Israeli officials strive to draw attentitm Israeli achievements:

We are having a fine agriculture, which is all thee improving, becoming
more modern [...] We have quite a successful high,tand high tech is
changing life(TE9, Shimon Peres)

We have held the sword - and made the wildernedslasert bloom. We have
built cities, developed industry and cultivatediaglture - we have transformed
the State of Israel into an example and symbohiany other countries in the
world. (TE37, Ariel Sharon)

You are observing us, Israelis, yearningly, and Isegel’'s many achievements.
In the last 53 years Israel has developed flourighindustries and agriculture,
among the most advanced in the world; our hi-teatustry will prosper again
with the recovery of the world economy; one of thest advanced food
industries in the world; modern cities with hundseaf thousands of citizens and
education and health systems which are envied adtos world. All this has
been achieved in 53 yea(3.E48, Ariel Sharon)

In the past 100 years, and primarily since it gainedependence 54 years ago,
Israel has had remarkable achievements in evenyd fd life. (TE54, Ariel
Sharon)

Israeli leaders tend to focus on Israeli successesconomic and scientific
spheres, but the point they are making goes betloegk confined areas. The Israeli
state is depicted as highly progressive and modesna state which made “desert
bloom”. These are not merely descriptive, but nattemative statements which aim to
endow Israel with superiority in the non-materiphere as well. Israelis are depicted as
resourceful and hardworking, capable of nearly ohés and the state they built is

labeled to be unique not only on regional scale,ewen globally, serving as “symbol
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for many other countries in the world”. The nawatof progressivism stemming from
underlying values is clearly discernible.

Although the categorization just examined is n@spnt in the Israeli official
discourse as much as the one that defines Israslipeace loving and moderate,
reoccurring statements sharing certain traits aite teaceable. The Israeli state is
characterized by properties which are usually aasst with progressive, Western
countries with highly developed economies and fionadg democratic systems;
furthermore, Israeli people are depicted as intibrelecent. All these properties pertain
deeper than just to the current politics, as they raoted in history and collective

mentality, and together render Israelis “civilizgg¥ople.

5.2. Categorization of Palestinians

Whereas Israelis are in the examined discoursegoetzed as “peace loving”
and “civilized” people, Palestinians are, unsuipgl/, depicted in a quite different
manner; in fact, they are to a large extent pas#tib as Israelis’ antithesis. These
notions are especially salient for a portrayal afeBtinians’ attitude towards terrorism
and peaceful coexistence: the primary category-hoactivities related to the
Palestinian side of the conflict, as constructedthia Israeli official discourse, are
engagement in terrorist activities (i.e. resorvitwence) and rejections of peace. Israel
officials do not really deal with characterizatioof Palestinians pertaining to
“civilizational” traits, but even when they touclpan this topic, the examined speeches
maintain that Palestinians can not match Israalistarms of progressivism and

embracement of modern liberal ideas either.

5.2.1. Palestinians as Peace Rejectionists

Even though properties defining Palestinians eeldb their position on peace
and violence are quite overlapping, they might lepasated into two different
subcategories for the purposes of the present pépersubsequent part thus deals with
Palestinian rejections of propositions aiming thiace peace as depicted by lIsraeli
officials, and then the paper proceeds to analydisdiscursive construction of

Palestinians’ involvement in terrorism.
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5.2.1.1. Palestinians’ Attitude towards Peace

When compared to number of texts concerned witkels in this respect, there
is a relative paucity of speeches and interviewalig specifically with Palestinians’
attitude towards peace or diplomatic efforts, banitsolely Israeli or US-brokered. But
still, there are statements, vast majority of thgmen by Shimon Peres, which
constitute Palestinians as a group that, when mesto matters of peaceful co-
existence, is characterized by repeated, stublegentions of proposals aiming to bring

about calm:

[Palestinians] are creating the feeling in Isratdat all our efforts to offer
compromises, to meet the Palestinians not half-vimay, three-quarters and
maybe even more, four-fifths of the way, are innvdUnfortunately the
Palestinians have rejected the very generous offexswere put before them by
President Clinton in Taba and Camp David, and oaofle don’t understand.
What are we talking about? The loss of confidermoersg our people is a real

damage to peace. | regret it very mu€hE6, Shimon Peres)

The Israelis are very angry with the Palestiniarsduse we don’'t understand

their rejection of our proposal§TE9, Shimon Peres)

You see, we have suggested to the Palestiniansnfidpendence. We have
suggested to them to end occupation without fiangingle bullet, they could
have had it around the negotiating table [...] | tkithey were mistaken when

they have rejected i{TE29, Shimon Peres)

As can be seen in all these excerpts, Palestimensonstructed as people who
reject any offers that might conceivably lead taqee these steps are even more
inexplicable as acceptance of the proposals wousdre them fulfillment of their basic
demands. In the following excerpts Peres speakstabhe Camp David talks during

which, it is maintained, Israelis offered Palestirs “everything”:

At Camp David, our former Prime Minister Barak aRcesident Clinton offered
the Palestinians the return not of all their landtlof between 96% and 97% of

it. They could have negotiated over the remaini#tgd? 3%. It is hard for Israel
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and the Israelis to understand why the Palestinieggjsected that offer(TE42,

Shimon Peres)

But the question before every Israeli is why didrafat accept the proposals of
President Clinton backed by former prime ministardk? Why are they using
terror? They were offered a Palestinian state. Tiveye offered practically all

of the land. They were offered a position in Jelersa Why fight? Why kill?

Why incite? What is the reaso(iPE59, Shimon Peres)

We offer the Palestinians an independent stateir th#l land actually, a
position in Jerusalem. Believe me, nobody in Iskaelerstands why the deal

was rejected(TE62, Shimon Peres)

The narrative of the unsuccessful Camp David sunwoilined in these
speeches can be encapsulated as following: in B086lis (who, as we have seen, are
always willing to bring considerable sacrifices arder to reach peace) offered far-
reaching compromises to their Palestinian countespad by Yasser Arafat when they
consented to establishment of the Palestinian em#gnt state in most of the West
Bank and Gaza Strip and designated the easternopddrusalem as the Palestinian
capital. However, to Israelis’ amazement Palestmi@damantly refused all these offers.

This interpretation of the failed Camp David sumisistill very much salient in
the Israeli public discourse nowadays, and it ptesithe Israeli party with seemingly
convincing arguments stating that any negotiatitls Palestinians are pointless, since
they reject virtually any settlement that doesinolude destruction of the Israeli state.

It is redundant to state that the Palestiniangion of the Camp David talks
differs profoundly from the lIsraeli perspectitfé.But even Robert Malley, former
American diplomat who took part in the summit anégeding diplomatic meetings,
publicly doubts if the Israeli conditions were angrous as alleged. Malley maintains

that Barak, the Israeli Prime Miniester at the tiofethe Camp David talks, in fact

81 For an overview of the Palestinian narrative & @amp David negotiations see Kacowicz (2005), pp.
351-352.
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initially proposed much more modest concessions slrmved basically no flexibility
on the issues crucial for the Palestinian $fde.

These claims thus call into question the alleggprecedented generosity of the
Israeli delegation at Camp David in 2000. Of coutbiese doubts are not reflected in
the Israeli official discourse at all, which uiitiés the peculiar interpretation of the
events as the main component in construction oéd8ialans as a group which is
defined by unwillingness to any concessions anectens of peace. This depiction is

further supported by pointing out to previous insts of Palestinian refusals:

In 1947 they [Palestinians] were offered to buildtate. They rejected it. It was
a resolution of the United Nations that gave théhp8rcent of the land. And to
this very day, nobody can seriously explain whythey do it, because seriously
you cannot explain a mistake. Mistakes are inerplale. And it brought
tragedy upon the Palestinian people, including treation of a refugee
problem, which haunts to this very day, as a shadowv capacity to make

peace(TE9, Shimon Peres)

It is for the second time that the Palestinians epenmitting a terrible mistake
that made them the victims of their own mistakhgs.first was in 1948 when the
United Nations has offered the Palestinians thengtion of a Palestinian state
on most of the land of Israel. The Grand Mufti efusalem, who was their
leader, rejected it. To this very day, they payghee of their rejection, of their
mistake. | hope the Palestinians will not repeabtaer mistake. It is totally
counterproductive, unnecessary and it serves ngthim the future.(TE29,

Shimon Peres)

Peres in these statements speaks about the 19%d Blation Partition Plan for
Palestine which envisaged division of the thenigritMandate into Jewish and Arab
independent states, and which was at that timetegjeby the Palestinian party. These

references aim to support other statements on tiPedes which categorized them as

182 These issues pertain to Israeli settlements itthst Bank, land swaps, question of the Palestinian
refugees, status of Jerusalem and proposed deméidazone along the Jordan river. See Malley, Robe
Agha, Hussein, “Camp David. The Tragedy of Errofidie New York Review of Boplaly 12 (2001),
available online ahttp://www.nybooks.com/articles/archives/2001/a@¢t@mp-david-the-tragedy-of-
errors/?pagination=falggast access on May 14, 2013).
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people unwilling to accept any compromise — memigrmore than sixty years old
event is supposed to demonstrate that the curegsttions of reasonable propositions
are just the newest manifestations of Palestinisintdrest in peace.

However, to draw parallels between the Secondiabii and the 1940s is rather
confusing and mistaken endeavour. It can be arthedhad Palestinians known what
would be the course of future events, they woukkehaeen probably much more prone
to endorse the UN plan to divide the country int tparts. But under the given
circumstances, without benefit of any foresight #alestinian decision can be quite
easily understood. Jews still constituted minairitghe area, and they were only recent
immigrants, lacking any rights to the land from theab point of view. One can also
add that nature and attitude of the Palestiniartipall leadership, as well as people’s
preferences, have changed dramatically since tdeoérmhe Second World War, and
any comparison between 2000 and 1947 is therefasieading. But, once again, these
complex histories are not discussed by Israelicafis who try to construct their
Palestinian adversaries as inherently opposedytingratives aiming to achieve peace.

However, as we have already seen, not only thigistt@ians do not accept the

Israeli hand extended in peace - they try to caffit

| declared, when we accepted the Mitchell Repomindateral cease-fire. The
Palestinian reaction was a massive terror acts amatder, and assassinations
all over the country [...] On the [Palestinian sideye have murderers, Killers,
suicide bomberqTE28, Ariel Sharon)

We have done everything in our power to achievease-fire and an immediate
entry into the Tenet process in order to advance ossibility of a cease-fire.
All we have received in return was terrorism, tersmn and more terrorism.

(TES6, Ariel Sharon)

These statements point to other crucial activitgfining Palestinians,

involvement in terrorism.
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5.2.1.2. Palestinians’ Involvement in Terrorism

Even though Palestinians are in the examined bpsedefined mostly by their
link to terrorism of some sort, a precise naturehis relationship is not depicted in a
uniform manner throughout the official Israeli discse. As we have seen, there is an
unanimous agreement among Israeli leaders thairisr is a scourge for whose origin
bear full responsibility solely Palestinians; theegtion remains, however, if only some
particular groups are (according to Israeli offigjabehind the attacks, rather than the
whole Palestinian population, and if so, what sipegroups are labeled as perpetrators.

As for the issue of engagement in terrorism, & baen already demonstrated
that Israeli leaders actually maintain that Pahégti terrorists can be distinguished from
the rest of the population who abstain from testoactivities and, in Sharon’s words
“would like just to go and work and bring some lordeome and raise their children”
(TE1). Violence that was imposed on the Israeltestaus can be linked to specific
groups with limited membership, and Israeli offisian the speeches and interviews
examined in this paper refrain from portraying ttwiole Palestinian people as
implicated in terrorism. Nonetheless, there id atitertain kind of relationship between
“ordinary” Palestinians, their leadership, and adaam, which is quite complex and
ambiguous, and will be dealt with later in thistgaT

It can be therefore stated that category of Palesis as constructed in the
Israeli official discourse contains several subup® defined by a different level of
involvement in violence. Rest of the present sectial thus scrutinize how are these
properties allocated in the examined discourse.

When it comes to question of responsibility forraeésm, all Israeli speakers
tend to focus mainly on the Palestinian semi-govemtal, official bodies, rather than
on organizations like Hamas or Islamic Jihad. T&isot that much surprising since in
terms of international recognition and legitimatsrael was waging a struggle mostly
against the Palestinian Authority (PA) and its esentatives, rather than against the
Palestinian splinter groups, and the examined diseowas an integral part of this
contestation.

But still, there are quite wide differences amomglividual Israeli leaders’
utterances dealing with the Palestinian officialdies and their attitude towards
terrorism. Whereas left-winger Shimon Peres temdsdcuse the PA and Arafat of
failing to stop terrorism, rather then of beingedity responsible for it, Ariel Sharon,
the most prominent representative of Israeli hastl, does not shy away from publicly
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pointing to official Palestinian agencies and leadas the main perpetrators and
organizers of the attacks.

In his speeches, Shimon Peres, the Minister ofigiorAffairs and the leading
figure of the Labor Party at the time, adopts heatautious tone when speaking about
PA’s involvement in terrorism. As we have seen,lémves no doubts that it is the
Palestinian side that is responsible for the oatbi violence, yet does not put all the
blame on the PA and its leader:

Our position, my position, towards Mr. Arafat arttetPalestinian authority is
clear. We see them as the party responsible totemdr, to prevent terror, not
to use terror, and to arrest terrorists. This is @atcordance with the Oslo
agreements, which was the basis of our relatiom€$lo we agreed to resolve
our differences not by force, but by dialogue, #mat is his responsibility, and

we call him to fulfill it, as we are obliged to tkewise.(TE20, Shimon Peres)

[Yasser Arafat] can do more than he does [againgtide bombings]. | don'’t

think he can stop it completely. But, you know, Winted States, and actually
all nations, are demanding from Arafat to show & p@rcent effort, not talking
about the result, in order to bring an end to teremd to this ugly sort of terror.

(TE29, Shimon Peres)

These excerpts are typical of a large bulk of ®srgpeeches that are concerned
with Palestinian authorities, as they make Arafal the PA responsible not, as is the
case with Ariel Sharon, for launching terroristaaks, but for their cease. Peres
repeatedly refers to mutual agreements that eskeddli the PA and obliged it to
maintain calm in the Palestinian territories, whailty is being broken by Arafat and
his fellow Palestinian officials at the time of tl8=cond Intifada. This is the case
because the PA is, according to Peres, unwillingxercise its authority over other

Palestinian armed groups:

Today there are at least three or four groups besidrafat who are using
weapons, who decide if there will be a cease-fireat. You cannot handle them
just by speeches. It is not for the sake of Isrhelt for the sake of the

Palestinians themselves that Arafat has to asseratithority and demonstrate
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that the Palestinians have one address: militaniglitically and otherwise [...]
Our feeling is that not all of the commanders usti®rd that there is one clear
policy given by Chairman Arafat, and we can sedamns on the ground
where some give different interpretation to whapémitted and what is not,
and we think there is an immediate need for claatructions and orders to stop

the shooting and violenc€TE26, Shimon Peres)

The real problem, as we see it, is that Arafat kasdecide about his own
leadership. We cannot decide instead of him. Toaayhings are, he is heading
a Palestinian people that has four different arngedups, each of them shooting
on their own - for their own reasons in differemtedtions, and actually killing

any chance for tranquility and hop@.E32, Shimon Peres)

Arafat and PA are therefore to be blamed forrgilio halt the terrorist attacks
which step they are definitely capable of to a aberable degree:

We don’t ask him [Arafat] to produce miracles, wend ask him to do things
that he is incapable of doing. But we ask him tatldogs that he can do and
that he has committed to do; for example to stgmdgainst terrorism(TE9,

Shimon Peres)

In 1996, before the elections, when there wereiltlerracts of terror in
Jerusalem and Tel-Aviv that affected the resulthefelections, | called Arafat
and told him: “Look, if you won’t stop the terrohndt is it.” In a month’s time
they arrested a thousand people, and killed 20hef leaders of Hamas and
Jihad, and collected their arms. So with all yokegticism, don’t forget also the
experience. Then we had, relatively speaking, aodeof four years of quiet,
which Netanyahu enjoyed, and even took credit(fid47, Shimon Peres)

So, for Shimon Peres the main problem with Arafaparticular, and officials
representing the Palestinian people in generalnas that they are the main
“masterminds” behind terrorist attacks that staitedhte 2000. Rather, as the quoted
speeches indicate, they are being accused for dmhgnough to stop attacks carried

out by other Palestinian organizations. At the saime, Peres maintains that this is
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truly unwillingness rather than inability, sinceetiPA and Arafat posses enough
resources to if not completely stop the attackadhed from the Palestinian territories,
than at least severely curtail them, which has balesady proved before. In this
particular (sub)discourse, the official Palestinizodies led by Yasser Arafat are thus
characterized by reluctance to halt terrorism, ryett by being directly implicated in
attacks which are conducted by other Palestiniang.

It comes as no surprise that Ariel Sharon, bemmgwka for his hard line stances,

adopts much more condemnatory tone when he detidgtvei PA and its head:

Yasser Arafat and the Palestinian Authority areureing to the belief that they
can defeat Israel by means of armed strug@&3, Ariel Sharon)

No doubt that the strategy of the Palestinian Atitiids a strategy of terror
[...] The Palestinian reaction [to Israeli unilateralease-fire] was a massive
terror acts and murder, and assassinations all other country.(TE28, Ariel
Sharon)

As you know, we are in a war, a war that has beemdhed against us by a
coalition of terror that has been established bya@nan Arafat after choosing
a strategy of terror immediately after the Camp @asonference. In the past we
were dealing with one, two or three terrorist orgaations. It is a different
situation now. There is a coalition of the Hamasveroent, the Islamic Jihad,
the Palestinian Popular Front, the Tanzim whichthe military arm of the
Fatah, Arafat's Party and the Presidential Guardled Force 17. Living in a
real democracy, when you hear that the Presider@iaard of the Chairman of
the Palestinian Authority is involved in terror, érin the liaison with the
Hizbullah, it is hard to understand, and even haodbelieve, but that is the
situation. We have been suffering heavy casualtidsout half of those
casualties were caused by those terrorist orgaionatwhich are under the full
control of Chairman Arafat. The Tanzim and the Rfestial Guard both

receive their wages from hirfiTE46, Ariel Sharon)

These excerpts show that unlike Peres, Sharoesstaenly that his Palestinians

counterparts are inextricably implicated in tersbrattacks, which position is being
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gradually strengthened over time. Sharon admitisttie are more Palestinian groups
engaged in terrorist activities, but whereas Penamtained that these groups were
chiefly responsible for attacks, and that Arafatl dine PA were guilty mainly of not
stopping them, Sharon posits the PA Chairman ascéméral figure of Palestinian

terrorism:

This terror is operated, directed and initiated lope man - Palestinian
Authority Chairman Yasser Arafat. Arafat heads alition of terror. He
operates a strategy of terror. The PA Chairman s enemy of Israel in
particular and the entire free world in generall #&lose who treasure freedom,
all those who were raised on the values of freedath democracy, must know
that Arafat is an obstacle to peace in the Middkst: Arafat endangers the
stability of the entire regia(TE58, Ariel Sharon)

And there is one dispatcher: Palestinian Autho@tyairman Yasser Arafat. He
is the man who, in a series of agreements, promiseabandon the path of
terrorism, refrain from committing murder, use li@ces to prevent it - and
betrayed all his promises [...] In the territories der his rule, Arafat has
established a regime of terror, which nationallydaofficially trains terrorists

and incites, finances, arms and sends them to peafeemurderous operations

across Israel(TE60, Ariel Sharon)

In these texts, Sharon further intensifies hisdesnnation of Arafat to such an
extent that he makes him chiefly responsible fer whole terrorist campaign against
Israel. Reasons behind this rhetoric are not hadigcern, as both speeches were given
in the aftermath of the Netanya suicide bombingviarch 2002 which left roughly
thirty Israelis dead and triggered the already meet operation Defensive Shield
which was sharply criticized worldwide. Sharon’difidgation of the PA Chairman
should be thus seen as a part of the ongoing d$&uigg international legitimacy
between the State of Israel and Palestinian repra&tbees during the especially intense
period.

Nonetheless, these notions should not draw adterftom the fact that these
later statements do not constitute a qualitativlt lom the previous argumentation —

as we have seen, Sharon has been maintaining fienbeginning that Palestinian
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officials are guilty not just of being lenient tokda terrorism, but he straightforwardly
labels them as the main perpetrators. This isé¢apecially for Arafat who, even though
Sharon does not resort to truly dehumanizing laggu#s repeatedly depicted as the
person directly orchestrating the campaign of Rialies suicide attacks.

Sharon moreover maintains that the Palestiniarorism is a phenomenon

reaching back into history:

We have a conflict with the Palestinians that stdrover 120 years ag¢TE1,
Ariel Sharon)

The terror did not start last year. The terror dtdt here 125 years ago. Arab
terror which later came to be known as Palestini@mor. My grandfather was
already facing this terror. | know families that Jea been facing

Arab/Palestinian terror for five or six generatiofSE46, Ariel Sharon)

These excerpts suggest that the Arab (and latalgsinian) terrorism is
perpetual since it has been around for dozens cadds. By making such claims,
Sharon unwittingly treats terrorism as what Jaokand his colleagues called “free-
standing, ontologically stable phenomen8i“ he assumes that qualities which define
it have not changed over time, although one migisilg object that the resistance of
Palestinian farmers against Jewish immigrationhie kate 19 century has actually
nothing in common with the attacks during the Secbrifada (not to speak about the
fact that labeling the former as terrorism is trulyigue even among proponents of the
“orthodox” approach towards terrorism). Neverthg)ehese claims enable Sharon to
portray the current Israeli struggle with Palestivs as continuation of the age long
conflict which further implies that Palestiniansleerence to violence is nothing novel.
Therefore, it can be deducted that Israel shouldrée to use any measures to stop
terrorist attacks since, given Palestinians’ digees towards peace, one can not expect
them to cease in the foreseeable future.

Sharon and Peres’s takes on the PA and Arafatisidst towards terrorism
during the Second Intifada constitute two poleghwither officials’ statements falling
in between. High-ranking military officers in thetatements do not really dwell much

183 Jackson et al. (2011), pp. 15. See also chapter 3.
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upon depiction of the Palestinian adversary, ay thevote most of their attention to
operational details, but there are still some spegcealing with characterization of the
PA and its implication in terrorism given by IsnaeDefence Forces (IDF)

representatives:

The Palestinian Authority decided not only to reledrom prison all those
terrorists who belong to the organizations like Hemmand the Islamic Jihad, but
also to encourage them to do what they do [...] Soiady, when we speak
about the Palestinian Authority, which we all redasis a political entity, in
many senses not far away from being very close @ $tate - actually it doesn’t
only permit that these kind of activities to be rad out, but actually
encourages them and inspires them and sponsorkthd of activity.(TE13,
Giora Eiland)

[T]errorist activities that, as | said, are fullysnsored and encouraged by the
Palestinian Authority(TE16, Yaakov Or)

Both military officers’ statements mimic Sharondepiction of the PA’s
involvement in terrorism to a large degree, yetr@oeas condemning as those of the
then Prime Minister. It might be nevertheless ashifprising that also Ben-Eliezer, the
Defence Minister at the time, adopts a stance ihatery similar to the Sharon’s
position, rather than following argumentation of fellow Labor Party member Shimon
Peres:

The weapons that have been captured are not medre used in the struggle
against terrorism or to solidify the PA’s standiiglight of the threats on its
rule. These are offensive weapons meant to beinsgdality” terrorist attacks

that indicate the intentions to escalate and cargithe confrontation [...] The
weapons were meant for the Palestinian Authoritye $hip was purchased by
them; the people who organized and participatetthis are from the Palestinian

security apparatug.TE41, Benjamin Ben-Eliezer)
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Arafat has made himself into the enemy. He canmsilae himself from
responsibility. He bears a heavy responsibility fibre terrorist elements,
through both his actions and omissio(iBE56, Benjamin Ben-Eliezer)

These quotes illustrate that a political affilatiis not the primary determinant
of speaker’s depiction of the PA and its link te tierrorist attacks — even though Ben
Eliezer is as well as Shimon Peres representafitbenleft-wing political party, his
rhetoric is much more similar to that of hardlirgharon. Particular depiction thus
might be function of not only political stances,tlaf personal characteristics and
experiences of given official as well.

Up to now, this section has examined Israeli cif&istatements concerned with
PA and Arafat’s stance towards violence, and pwefubly bracketed those dealing with
Palestinian population’s involvement in terrorisin. this regard, we can observe a
certain ambiguity among Israeli officials’ messagea the one hand, as has been
already noted, they clearly distinguish betweenotests and Palestinians who refrain
from violence, and this notion applies even to ABkaron who is otherwise rather

uncompromising:

| turn to those Palestinians who do not want waid are not involved in
terrorism. Those Palestinians whose sole purpose ssipport their families and
afford clothes for their childreTE48, Ariel Sharon)

The statements cited above in the section on s$heeli measures moreover
demonstrate that Israeli officials are aware ofdbhips imposed upon Palestinians
during the Intifada, as they seek to “ease” theied (TE16, Yaakov Or), and the
unpleasant conditions experienced by Palestinimacknowledged by Ariel Sharon as

well:

| turn from here also to the Palestinian peoples#&y what | have said in the past

- | know that it is not easy being a Palestini@hE48, Ariel Sharon)

However, simultaneously to recognizing the suffgrof people not connected in
any way to terrorist attacks, it is maintained tRatestinians themselves are responsible

for their misery:
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By resorting to violence, they have only broughgygdy on themselveSTE34,
Ariel Sharon)

Secondly, because of the Intifada, they [Palestsiissuffered a great deal of
loss of life. Although it's their fault, but theyould accuse us(TE9, Shimon

Peres)

It is clear that in these statements both Sharoth Bares deal with the
Palestinian population as such, not only with Rades political representatives. A hint
at how Palestinians “brought tragedy on themselezsi be found in the following

statements:

[T]hey [Palestinians] are electing their leadersné we are not trying to
undercut it, we are not the ones that will elee aders of the Palestinians, as

they will not be the ones that will elect our leesd€¢TE9, Shimon Peres)

We didn’t elect partners. The Palestinians haveteld their leader, and Arafat
is the elected leader of the Palestiniafi®=39, Shimon Peres)

The cited statements imply that since Palestipewple are free to choose their
own leaders, they are then responsible for thetedgmlicies, including for resort to
terrorism. Palestinians are thus at the same tmse \dctims of PA’s decision¥' and
accomplices to its crimes — probably unconsciousigeli officials in fact adopt Karl
Jasper's concept of political responsibifify, making the Palestinian population
accountable for the PA policies and incitementwels

What is striking about all the interviews and stadats concerned with
Palestinian terrorism is a nearly complete pauoitydeliberations on the causes of
Palestinians’ resort to violence. The followingttexthe only one which touches upon

reasons which might have conceivably led Palestsia adopt terrorism:

184 See TE37, in which Sharon states that “the Palestipeople must know: They are the primary
victims of the current situation brought about nafat.”
185 See Jaspers, Kailhe Question of German Guflew York: Fordham University Press, 2000).
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We cannot keep millions of Palestinians under sigigleout income, oppressed,
poor, densely populated, near starvation. And tlouwge have good reasons,
security reasons, | don’'t know what produces wikaverty produces terror,

and | am not sure that by taking anti-terror measuand making people poorer
you are really serving anti-terror. Maybe you kakrorists, but you give birth to

support of terrorism. Young boys at the age of 113, are ready to commit

suicide.(TE46, Shimon Peres)

This statement is remarkable not only becauses itlealing with otherwise
neglected problem, but even more because it dristenérs’/speakers’ attention to the
Israeli agency in provoking Palestinian terrorigtwen though suggestions that Israeli
policies vis-a-vis Palestinians are the primaryseaof violence are commonplace in
some circles, such an opinion is naturally notr pithe Israeli official canon. Peres of
course does not blame the Israeli side entirelycfeating Palestinian terrorism, but his
assertions are still very rare among Israeli meaash politicians and officials.

Nevertheless, it must be stressed that this seatem indeed not representing
the examined discourse as a whole; on the contitasjould be conceived as sort of
“heretic” argument since the discourse is defingé lbeep silence when it comes to the
roots of Palestinian anger which is subsequenglysiated into acts of terrorism. These
causes are never discussed, or only to an extahtiémies any rationality on the part of
Palestinians: as we have seen, Israeli official;tae that they have offered the other
side “everything”, and that reaction was ruthlesigationist violence. Palestinians are
thus depicted as a group which can not be negdtiaitn since there is no reasonable
deal they are willing to accept.

Of course, there is no generally agreed upon antone question why people in
general, and Palestinians in particular, adopbtesim as a strategy, and one can not
expect Israeli leaders willing to take a full sharke blame for inciting Palestinian
terrorism. But their reluctance to admit that coiodis imposed by the Israeli-Arab
conflict and Israeli incursions and policies migt#tve some bearing on Palestinians’
decisions works to construct image of Palestinesm#rational, pursuing violence only

for its sake-®®

1% For analyses more sensitive to Palestinian grieasieading to adoption of terrorism see Moghadam,
Assaf, “Palestinian Suicide Terrorism in the Secbridada. Motivations and Organizational Aspects*,
Studies in Conflict and Terrorisrivol. 26 (2003), pp. 65-92, and PedazRerliger (2010). For an
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This part of the paper has showed that the Isrdelcourse defines the
Palestinian population not as directly involved terrorism, yet still allocates to
“ordinary” Palestinians a share of blame for thgang violence. These allegations are
concealed to some degree and put in a mild way, cred can assume that caution
exercised in this regard by Israeli officials stefmmn the realization that accusing the
whole population living in harsh conditions of iadiiminate violence would not be
swallowed by other countries. Nevertheless, if we ta speak about characterization
enacted in the Israeli official discourse, Paleatia as a whole are defined by a certain,
albeit not direct, linkage to terrorism, i.e. viote. Moreover, the previous section has
demonstrated that Palestinians are depicted as aadam their refusals of peace
proposals and reasonable compromises. It is therefmite clear that all these

properties categorize Palestinians as “peace rejests”.

5.2.2. Lack of Civilizational Qualities on the Part  of Palestinians

As we have seen, when it comes to categories defigeincumbents’ attitude
towards peace and violence, Palestinians to a lex¢gent constitute the antithesis of
Israelis. This juxtaposition is not that much pilewa in the “civilizational”
categorization, and Israeli officials do not realfiyvell upon characterization of
Palestinians in this regard. Nevertheless, somie basemes can be still discerned.

The Israeli officials’ proclamations that Palestims are responsible for the
leaders they elect should not be seen as designati®alestinian political system as
democratic. The Israeli discourse firmly establisitbe State of Israel is the only
democracy in the Middle East, and it logically éolis that Palestine (which furthermore
does not fulfill criteria for being recognized astate) is therefore excluded from this
category. This is confirmed by Shimon Peres:

The Palestinians worked very hard to be recognibydthe world as a

responsible, almost a democratic state in be{ig&29, Shimon Peres)

account of Palestinian cultural milieu that hasrimepon individuals’ decision to resort to violensee
Whitehead, Neil L.; Abufarha, Nasser, “Suicide, ¥itce, and Cultural Conceptions of Martyrdom in
Paiestine"Social Researchvol. 75, No. 2 (2008), pp. 395-416.
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Even though Palestinians strive to reach that st&®gdestine is “almost a
democratic state”, meaning that it still can noplkeeceived as such.

As for economic and scientific development, itmsintained that Palestinians
can not compete with Israel with its successfulnecoy and high-tech industry, albeit
we have seen that Israeli officials admit that therent conflict takes its toll on the

conditions in the Palestinian territories, whicliugher stated by Peres:

[T]he conditions in the territories, [...] are venyfficult, to be honest. Because
of the Intifada, they lost 50 percent of their im@y there is 40 percent of
unemployment; there are a million and a half pedgéw the poverty line, the
poverty line being $2 per person a day, which shane. (TE9, Shimon Peres)

Nevertheless, Israeli state representatives keiggraeng that Palestinians are

chiefly responsible for the situation they find ielves in:

And | think that the world is no longer divided Wween have and have-nots, but
between connected and disconnected. People whdiszennected will remain
poor and backward. We would like to see the Arabldvibeing connected as
well. And you cannot be connected unless you utadetghat the connection is
not done by bombs, it's being done by educatitmpiing done by investing in
the human being and enabling him to take out framshlf the most he has; that
within each of us is by far a richer enabling ifitggnce -- the secret of our
talents.(TE9, Shimon Peres)

Therefore, we must all understand that terrorisnthie main enemy not only
against Israel, but is also hindering the efforis build social-economic
relations, in such a very unstable, uncertain, a®hsitive situation(TE16,
Yaakov Or)

In TE9, Peres speaks about “the Arab world” batdi@ims are especially salient
in respect to Palestinians who are chiefly assediatith committing acts of terror
(allusion to bombs is quite clear in this regarthese quotes thus demonstrate that
Israeli officials claim that by resort to terrorisPalestinians have indicate what is their

attitude towards economic development, since bgripiding violence over education
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and “investing in the human being” they prevenntkgelves from being able to improve
their living conditions. In short, Palestiniang &0 stay in category of underdeveloped,
rather backward countries.

Given the depiction of Israelis as civilizationakyperior, one could expect
more lofty rhetoric of Israeli leaders when diséngsPalestinians’ culturally rooted
characteristics. However, unlike was the case Jdaths/Israelis, Israeli officials do not
engage in discerning long-term, historically emlestidature of the Palestinian people.
Indeed, it is suggested that the recent steps erpdnt of Palestinians (rejections of
peace and resort to violence despite all generdiessp render them irrational, but
Israeli leaders largely refrain from portrayingshealecisions as indicative of a socially
engrained property defining Palestinians, havingettged over thousands of years.
The following excerpt is the only text which actyaleals directly with culture-related

qualities:

In the latest book by Bernard Lewis he says that dliference between the
Eastern or the Muslim culture and the Western caltus that the Islamic

culture believed in justice and the Western culioeéeved in freedom. Justice
is a very dangerous thing, because in the namestice you can Kkill, you can
cheat, you can murder - you justify it in the nashgustice. There is no need to
respect human life, their freedom, their honor. Witecomes to freedom, you
don’t have this justified killing decided by theopte who call themselves the
just people. We have to bring this into consideratfTE47, Shimon Peres)

Even though this remark is concerned with Islang@meral, the argument is
quite closely related to Palestinians in particuks Peres raises these points when
discussing the ongoing campaign of terrorist aaadainst Israel. Drawing on Bernard
Lewis, Peres suggests that Palestinian violencenfmmed by a certain cultural
background. Because of being Muslims, Palestinemessaid to have no respect to
freedom or human life, which needs to be “brouglb iconsideration” when dealing
with Palestinian terrorism. Nevertheless, even ghoarientalist mentality displayed in
this speech is quite striking, it needs to be adied this kind of reasoning is not
representative of the discourse as such, and ildeaelers do not really immerse into

cultural characterization of Palestinians.
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Briefness of the present section is quite illusteain regards to paucity of
Israeli officials’ statements concerned with chéedezation of Palestinians in terms of
socially embedded, civilizational qualities. Theakdi official discourse does not feature
an elaborate description of Palestinians whenmeto civilizational belonging, yet a
basic scheme can be found: Palestinians are casbens of a “non-civilized” world,

not having yet reached stage of democracy andiéwélopment.
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6. Israelis, Palestinians and the War on Terror

The previous chapter has analyzed how Israelciaff characterize Israelis and
Palestinians, i.e. it scrutinized which propertieshey allocate to the respective parties,
and what actions are seen as typical of the twessi@n the basis of these findings it
has also established to what categories have baestirians and Israelis discursively
positioned. This chapter aims to discern which uisiwe means Israeli officials
utilitized to frame the Israeli-Palestinian conflas a part of the US led war on terror. In
order to accomplish this goal, the subsequent arsaily conducted in two steps. In what
follows 1 firstly show how lIsraeli leaders definleet global struggle against terrorism.
Afterwards, | will demonstrate how are propertiediming Israelis on the one hand and
Palestinians on the other used to link them tofy@sing camps in the war on terror.

It should be stated at the beginning of this pdrthe paper that a detailed
scrutiny of the corpus of speeches by Israeli @ffscrevealed that despite expectations,
there is not really a shift in terms of “internatadization” of the local Israeli-Palestinian
struggle after 9/11; even before 2001 Al-Qaedackstalsraeli leaders were eager to
link their policies to “global fight” against temiem®’ Even though the 9/11 events
brought about a considerable intensification of #maphasis on the international
dimension of the fight against terrorism, it dict meark a profound qualitative change

of main themes traceable throughout the Israeitiaffdiscourse.

6.1. Israeli Officials’ Narrative of the War on Ter ror

Israeli officials define the war on terror as euggle between two completely
antagonistic parties, perpetrators of global tesmrand those who oppose them.
Incumbents of the latter category are generallp@ated with positive properties which

they defend, as the following excerpts indicate:

Personally, | believe that the free world has tnjn that warfare against
terror. (TE28, Ariel Sharon)

This battle against terror must be effective totped life and safeguard freedom.
(T30, Shimon Peres)

%7 See e.g. TE3 and TEA4.
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Since September 11th, this struggle has foundatstar the doorstep of the free
and democratic world(TE43, Ariel Sharon)

It is a fight for basic values, freedom, libertgcarity and democracy. It is a
fight that every peace loving nation supports foer $ake of the security of future
generations(TE35, Ariel Sharon)

This is a war forced upon the entire free, enligletd and democratic world.
This is a war between a civilization which sanesfithe value of life and the
pursuit of a better future, and those who glorigath and destruction and seek

to drag humanity into an abyss of despair and dedfm. (TE54, Ariel Sharon)

As can be seen, lIsraeli officials adopt languageilai to many of other
statesmen who pledged to take part in the war martefter the 9/11 attacks. The states
opposed to terrorism are not just fighting theivexdaries: they are constructed as
members of the “free” and “democratic” world, adhgrto the ideas derived from the
Enlightenment. As was the case with Israeli offgi@escription of their own nation,
these are highly normatively-laden descriptionshgdar beyond simply describing the
current struggle, as they rather refer to allegedatgualities.

Especially Shimon Peres is furthermore keen tessttbe accomplishments of

the “enlightenedvorld” linked to technological progress and globation:

We were surprised, all of us, to see the econorsgrbmg global instead of
national. What makes the economy global is tharea has replaced land. Our
living is no longer dependent upon agriculture, bpon high technology. I think
many people mistakenly think that technology isactidal matter - nothing

whatsoever(TE39, Shimon Peres)

Peres’s adoption of the term “we” when speakingualtiee “free world” already
hints at the position Israelis occupy in the glostaliggle. What is now however more
important is the emphasis on the negative side labadjzation which threatens to

nullify all the achievements resulting from intenc@ctedness of the “free world”:
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Now we discover the second part of globalizatiomictv is terror(TE39,

Shimon Peres)

We became global for good or for bad. For good nselaawving the advantages
of new technologies and new sciences. For bad méantg to face the

dangers that are emerging from chan@fEE42, Shimon Peres)

These statements bring us to the other side oflthteal struggle, i.e. terrorists
and their supporters, who are discussed at lengilrhelis officials who offer several
characteristics pertaining to this group. To stdth, it is established that terrorists do

not shy away from inflicting mass casualties:

[Terrorism] can strike anywhere and at any time.féitered by human values,
the atrocities it perpetrates is indiscriminatemitless, slaughtering civilians,
innocent people. It disseminates horror, it is fresonification of present day
Satan.(T31, Shimon Peres)

[Terrorist is] someone who is prepared - like thecgde-bombers on the streets
of Israel’s cities and at the World Trade Centethe US - to die in order to kill
innocent civilians, children, women and infantsdie in order to cause fear and
terror. (TE51, Ariel Sharon)

Dangerous of terrorism is further amplified by lask of clear boundaries and

amorphous nature:

Enemies are national, dangers are in there plottifiging over borders and
definitions and uniforms and identificatiofT.E12, Shimon Peres)

Since there are seemingly no constraints, empatltpmpassion on the part of
terrorists, they are to engage in mass-scale attadulting in numerous deaths which
are moreover directed mostly against “innocent’ilieim population. As a result,
terrorism threatens to disrupt foundations of three€ world” and bring about complete

societal collapse:
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That is the reason why in my judgment and in tles @f the United States today
terrorism is a danger like communism used to beatyvgears ago. It is an un-
American phenomena and in the eyes of the Uni@@sSt think it is not just a

crime, itis a sin(TE12, Shimon Peres)

Should Satan-inspired terrorism be allowed to prewavery water-well could
be poisoned and every infant killed. It could jemjige the freedom and security
of the whole world, of every country, of every vidlial. It has the potential of
creating pandemonium in domestic and internatioflights, dealing a fatal
blow to tourism and ruining global trade - wreakifigar and undermining

security.(TE30, Shimon Peres)

The war that America is now waging concerns allpteall around the world
and every person individually. It's war that ifwill not be won, we shall be
unable to walk, to work, to fly, to commerce, tmaén free, to build buildings,
to drink water, to breathe fresh air. It's uncompriging, unforgiving, no way to
postpone it, and | know it's extremely challengingecause it's also

unprecedentedTE32, Shimon Peres)

We regard terror as the greatest danger to our geeiety, to our values, and to
all our lives (TE55, Ariel Sharon)

These texts are very illustrative in showing howaédi officials depict global
terrorism. Terrorists are constructed as indef@apbup without any clear boundaries,
whose main concern is to cause as much sufferingoasible, and due to complete
disregard of human live, their murderous attacks @mpletely unrestrained - even
“infants” are not exempted from the list of potahtiargets. The alleged scope of the
terrorist danger is so great that it is posed #isreat to the way of life of the “free
world’s” inhabitants: if terrorism is not fought ¢lg it has potential and aspirations to
erase achievements of globalization, to compromsesririty on a global level, and to
destroy the foundations the “free world” is based t then logically follows that
terrorists are opposed to these underpinning vanesharbor deep repulsion towards

democratic system, honesty, liberty etc.:
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As high-tech can only exist in an honest sociatytesror can only exist in a
dishonest society [...] It cannot go together. The parts of globalization - the
new economy with the great promise and the calafaew system, and the new
terror with all the dark sides of i{TE39, Shimon Peres)

Terror can exist only in countries where thereigatorship, where murder and
lies are permitted, where people can kill and cheaiver and deny(TE42,

Shimon Peres)

This characterization of global terrorism thatakegedly driven by hatred
towards ideational foundations of the “free worlds, further made explicit in the
excerpt from TE12 cited above, in which Peres caegderrorism to communism,
ideology generally conceived as antithesis to Wasliberalism. Peres furthermore
labels terrorism “un-American”, implying it is inrgfound opposition to values
promoted by the “free world’s” leading country. $happlies to values like freedom,
liberty and democracy, and by extension, also tohrtelogical and economic

advancement:

You cannot have the potential for high technologhess you adopt real freedom
and real decency. You cannot have a science-basedomy where science
exists alongside lies. Science cannot go alonggdicktorship.(TE42, Shimon

Peres)

Israeli officials in their statements dealing witte international struggle clearly
draw upon embedded narratives of terrorism origithdah the West which construct
terrorism as a grave threat to “our” way of lifedadepict terrorists as completely
merciless®® Nevertheless, it should be noted that Israeliespntatives do not depict
global terrorism as a movement guided by Islamrdtier its extremist interpretation)
as might be expected - actually, they refrain frogferring to issues connected to
religious faith altogether, with a sole exceptiointlee Peres’s speech TE47 quoted

above.

188 For a critical discussion of these narrativesesgeJackson et al. (2011), especially pp. 9-73.
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As has been already suggested in this paper whscustiing discursive
construction of terrorism, arguments and interpi@ta Israeli leaders make in regards
to the global struggle against terrorism can betesiad on several grounds. Most
importantly, in the light of data on terrorist atts, it is hard to sustain the claims that
terrorism is such a lethal phenomenon as suggeatetthis is especially true in the
case of the countries that are the main intendeippients of the Israeli messages, i.e.
the European and North American states. The quesitav precisely can terrorism
compromise the core values of (any) society thosmes unanswered.

It must be also stressed out that Israeli officampletely refrain from dealing
with terrorists’ motivations. As was the case witle particular Israeli-Palestinian
conflict, reasons for perpetrators’ decision to@derrorism are never discussed, and
the result is that they seemingly engage in viatefor its own sake. Of course, given
the complexity of these issues and heated disfurtéke roots of terrorism one can not
expect Israeli officials to arrive to some authatrite conclusions. Yet, by completely
omitting these aspects, they construct image oéreorist without any achievable
agenda who just “wants to watch the world burn”.

Whereas in the case of Palestinian terrorism ls@tials largely abstained
from dehumanizing language, they do not exercissh staution when dealing with
terrorism on a global scale. Indeed, cruelty aridlessness of terrorists is allegedly so
profound that Israeli officials feel it appropriatelabel them as “Satan-inspired” which
depiction suggests that terrorists should be copdeas agents of metaphysical evil,
rather than as human beings engaged in a strugglaitbcal nature, albeit violent. This
narrative further obscures reasons behind tersoricision to adopt violence in the
first place: they do not act to promote or achieggain discernible goals, but because
the desire to inflict pain is deeply entrenchethigir personalities.

The profound vilification of terrorists and theiontrayal as the most serious
menace the world faces then inevitably resultsejeation of any compromise and in

stressing the need to fight terrorism at all costs:

For that reason, | believe that the United Stataenot stop the strike against
terror. The United States, or China, or Russia, India cannot permit a

situation in which a small group of people will pemt us from flying in safety,
from walking to work, from building a skyscraper,even drinking fresh water

or breathing fresh air(TE39, Shimon Peres)
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We talked about the need to fight terror and nogéd into compromise with
terror - one cannot get into compromise with ter(@mtE45, Ariel Sharon)

There is no neutrality in this struggle. Those vgiitoidly by and do nothing to
prevent it become partners in the forces of teswriand cannot wash their
hands of it(TE54, Ariel Sharon)

We must wage an uncompromising fight against #gri®t, uproot these weeds,
and smash their infrastructure because there iscompromise with terror.
(TES8, Ariel Sharon)

Moreover, as has been already suggested abovesioggderrorism is crucial for

preservation of globalization’s beneficial effects:

Strangely enough, the events of 11 September shbatechost of the world has
already entered the new age. Today there is an ittewrcoalition of a united
Europe, the United States, Russia, China, Indigki$tan, Japan and many of
the Latin American countries and many African caest It is not that all of
them have fallen in love with America, but all bémn understand that there
must be a basic situation in which a new generatdhbe permitted to enjoy

what is offered by the new adq@E42, Shimon Peres)

Not only that those who are opposed to terrorisan oot back off: since
terrorism is such a grave threat, conceivably “poisg fresh water and air”, there is no
middle ground in this fight affecting the whole & This struggle is also, as we have
already seen, often conceptualized in terms of wdrawing on the US (or more
precisely the Bush Administration’s) narrative anterpretation of the fight against

terrorism after the 9/11 attacks becomes quiter atethis regard:

The war that America is now waging concerns allpgteall around the world
and every person individually [...] And as | havedsdi believe that this time,
the camp against terror will be by far wider thavee before, maybe including

Russia, China, India. You know, even the former-almgmed camp is
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disappearing because you cannot be non-alignedde bf death and terror.
And that's why | said that the differences betwieast and West and North and
South are disappearingTE32, Shimon Peres)

Given what has been already stated, it comes asurgrise that the struggle

against terrorism is conceived in religious terms:

Today there is just one division - devil and argiAtl (TE44, Shimon Peres)

These assertions stem from the construction abrists as fanatics whose
striving for violence does not know any boundari@sgd who are not guided by any
achievable agenda. Since terrorists’ goals can beothegotiated, there can be no
compromise short of complete submission. What faows from this depiction of the
threat is that terrorists’ inherently vicious arghderous nature renders it impossible to
remain neutral in the fight which is depicted agesuliar kind of divinely sanctioned
duty. Everybody (“all people all around the worlddaevery person individually”, as
stated by Peres in TE32) thus has to choose onhvdiile of the barrier dividing the
“free world” and terrorism she stands. Polarizatbonthe global scale, as conceived by
the Israeli officials, is simply absolute — as sesjgd by Sharon in TE54, anybody who
does not actively step in the fight and insteactsathe position of an observer is to be
blamed for the bloodshed as much as the perpedrdtemselves.

The war on terror is thus established as a steutpgtween two profoundly
antagonistic parties. One the one hand, there arap of countries promoting
democracy and freedom and taking advantage of masmmomy and achievements of
globalization. But all these values and attainmeamnéssaid to be in a danger stemming

from global terrorism which threatens to compledgtroy them.

6.2. Reframing the Israeli-Palestinian Conflict as a Part of the
War on Terror

Issues that have been covered up to now hint gtrvagly at the Israeli position
in the global struggle against terrorism. To staith, one of the previous sections
dealing with characterization of the Israelis shdvikat Israeli officials define their

country and its inhabitants largely through adheeeto certain values - which happen
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to overlap with those characterizing the “free wtrDust to briefly recapitulate, Israelis
are portrayed as proponents of democracy and liberahard-working people who laid
foundations to progressive and efficient economgtesn, and refrain from dominance
over others. Although not completely neatly, thgsedicates position Israel as a
member of the “civilized” and “free” world constited in the Israeli official discourse.
Israeli membership in the camp fighting terrorisenthus firstly established through
these shared values and achievements. Seen frampénspective, Israeli leaders’
assertions about their country’s democratic sysasra regionally unique feature obtain
even greater salience, since this characterizgtosits Israel as the only representative
of the “free world” in the area.

These claims about cultural affinity are repeatedigde explicit by Ariel
Sharon:

The bilateral relations between Europe and Isra@ hased on a long-standing
tradition of shared values: democratic freedom andrket economy(TE36,
Ariel Sharon)

The friendship between our two countries [Israedl &S] is based upon shared
interests and values, a common commitment to dextiodnstitutions, regional

stability, economic prosperity and the pursuit edpe.(TE54, Ariel Sharon)

The friendship between Israel and the United Stst@strue one, and there is a
deep mutual commitment between the two statesursdédl on basic shared
values: the aspiration for liberty, freedom, thecusdty of our citizens, and
democracy(TES55, Ariel Sharon)

These excerpts capture the process of categarizatilsraelis in relation to the
war on terror in the Israeli official discourse.€afers are especially keen to depict their
home country as aligned (in terms of values undeipg given societies) with the
Western countries, the main representatives of‘fitee world”, since they are very
much aware that majority of the countries beyorel Earo-Atlantic community would
reject any suggestions of affiliation with the Eiatate out of hand.

The most important point pertaining to the catexmiron of Israelis at the

international level, however, relates to the vetfivity that defines the current global
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struggle: as we have seen, Israelis are charaeteby an intensive engagement in
counterterrorism. In speeches that deal with temorgenerally, not only with
Palestinian attacks, Israeli officials insist omtageneity of this phenomenon:

Mr. Vice President, terrorism is terrorism is terrem, anywhere in the world.
There is no “good terrorism” or “bad terrorism”. Ra or imagined injustice or
deprivation cannot serve as an excuse for the muodennocent civilians.
(TE54, Ariel Sharon)

In this speech, Ariel Sharon indirectly refershe tamous distinction between a
“terrorist” and a “freedom fighter” which divisiohe rejects since no “murder of
innocent civilians” can be rationalized by pointitgygrievances of any kind, be them
fictional or rooted in reality. Of course, afterigg through the whole speech, it
becomes clear that Sharon speaks concretely abolgnty acts perpetrated by
Palestinians that are often being justified by mafg to Israeli agency in inciting
Palestinians’ hatred. Sharon strongly rejects dhjgimentation and depicts terrorism as
universally loathsome, regardless of any contexilaming perpetrators’ goals or
motivation: terror remains terror, no matter what.

Sharon further suggests that terrorism is homogemptienomenon not only in

terms of its aims and causes, but also in terngeography:

We have been supporting the courageous decisiahsh@ngreat leadership that
have been shown by President Bush and Vice Prdsi@aeney - by the
American leadership - in their struggle againstroer local terror, regional

terror, international terror.(TE55, Ariel Sharon)

The fact that local manifestations of what he scélerrorism” are profoundly
different from each other is neglected by Sharonhim, there is only one terrorism the
“free world” has to fight - terrorism is construdtas a strictly unitary phenomenon. It
then logically follows that by opposing Palestinlanal terrorism, Israel becomes a
firm part of the camp fighting international terison, led by the US.

Position of Palestinians in the war on terrorhiert discernible from what has

been just stated. As we have seen, according aeliwfficials terrorism is something
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one must either fight or become part of, and theneo middle ground between these
two poles; furthermore, terrorism is essentialidedpite its local variations.

It has been also previously shown that Palestndmindeed engage in terrorist
activities, and this notion applies, albeit notedity, to the whole Palestinian
population. There are differences among Israelicialt’ speeches dealing with
Palestinians’ attitude towards terrorism, but talymplicate Palestinians in some way
in this kind of violence — even though Peres daaspuit the supreme guilt on the PA
and Arafat, he still maintains that Palestinian isstate bodies are responsible for not
stopping terrorism, for “not doing enough”; othealipcians and military officers then
point directly to Arafat and the PA and label thasithe main actors behind the attacks.
And since Palestinians bear political responsipbifir their leaders, they are to be
blamed for violence as well.

It is thus obvious that in the Israeli officialsdourse’s logic, Palestinians are
inevitably cast members of the “non-free world’rivshg to cause a collapse of
civilization. Since there is no middle ground, bggaging in/allowing/supporting
terrorism, Palestinians are inextricably linked tesrorism at a global level. This
identification of Palestinians, embodied by Yas&gafat, with global terrorist threat is

expressed openly by Sharon:

The PA Chairman is an enemy of Israel in particidad the entire free world in
general. All those who treasure freedom, all thebe were raised on the values
of freedom and democracy, must know that Arafahisbstacle to peace in the
Middle East(TES58, Ariel Sharon)

Positioning of Palestinians to the “terrorist cdnip sealed by their alleged
cultural and civilizational characteristics. As Wwave seen, although Israeli officials do
not really deal with this topic in a detailed manng is strongly suggested that
Palestinians are not associated with any propettias could align them with the
“civilized world”. Palestinians are thus posited the opposite side of the global
struggle, pitted against Israel, the US and theakthose who enjoy achievements of a

modern, globalized economy and herald freedom anabdracy.
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7. Leqitimization Strategies Employed by Israeli
Officials

The previous sections of the paper have firstlglyed how Israeli officials
depict Israelis and Palestinians, and subsequer#gnined how was this portrayal used
to discursively cast the local Middle Eastern cahfas a part of the global struggle
against terrorism. The present chapter draws orpartéhlly summarizes some of these
findings when dealing with strategies Israeli repraatives used to legitimate Israeli
policies enacted in the course of the Second bifa

Following the works concerned with legitimation as&gies that have been
discussed in the second chapter, several typessofirdive schemes that sought to
justify Israeli measures can be discerned. Thisptiathus deals firstly with
legitimization by proximization and binary oppositi and then it proceeds to scrutiny
of strategies discussed by Theo van Leuween andnfkmReyes which were introduced
in the second chapter.

Specifically, examination of the corpus has idesdif four main strategies
conceived by van Leuween and Reyes: legitimatiorouih emotions, altruism,
impersonal authority and Reyes’s conceptualizatain rationality. It should be
nevertheless noted that all these schemes arente segree intertwined with those
drawing a sharp division between Israelis on the lnend and Palestinians on the other.
The focus on the four strategies just named shaldd not be taken as a claim that
other strategies discussed by Reyes and van Leuaveamt employed in the examined
discourse at all: these four schemes simply feahost prominently and are most often
used by the Israeli officials.

7.1. Proximization: Israel and the War on Terror

As we have seen, Israeli representatives in gpgeches strive to make parallels
between the local conflict in which their statgiged against Palestinians and the fight
against international terrorism led by the US. &ha of this enterprise is nevertheless
not, as has been shown, to merely make the twa@gles comparable, with an
underlying rationale that “since no one dares iticae the United States for doing

whatever it deems necessary in its ‘war on temoti®o one should criticize whatever
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they now do to suppress their own ‘terroristS.Rather, Israeli officials aim to cast the
Israeli-Palestinian conflict an inseparable parttioé global war on terror, which
depiction is supposed to endow Israeli policiehegitimation in the eyes of the “free
world” (which stands basically for the US and Ewppsince they are said to be a
contribution to shared goals.

On a more general level, these discursive scheoaes be conceived by
employing Paul Chilton’s concepts introduced earinethe paper, albeit with certain
reservations. Seen through these lenses, whatlilgféieials strive to achieve is to
locate their country as a part of the “deictic cehin regards to the struggle of the
against international terrorism. In other wordgytseek to establish Israel as belonging
to “us”, to the “civilized world".

The present paper is concerned only with the lisodiécial discourse as such,
not with its perception by the intended audienae,Western statesmen and public, and
it therefore does not deal with the issue to wlegjrde were attempts to include Israel
into the deictic center in this context successfigvertheless, it is clear what is the
purpose of this rhetorical enterprise. Inclusiotoithe deictic centre would enable
Israeli leaders to persuasively depict Israeli mezsas a contribution to the efforts to
tackle the threat of global terrorism, and thus enllem more palatable for the rest of
the “free world”. Identification of Palestinians twiinternational terrorism can be then
seen as providing further support for these claiBys.fighting Palestinian terrorism,
allegedly an integral part of the phenomenon cansig a looming threat for the
“civilized world”, Israeli leaders can position theountry as belonging to this camp,
I.e. deictic centre.

Indeed, the just sketched application of the Eduilton’s ideas on legitimization
to the case of the Israeli discourse during theoS@dntifada is just a very brief,
introductory attempt, and more nuanced and deeparels is needed, especially in
regards to temporal, spatial and modal determinaint®th deictic centre and the threat
of global terrorism; nevertheless, given the prynaim of the present paper, the
analysis offered here is sufficient to shed a lighisraeli rhetorical strategies aiming to

justify Israeli policies.

189 Quoted in Sluka, Jeffrey A., “The ContributionArithropology to Critical Terrorism Studies”, in:

Jackson et al. (eds.) (2009), pp. 150.
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7.2. Drawing on “Us” vs. “Them” Dichotomy

We have already seen that apart from establishiligkage between the Israel
struggle against Palestinian terrorism and the ajlear on terrorism, Israeli leaders
employ legitimation strategy based on depictiothef conflict in a dichotomist manner
which pits “us” against them”, endowing the fornveth a moral superiority over the
latter. Nevertheless, Israeli officials generalgfrain from resorting to dehumanizing
language to describe acts of Palestinian terroasththeir perpetrators, which is rather
unusual among countries facing such an intensivepagyn of terrorist attacks.
Nevertheless, this prudence can be easily explamag Israeli leaders, being target of
harsh international criticisms, were aware of thet that depiction of Palestinians in a
too condemnatory way would not be accepted bydaraudiences, and therefore opted
for a more cautious language.

Still, it has been demonstrated in the fifth cleamtealing with characterization
of the conflicting parties that Israeli officialsrtstruct the reality of the Second Intifada
largely in a dichotomist manner, and the followaigcussion thus obviously draws on
these findings. Establishing a stark division be&mwéthem” and “us” is arguably the
most prominent legitimation strategy Israeli offiic rely on, since this discursive
structure is the most elaborate and is devoted apzate in various speeches.

On the one hand there are Israelis striving forceeaho tirelessly propose
solutions to the conflict that would stop the chainviolence, and are open to any
external interventions aimed to bring about thidcome. Israeli eagerness to start
negotiations immediately and in a good will is soipied by referring to previous peace
deals Israel made with other neighboring countriess further asserted that Israelis
adhere to their quest for peace despite harm indpms¢hem as a result of these efforts.

Palestinians, on the other hand, are construdedeaparty whose actions make
attainment of peace impossible. Palestinians, lis@@cials maintain, consistently
reject generous lIsraeli offers, and these rejestign as far as to not seizing the
opportunity to get a state of their own. By turnihgir back on this proposition which
would secure them their foremost goal, they havallyi demonstrated that there can be
no compromise which would satisfy them. Moreovelisimaintained that Palestinian
response to all peace initiatives has been an cegeated wave of violence which can

not be explained in any reasonable manner.
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This opposition serves to effectively legitimaseakeli security policies enacted
during the Second Intifada, since these are mematgording to Israeli officials’
argumentation, reaction to Palestinian terrorisot, axdeliberate choice on the part of
the Israeli political and military establishmensrdeli measures are depicted as
regrettable yet necessary and, equally importgragoriate actions aimed to protect
the country and its inhabitants from being harmedy bviolence
incited/supported/conducted by Palestinians. Bystranting a stark opposition between
Israelis’ inherent peacefulness and Palestiniadenioand rejectionist nature, it is
implied that the blame for the suffering of the d&sihian population resulting from
Israeli policies should be attributed to Palestisidhemselves, because Israelis only
pursue self-defence, and have been pushed to usel@fice by Palestinians’ previous
resort to terror. Legitimacy is thus sought largbly suppressing Israeli agency in
generation of violence, which, Israeli officials weawveringly maintain, has been
imposed upon Israel.

It must be nevertheless noted that these notiondyapnly to speeches
concerned directly with Palestinians and Israefisthe case of international struggle
against terrorism, Israeli leaders do not hesitatassociate terrorists with Satan and
depict them as threatening to cause a completetab@ollapse of the “free world”.
Israeli officials thus adopt much stronger languadeen describing the global war on
terror, and opposition between the two camps ia #tiuggle is established as much
starker and non-bridgeable than that between Israetl Palestinians.

Even though Israeli officials in their speechesndb really propose any specific
measures to prevent the grim scenarios they erevif@agn materializing, given the
severity of this threat it might be implied thaetlange of acceptable policies aiming to
fight global terrorism is very wide and includesi@twise unthinkable steps. By casting
Palestinians members of the category defined bfppnal evilness (albeit this linkage is
only indirect), it logically follows that they as el might be exposed to these
controversial measures. Seen in this light, Israelirsions might be interpreted as still
mild and relatively harmless, if one takes into ot enormity of the danger
Palestinian-turned-global terrorism entails.

Of course, this way of reasoning is only impliditdughout the body of texts
examined in this paper, and its appeal is dependentembracement of Israeli
representatives’ positioning of Palestinians as bems of global terrorist network,

which is far from guaranteed; it nevertheless momit to the role that portrayal of the
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conflicting parties as deeply opposed plays in Igraeli official discourse, and how

these schemes aim to endow Israeli actions witdrniational legitimacy.

7.3. Appeals to Emotions

Even though this sort of appeals is present throug the Israeli official
discourse, there is not that many speeches relgimgemotions, especially when
compared to rhetoric of leaders of other countudsch found themselves facing a
wave of terrorist attacks. We have already seethenprevious parts of the paper that
Israeli officials do not hesitate to refer to sfiecinstances of Palestinian attacks and
bring number of casualties to audience’s attentibnwever, they largely refrain from
adopting emotional language to describe the attankistheir outcomes. Again, reasons
for this caution can be found in international reagons about nature of the Israeli
measures: given the level of sympathies for Palests in the occupied territories,
Israeli leaders were probably aware that they caneally reverse the perception of the
conflict and resort to vilification of their oppomis. The following excerpts are thus

rather exceptional:

In the past few days we have witnessed horrificotest attacks [...] (TES6,
Ariel Sharon)

The tragedy in Tel Aviv was terrible. It was a ne&ss of young people and a

cynical murder(TE18, Shimon Peres)

Due to the level of violence and the intensity afbhric terrorist attacks
inflicted on us - and the brave [counter-terroristjar being conducted by
commanders and soldiers, there is no possibilitthet stage of achieving a few
days of quiet(TE52, Ariel Sharon)

In these statements Israeli leaders do not jist eheer numbers to inform their
audience about the toll the conflict takes on lsrawilians - words like “horrific”,
“massacre” and “barbaric” clearly are used in ordeincite emotional reaction on the
part of listeners. Use of these expressions aingater support for the Israeli victims

of the attacks, while simultaneously vilifies thgierpetrators. Framing Palestinian
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terrorism in this way aims to demonstrate thatdknaolicies enacted to tackle it might
seem severe but under the given circumstances, faoerg such a ruthless violence,
they are fully justifiable.

Still, speeches of this kind are not really prewalin the examined corpus.
However, this notion does not apply to statemertding with international terrorism -
we have seen that even Shimon Peres, who disglaysiggest restraints among Israeli
officials when discussing Palestinian terrorismeslmot hesitate to label opponents of
the “free world” as inspired by Satan and completeitiiess. Nevertheless, these
assertions do not aim to justify Israeli securitgligges as such, but rather to
demonstrate that Israel is completely on the siti¢hose fighting global terrorism
which is proved by harsh condemnation of the latter

7.4. Rationality and Consensus Pertaining to Decisi  on Making
Processes

As discussed in the second chapter, Antonio Rewagtains that one of
strategies adopted by political representativekisgdo legitimize their policies in the
eyes of public is to appeal to rationality whichdwceives slightly different from van
Leuween — Reyes asserts that today’s society dgneralues calm and caution
exercised when making political decisions, and fi@iticians thus seek to legitimize
their policies by depicting them as enacted onlyeraflong deliberations and
consultations with other actors with whom they\atio a consensus. These notions are
highly relevant for the present paper, as Isra#ficials often resort to this way of
argumentation and put special emphasis on thettiattthere are more parties which

formulate given policies:

First, it doesn’t go in the way that the army recoands and then comes the
approval of the political level. There is the dission of the military people with

the high officials in the political level and thisnd of decision is taken as a
result of this discussiofTE13, Giora Eiland)

We don’t act with a pleasure or light-mindednesas, With a responsibility for
the future of our people. We are acting togethaghtrwing and left wing. We

need to work together and keep our differencesafmther day. By and large
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people understand what we are doing and we enjale 8upport because we
are united and because people feel their viewsrepeesented in the Cabinet.
Although we are upset, we remain cool and ratio(BE18, Shimon Peres)

We have established a serious of groups to hahéle¢w situation. On the top
level there will be a guiding team, headed by thenB Minister, with the
participation of the Defense Minister and myselé $Hall try to meet as often as
possible, occasionally even every day, to coordimditthe talks. Then there will
be a group that will handle the security issueshwhe participation of our top
commanders. There will also be, for the first tirepolitical group that will
deal with all political and economic aspects. Tid include a representative
of the Prime Minister - Minister without Portfolibzipi Livni, and the Defense
Minister, or whoever he will appoint, and myselfiaicing the group.(TE53,

Shimon Peres)

In these speeches Israeli officials assert thitips aimed to protect the civilian
population are enacted only after long discussitdmeover, those who participate in
these debates do not include only couple of leagwmligicians - Israeli representatives
are “acting together”, regardless of political aiffy, to formulate widely embraced
policies. Since such a wide spectrum of politicatoes participate in the decision
making, opinions of a majority of the Israeli pogiibn are represented during the
discussions; the result is that the actions takéleat a general consensus, rather than
opinions of handful of governmental figures.

Both Peres and Eiland further convince the audighe¢ Israeli actions are
frequently discussed with military staff. As these professionals primarily concerned
with security issues, it might be assumed thatcpesi formulated on the basis of their
opinion are the most reasonable and effective dnesis regard, Israeli officials seek
to legitimize their actions by pointing to the ragperts play in their drafting which is
also a rhetorical strategy discussed by Reyes. mdmless, this is not a dominant
strategy traceable in the Israeli discourse - rathan relying on voice of expertise,
Israeli leaders seek to construct policies aimmtatkle Palestinian terrorism as agreed
upon by number of actors.

The fact that given policies are supported by su@hde consensus and adopted

only after lengthy deliberations logically supptiré claims that they can not be seen as
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impulsive, short-sighted steps, but rather as oasly weighed option, most appropriate
under given circumstances. Israeli officials caaenttmake authoritative statements of

this sort:

| think that we have, though, been very careflil.nhake every effort that we’ll
not cause any escalation of the situation, becdwkm’t think we need this. We
have to be very careful, yet we have the rightafend our citizengTE1, Ariel
Sharon)

It is further maintained that Israeli leaders se@asitive to international opinion

and open to consultation with foreign partners:

So Israel cannot turn her back, and Israel is utiagl to turn her back, to the

international voice and opiniorfTE12, Shimon Peres)

We created a committee made of senior represeagatif’the United States, our
representatives. This is a professional commitigkich conducts meetings
between military officers - both at the higher aatlthe lower levels. The
American representative, the CIA representativepressent at those meetings.
We attach great importance to those security mgstito the contacts among

officers in the field, as a calming elemgit=26, Ariel Sharon)

By stressing cooperation and consultations with eAcan officers and
professionals, Israeli leaders aim to demonstrhtgé steps to protect their fellow
citizens do not reflect solely their own particussumptions about what needs to be
done, but also those of their American counterp&isce foreign representatives and
experts directly participate in the formulation lefaeli security policies, it might be
maintained that they are “rational” in the sensat timey are carefully weighed and
calculated. By being allegedly sensitive to “th&ernational voice and opinion”, Israel
officials can assert that the consensus which mgcounterterrorism measures reaches
beyond the borders of the Israeli state.

It is of course quite natural that Israeli leadsegk to label their policies as
“calm”, “careful”, and not “light-minded”, ratheh&in as hasty, irresponsible steps taken

without any considerations. Seen through this prigsraeli controversial measures
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aimed to halt Palestinian terrorism can be posdedthe most benign alternative,
because they are a result of a consensus among Ibadbli and non-Israeli
representatives, as well as among military officansl politicians alike - given the
number of those took part in the decision makiracess, it might be assumed that there
was no better and more cautions, i.e. more “ralipnaurse of action, as it would have

come up during the lengthy discussions.

7.5. Endowment with Impersonal Authority

Apart from relying on messages laden with emotiang pointing to rationality
of the decision-making process, another relevaamnéwork for scrutinizing Israeli
officials’ legitimation strategy, in this case dexd from the van Leuween’s work, is
self-endowment with an impersonal authority. Thiartigular strategy is in the
examined discourse centered on a notion of Issaalsovereign state.

Sharon who is the main proponent of this line fuaentation among Israeli
politicians and officers in his speeches repeatpdints out to sovereignty and related
rights and obligations:

A sovereign country cannot allow its citizens to ditacked in the streets.
(TE14, Ariel Sharon)

That's Israel. And we have the right to defend elfiydike every other nation in

the world. And that’s what we are going to BE28, Ariel Sharon)

Israel’s supreme obligation, as in any state, iptotect its citizens, and Israel

will continue to exercise its right to self-defen@d=34, Ariel Sharon)

No sovereign nation would tolerate such a sequaiceventgPesach Seder
bombing in Netanya in March 200ZJTE56, Ariel Sharon)

Sharon maintains that the status of Israel as &remn state entails certain
duties, of which the most important is to ensuia its inhabitants are kept safe from
external threats. Seen through a prism of the vaummMeen’s work, legitimation is in

these instances achieved by appeals to impersotiairdy - since sovereignty has been
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historically associated with, or to a large extewmn consisted of, protection of people
under its particular jurisdiction from incursionsather sovereign entities, engaging in
counterterrorist operations can be conceived dewolg imperatives that have been
inextricably associated with this status for ceietur Sharon as an elected leader thus
just fulfils his historically entrenched duties @adopting policies aimed to quell
Palestinian terrorism, to which action he is fudlythorized.

Sharon also repeatedly emphasizes that Israelkis évery other nation in the
world”, which is supposed to incite foreign audies@nd leaders to deliberate if they
would not have adopted measures of a similar kiadl they found themselves facing
the same circumstances. By this move Sharon seajatlier support and sympathy for
Israel, as he appeals to obligations which are comto all functioning countries. It
should be also pointed out that Sharon completdhains from discussing or describing
specific Israeli security policies aimed to proteldraeli citizens, which step
purposefully draws all audience’s attention onlytihe protection of civilians, rather
than to controversial nature of these measuresoQfse, pointing to casualties among
Palestinian population would seriously diminish eglpof these messages which are
based on emphasis on the rightful defence derifingn sacrosanct principles of
sovereignty. Israeli leaders are thus in the dismeonstructed as merely obeying to
obligations associated with principles of sovergignvhich portrayal aims to endow

them with authority to take necessary steps.

7.6. Altruistic Nature of Israeli Policies

Last legitimation strategy employed by Israeli@é#ls is stressing altruism on
the part of Israelis, which discursive structures lieen conceived and discussed by
Reyes. The issue of Israelis’ unselfish nature Iesn touched upon earlier in the
section dealing with characterization of the caitig parties which has shown that
even when pushed into use of force, Israelis atllygstill exercise remarkable caution
and try to avert casualties among and sufferinghefPalestinian civilian population.
Nevertheless, Israeli leaders go in some of thpEeshes beyond these claims - not only
that Israeli security measures are rendered higislriminate and moderate, Israelis are
moreover portrayed as striving to economically suppalestinians and improve their

living conditions:
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In the first stage, which we have begun, we areaaly taking immediate steps
to ease up restrictions and improve the economig@gon of the Palestinian
population.(TE3, Ariel Sharon)

This government is beginning its road by trying imaprove the economic
situation in the territories as far as it dependgson us - not as a condition, and
not as a prize, but really as a way to save suftefrom the Palestinian people.
(TE5, Shimon Peres)

First of all, the steps, adopted by the Israeli gmvnent up until today, based on
implementing a policy designed to answer the golestiow to ease the life of
the population in a very uncertain situation, irtearorism environment, and a
very risky situation. There were two main outconodésthe events from

September or October, eight months ago, that madaci a real change in the
basic situation and the social-economic relationstween us and the
Palestinians(TE30, Yaakov Or)

We would like to do immediately whatever we cafatditate life and to make
them [Palestinians] a happier and freer peod[EE42, Shimon Peres)

Unlike was the case with some other discursive rselsescrutinized in this
paper, we can see that this particular argumemntai@dopted by politicians regardless
of their stances, reaching from Shimon Peres, septative of left wing camp to high
ranking military official and hardliner Ariel Shawo

In these statements Israeli leaders demonstratestta@l is not engaged only in
fighting terrorism (in as non-harmful manner as suolg); Israelis further invest
considerable effort and resources to “help [Palest]| population” and “improve the
economy and the social conditions” in the Palestirterritories. These assertions thus
clearly depict Israelis as deeply altruistic pepjlecause Israeli leaders maintain that
they are concerned not only with their own eled®sawellbeing, but with that of
Palestinians as well. The policies enacted by lstagng the Second Intifada should
thus not be conceived as merely protective of Isrpepulation, but rather as

contributing to the wellbeing of the Palestiniarpplation.
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The following texts hint at some other featuresrabgeristic of the legitimation

strategy based on assertions about Israelis’ sittrui

By the way, | told the President, and he appredateery much, that Israel has
decided unilaterally and unconditionally to improthee economy and the social
conditions in the West Bank and Gaza. We startezhd{ three days ago. We
increased the number of permits for Palestiniankeos to come and work. We
have lifted restrictions on trade, on exports, omports. We suggested to the
Palestinians to build a power plant on their landdaof their jurisdiction; we
shall buy from them electricity. The same with deation plant; we shall buy
from them water(TE10, Shimon Peres)

Then to reduce wherever we can the closure - untondlly, unilaterally. To
open up traffic for goods and people within theiteries. To lift the restrictions
of exports and imports. To enable people who agaged in trade to stay in
Israel, the number went up from 1,000 to 5,000efable goods that were held

in the ports to arrive at their targetsTE12, Shimon Peres)

In these speeches Shimon Peres brings to thespm@fic Israeli projects and
steps aimed to make lives of Palestinians moretagd@& which supports the claims
about Israelis’ altruism. But more important isttiReres maintains that Israelis acted
“unilaterally and unconditionally” which assertiofhgrther amplify the core message
conveyed in speeches focusing on altruism on thegbasraelis. By highlighting these
characteristics of Israeli steps, Peres purportietoonstrate that Israelis are not in any
way pushed into their acts of mercy, and that #heyot expect any payback; in short,
that Israeli policies are really expression of ithadiruistic nature, and not a plot to get
something in return.

Strategic rationale behind these claims is nal baudiscern: they should be seen
as counter-arguments to allegations that accuse Idtaeli state from inflicting
unnecessary suffering on Palestinians by adoptiegharsh measures that affect not
only perpetrators of attacks and terrorist infrasture, but the civilian population as
well. By detailed description of altruistic effortsxd providing specific examples of
Israeli projects beneficial for Palestinians, I§readers aim to dispel these accusations

and demonstrate that they are guided mostly by hitexan considerations.

124



It is not my intention to deny that Israeli progdl Palestinian economy with
some positive incentives which were in many aspbetpful in amelioration of the
situation on the ground. Nevertheless these inigatdo not erase the highly negative
impact Israeli less altruistic policies had on Bafans, and the emphasis on lIsrael
efforts to revive economy in the West Bank and Gaizgp should not obscure the fact
that Israeli actions to a large extent made sibuat the Palestinian territories so dismal
in the first place.
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Conclusion

Drawing on various works concerned with the rdléaaguage in the process of
structuring social reality, discourse analysis rodth and critical examination of
terrorism, this paper aimed to discern what legition means Israeli officials
employed during the Second Intifada to make thelicigs more palatable to foreign
audiences. The thesis scrutinized allocation oflies to and categorization of the
conflicting parties, examined linkages between tharacterization and the war on
terror, and discussed specific legitimizing stragegWhat remains to be done is to
weigh what is a relative importance of individuahgponents in the discourse, i.e. to
demonstrate on which strategies Israeli officialy mostly while trying to justify state
policies.

The previous chapters have strongly suggested lhsaically all efforts to
legitimize Israeli actions during the Second Irddéaraceable in the examined discourse
are derived from the construction of stark oppositbetween Israelis and Palestinians.
Whereas Israelis are depicted as peace loving anlized people, Palestinians,
especially in regards to the first set of qualitiesgely pose as Israelis’ antithesis.
Portrayal of all Israeli steps as a mere responsets of Palestinian terrorism, without
any acknowledgement of Israeli responsibility fociting violence, serves to justify
controversial measures as the only acceptable romtiothe part of Israel. Depicting
Israeli incursions as measured and discriminate fhgher contributes to obfuscation
of Israeli agency in perpetuation and intensifmatof the conflict.

This portrayal also lays the foundations to refragmof the regional struggle
between the Israeli state and Palestinians astegrai part of the US-led war on terror.
The allegedly inverse qualities attached to theflmtimg parties determine their
position in the international struggle between three world” and global terrorism:
Israelis are cast members of the former camp, valsdPalestinians are assigned the role
of Al-Qaeda accomplices. This peculiar interpretateeks to further legitimize Israeli
actions by depicting them as helpful in the fightiast terrorism which concerns all
members of “civilized world”.

Various legitimating strategies conceived by Thvam Leuween and Antonio
Reyes present in the examined discourse are irrtaircavay also all related to the
binary dichotomy that defines the Israeli-Paleatiniconflict. Albeit quite rare,

statements laden with emotions underscore theesghhature of Palestinians who do
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not hesitate to impose horrors upon “innocent”l@ms. Assertions about altruism and
rationality on the part of Israelis then furtherntribute to construction of Israeli

policies as measured, reasonable, and in somenaestaeven beneficial for the

Palestinian population. Lastly, impersonal autlyoderived from Israeli sovereignty

which obliges Israeli policy-makers to enact measuilo protect citizens under the
state’s jurisdiction demonstrates that Israeli @e are truly necessary and that this
particular course of action would have been takgnaby leader under the given

circumstances.

All these findings show that the specific case h¢li leaders’ depiction of
Palestinian terrorism corresponds to trends obbénamong various official discourses
concerned with terrorism that have been discussedhé third chapter. Indeed,
construction of binary opposition between “them’dafus” that is one of the
omnipresent features in state discourses on temadlies at the very heart of the Israeli
officials’ rhetoric. The Israeli discourse is alsgpresentative of the process of linking
the local struggle to international fight agairestrorist threat which reframing is quite
ubiquitous among countries that have sought tol glehestic terrorism after 2001.
Israeli officials’ discursive repression of Palaegn terrorists’ motivation, that renders
its perpetrators irrational fanatics rather thato@cguided by discernible agenda, also
strongly resembles similar omissions on the partepresentatives of states which
found themselves facing acts of political violewoaducted by non-state groups.

Israeli officials in their statements furthermateaw on embedded narratives
which endow them with a higher level of credibilag they refer to taken-for-granted
assumptions. The paper has shown that this applitsto narratives concerned with
Israelis’ alleged qualities on the one hand andhterpretation of the war on terror on
the other. As for the former, we have seen thaielsieaders repeatedly describe Israel
as “the only democracy in the Middle East” whichetdrical figure has been
indispensable part of the Israeli self-descriptivom the very beginning of the
independent statehood. Israeli officials furthesoré to early Zionist ethos when
describing their state as a country that “maderti&@om”. The narrative of the global
war on terror constructed in the Israeli officiasaburse then largely adopts schemes,
assumptions and interpretations that originateth@nWest during last decades. Israeli
case is thus far from being unique in respectsoudisive construction of terrorism.

| do not claim that the present thesis has covatkdelevant issues, on the

contrary. Its purpose was to deal with a ratheravartopic of the Israeli official
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discourse during a relatively short period, encosspay mere fourteen months. There
are therefore several related problems which dederther scholarly attention, starting
with questions pertaining to actual perceptionhs tsraeli officials’ statements: most
importantly, did the intended audience, i.e. fongiyiblic and leaders, accept the Israeli
narrative of the Second Intifada? Given ensuingshharriticisms, one is strongly

tempted to answer this question negatively, buteneteborate research is warranted.

Furthermore, how is the discourse meant mainly flmeign consumption
different from the one addressed to the domestidieace? There was couple of
speeches examined in this paper that had defiméelghed average Israelis, like Prime
Minister's Addresses to the Nation or interviews feraeli media outlets, but these
constitute only a fraction of all political statemi® concerned with Palestinian terrorism
after 2000. A comparison of messages purporteeditirize Israeli policies at home
and abroad could conceivably highlight interestocuntrasts, as well as similarities
between these discourses.

Lastly, examination of speeches by Palestiniaitiafé during the same period
would undoubtedly yield valuable insights into dymes of discursive struggles
between adversaries. It is quite safe to suppose détailed scrutiny of Palestinian
representatives’ statements would reveal assertsimflar to those of their Israeli
counterparts, just with a reversed roles ofd®rbut this assumption should be
confirmed by an in-depth empirical research.

One last concluding remark is appropriate. Thist lat probable Palestinian
interpretation of the Second Intifada further conf that this paper should not be seen
as an attempt to vilify the State of Israel orrgépresentatives: on the contrary, it has
been repeatedly acknowledged that language inéyimftes simplification and even
distortion of complex reality we encounter. Thesatfires then result in political
functions of language that can be easily exploft@dpower interests, as has been
shown in this paper - various legitimizing stragsgemployed by Israeli officials all
aimed to extend Israeli material superiority to splere of moral recognition as well.
But this specific instance of arbitrary interpreiatof events serving to further certain
interests is just one among many.

Indeed, it logically follows from what has beestjgsaid thatiny interpretation is
arbitrary and abusive of “truth”, which is simplyhaiccessible in its entirety.

170 Claims about almost identical, yet diametricalpposed logic is the main argument of Arie
Kacowicz's (2005) article on the Israeli and Paféah narratives of the Middle Eastern conflict.
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Nevertheless, this realization should not leadildistic indifference to concrete cases
in which this ambiguity is misused. Even thougls thinterprise can never be complete,
it should not dissuade us from revealing interbglden beyond seemingly self-evident
assertions and claims, if we are to understandsiigally constructed) world we live in

better.
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Resumé

Tato diplomova prace si vyiya za cil odhalit diskursivni mechanismy, kterymi
celni predstavitelé izraelského statu obhajovali izraels&gpé€nostni politiky Ehem
tzv. druhé intifady, ktera vypukla na podzim rokQOR. Prace vychazi z toho, Ze
izraelsti gedaci si byli jasé védomi mezinarodni kritiky izraelskych opani proti
bezprecedentni vinpalestinskych sebevrazednych dtpkteré byly oste odsuzovany
jako excesivni a zasahujidigglevSim palestinské civilisty, a vyvinuli proto Zné usili
interpretovat udalosti druhé intifady igobem, ktery by izraelskému statu zajistil
mezinarodni legitimitu.

Teoretickym zékladem prace jefigiup k jazyku inspirovany vychodisky
Frankfurtské Skoly. Ten odmita vnimat jazyk jakautn&ni prostedek k zachyceni
socialni reality, naopak poukazuje na jeho s@miekou a politickou funkci: jazyk
v mnoha pipadech slouzi jako néstroj k nastoleni a/nebo amrZmocenské
nerovnovahy a privilegovaného postavegktarych skupin nad jinymi. Prace pak déale
nabizi pehled fiznych legitimiz&nich strategii rozpracovanych autory jako je Teun
van Dijk, Paul Chilton, Theo van Leuween a Antoiteyes, stej jako kritickou
diskuzi v sodasnosti dominantni diskursivni konstrukce terorismu

Zkoumanym materidlem je korpus zhruba Sedesatslgnip a rozhovoi
dostupnych na oficialnich webovych strankach izk@ho ministerstva zahrahni
Casow prace pokryva obdobi odidzna 2001 do dubna nésledujiciho roku. Analyza
téchto texti odhalila rkolik legitimizatnich strategii pouzitych izraelskymi
piredstaviteli bezp@ostnich sloZzek a politiky §ele s tehdejSim premiérem Arielem
Saronem a ministrem zahrahi Simonem Peresem. Nejvyragsim schématem
prostupujicim cely zkoumany diskurz je zobrazeméeisko-palestinského konfliktu
zpisobem, kdy je kazda strana sporu do¢mBamiry antitezi druhé. Zatimco Izraelci
jsou popséani jako neunavmsilujici o mir, vyvijejici diplomatickou aktivits cilem
ukortit konflikt, Palestinci veSkeré kompromisni navrlgste odmitaji; reakci
palestinské strany na izraelské nabidky je navizmly8lenkovity teror. Zaéthto
okolnosti jsou lIzraelci pochopitélmuceni se uchylit se k sebeob¥aavsak veskera
jejich opateni jsou srfovana vyhrad& na odvraceni teroristické hrozby. Izraelci jsou
navic ve zkoumaném diskurzu kategorizovani j&kenoveé “civilizovaného sita“,
jejichz hodnotovy systém je zaloZen naclicipravu, demokracii a svob&dPalestinci

naopak tyto kvality postradaji. Tento kontrast niezirumilovnymi“ Izraelci na straf
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jedné a Palestinci uchylujicimi k terorismu na eirdruhé tak slouzi k ospravedir
kontroverznich krok izraelskych bezgmostnich sloZzek: veSkera izraelské oait
jsou v tomto s¥tle pouze nezbytnou @&imeérenou reakci na palestinské, Izraelem nijak
nevyprovokované nasili.

Krome této strategie prace odhalila také systematick@sizraelskych fedaki
zobrazit konflikt s Palestinci jako s&dst globalni valky proti teroru vedené Spojenymi
staty, v niz Izrael neockné stoji na stra& “svobodného s#ta“, zatimco Palestinci
jsou nepimo ozngeni za spojence Al-Kaidy. Tato interpretace ma &iviegitimizovat
izraelska bezpmostni opaeni, ktera jsou vytiena jako pispivek ke spolenému boji
proti mezinarodnimu terorismu.

V zawrecné kapitole se pak prace zabyva dalSimi legititmizai strategiemi
pozorovatelnymi v izraelském oficialnim diskurzikdzuje, Ze izraelStifpdstavitelé se
uchyluji k emocionalnimu jazykuftippopisu teroristickych utak za &elem ziskani
sympatii s¥tové veéejnosti. Dale pak izraelStirfgdaci zobrazuji izraelskéd operi jako
vysledek raciondlnich diskuzi a konsenzu vice aktémz odmitaji n&eni, Ze se jedna
o ukvapené a kratkozraké kroky. Krénaiirazu na jejich racionalitu jsou lzraelci
vyliceni také jako altruisté, ke upiimné usiluji o zlepSeni Zivotnich podminek
palestinského obyvatelstva. Posledni strategiipgkované poukazovani na izraelskou
suverenitu, ktera zvolenégqulstavitele zavazuje &ldt vSe nezbytné proto, aby ochranili
izraelské obany.

Diplomova préace tak doklada, Ze zkoumané textyendkt jako prosté popsani
udélosti druhé intifady, a naopak poukazuje nauwtskné-strategicky vyznam mnoha
argumeni v nich obsazenych.
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Summary

This diploma thesis aims to discern what legitetian strategies Israeli officials
employed to justify their state’s security policidgring the Second Intifada that broke
out in the late 2000. The paper departs from th®onahat Israeli representatives found
themselves facing harsh international criticismsicWwhstrongly condemned Israeli
counterterrorism measures as excessive and innfgpasing collective punishment on
the whole Palestinian population. It was thus reabte to expect that under these
circumstance lIsraeli leaders invested considerafftats to depict the events of the
Second Intifada in a way that would ensure Isnatelrnational legitimacy.

The paper draws on works loosely based on thekkrdrSchool teachings that
adopt rather cautious approach towards languagehwthiey perceive not as neutral
means to describe social reality, but point outtdosocial and political significance.
Language is thus conceived as a tool to enact amdtam inequality and dominance of
some groups over others. The thesis then offersvarview of specific legitimization
strategies conceived by Teun van Dijk, Paul Chjltbheo van Leuween and Antonio
Reyes, as well as critical discussion of the culyatominant discursive construction of
terrorism.

The primary texts examined in the paper consisippiroximately sixty speeches
and interviews that originated between March 2008 &pril 2002 and that are
available at the Israeli Ministry of Foreign Affaiofficial website. Analysis of these
texts has discovered several legitimization strategemployed by Israeli officials
during this period. The most elaborate discursigheme traceable throughout the
discourse is depiction of the conflicting parties starkly opposed: while Israelis
relentlessly pursue peace and are wiling to makerdaching compromises,
Palestinians adamantly reject all proposals, aeg thoreover respond with terror and
violence. Under these circumstances, Israelis allyuhave to protect themselves;
nevertheless, all Israeli measures are said to ighlyh moderate and strictly
proportionate, aiming solely to divert the terrorithreat. Israelis are moreover
categorized as “civilized” people who adhere toueal like democracy, freedom and
rule of law, whereas Palestinians are cast mendferson-civilized” world defined by
rather opposite properties. This juxtaposition e&qe seeking Israelis on the one hand

and Palestinians implicated in terrorism on theeptéffectively serves to legitimize

132



Israeli policies which are portrayed as a mereti@ado external violence for whose
origins Israel bears no responsibility.

The paper further discerns that Israeli officetisve to reframe the local Israeli-
Palestinian conflict as a part of the global US-lgdr against terrorism. Israel is
depicted as member of the “free world”, whereaseflalians are (albeit indirectly)
linked to Al-Qaeda and international terrorist netkv This peculiar interpretation
further aims to legitimize Israeli security measutieat are posited as a contribution to
commonly pursued goal to uproot terrorism worldwide

Lastly, the thesis scrutinizes several other ilggiation strategies present in the
examined discourse. It demonstrates that Isradici@f often resort to emotional
language when describing acts of Palestinian tevtoch aims to elicit sympathies for
Israel on the part of international audience. Thayher maintain that Israeli policies
are enacted only after lengthy discussions andhenbaisis of wide consensus which
render Israeli incursions as the most rational bedign of all available alternatives.
Moreover, it is maintained that in many cases thedieies are actually beneficial for
the Palestinian civilian population, as they seekimprove living condition in the
occupied territories which render Israelis deeplitrustic people. The last
legitimization strategy on the part of Israeli offils is self-endowment with impersonal
authority stemming from emphasis on the soverexgmdations of the Israeli statehood
— as elected leaders, Israeli politicians are aizbd to take all necessary measures to
protect citizens under state’s jurisdiction.

The paper thus demonstrates that scrutinized sdsld not be read as neutral
description of the events of the Second Intifada,tapoints out to power interests

inherently embedded in the discourse.

133



Bibliography

Monographs

Chilton, Paul Analysing Political Discourse. Theory and Pract{t®ndon, New York:
Routledge, 2004)

Fairclough, Normarl,anguage and PowdEdinburgh: Pearson Education, 2001)

Fairclough, NormanCritical Discourse Analysis: The Critical Study bBnguage
(London, New York: Longman Publishing, 1995)

Hollis, Martin; Smith, SteveExplaining and Understanding International Relason
(Oxford, New York: Oxford University Press, 1990).

Jackson, Richard; Jarvis, Lee; Gunning, Jeroen;ttGnMarie Breen,Terrorism: A

Critical Introduction (London: Palgrave Macmillan, 2011).

Jackson, Pauljvriting the War on Terrorism: Language, Politicsda@ounterterrorism

(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2005b).

Jaspers, KarlThe Question of German GuilNew York: Fordham University Press,
2000).

Kimmerling, Baruch,The Invention and Decline of Israeliness. Stateie€®p, and the
Military (Berkeley, Los Angeles, London: University of Caitfia Press, 2001)

Edited Volumes

Chilton, Paul; Schéaffner, Christina (edsPolitics as Text and Talk. Analytic
Approaches to Political Discoursg Amsterdam, Philadelphia: John Benjamins
Publishing Copany, 2002).

134



Coolsaet, Rik (ed.)Jihadi Terrorism and the Radicalization Challenge Europe
(Aldershot: Ashgate Publishing Company, 2008).

Crenshaw, Martha (ed.Jhe Consequences of Counterterrorifdew York: Russell
Sage Foundation, 2010).

Drulak, Petr (ed.), Drulak, Petr (edJak zkoumat politiku. Kvalitativni metodologie

v politologii a mezinarodnich vztazi¢Rraha: Portal, 2008) [in Czech].

Jackson, Richard; Murphy, Eamon; Poynting, Scotis.je Contemporary State
Terrorism. Theory and Practig@bingdon, New York: Routledge, 2010).

Jackson, Richard; Smith, Marie Breen; Gunning, &ergeds.),Critical Terrorism
Studies. A New Research Agei@dhingdon, New York: Routledge, 2009).

Schiffrin, Deborah Tannen, DeborghHamilton, Heidi E. (eds.)The Handbook of
Discourse AnalysiOxford: Blackwell Publishing, 2003).

Wodak, Ruth; Chilton, Pauh New Agenda in (Critical) Discourse Analysis. Tityeo
Methodology and Interdisciplinarity(Amsterdam, Philadelphia: John Benjamins
Publishing Company, 2005)

Wodak, Ruth; Meyer, Miachael (edsV)ethods of Critical Discourse Analygisondon:

SAGE Publications, 2009).

Chapters in Edited Volumes

Benes, Vit, “Diskurzivni analyza”, in: Drulak, Péed.), Drulak, Petr (ed.Jak zkoumat
politiku. Kvalitativni metodologie v politologii mezinarodnich vztazigPraha: Portal,
2008), pp. 92-124 [in Czech].

135



Chilton, Paul, “Missing Links in Mainstream CDA: Mules, Blends and the Critical
Instinct”, in: Wodak, Ruth; Chilton, Paukh New Agenda in (Critical) Discourse
Analysis. Theory, Methodology and InterdisciplitiAmsterdam, Philadelphia: John
Benjamins Publishing Company, 2005), pp. 19-52.

Chilton, Paul; Schéaffner, Christina, “Introductiohemes and Principles in the
Analysis of Political Discourse®, in: Chilton, PaBchéaffner, Christina (edsPolitics
as Text and Talk. Analytic approaches to politidédcourse(Amsterdam, Philadelphia:
John Benjamins Publishing Copany, 2002), pp. 1-41.

Crenshaw, Martha, “New"‘ Vs. ‘Old‘ Terrorism: A QGical Appraisal®, in: Coolsaet,
Rik (ed.), Jihadi Terrorism and the Radicalization Challenge Europe (Aldershot:
Ashgate Publishing Company, 2008), pp. 25-36.

Drulék, Petr, “Epistemologie, ontologie a operaeiorace”, in: Drulak, Petr (ed.Jak
zkoumat politiku. Kvalitativni metodologie v polidgii a mezinarodnich vztazich
(Praha: Portal, 2008), pp. 14-28 [in Czech].

Jackson, RichatoMurphy, EamonPoynting, Scott, ,Introduction. Terrorism, the t8ta
and the Study of Political Terror”, in: Jacksongclkird; Murphy, Eamon; Poynting,
Scott (eds.),Contemporary State Terrorism. Theory and Pract{gdingdon, New
York: Routledge, 2010), pp. 1-12.

Nasr, Sandra, ,Israel’'®©ther Terrorism Challenge®, in: Jackson, Richard; Murphy,
Eamon; Poynting, Scott (edsGontemporary State Terrorism. Theory and Practice
(Abingdon, New York: Routledge, 2010), pp. 68-85.

Pedazhur, Ami Perliger, Arie, “The Consequences of CountertéstoPolicies in
Israel”, in: Crenshaw, Martha (edT)he Consequences of Counterterroriéwew York:
Russell Sage Foundation, 2010), pp. 335 — 367.

Meyer, Michael, “Between Theory, Method, and PaétiPositioning of the Approaches
to CDA", in: Wodak, Ruth; Meyer, Michael (edsMethods of Critical Discourse
Analysis(London: SAGE Publications, 2009), pp. 14-31.

136



Sluka, Jeffrey A., “The Contribution of Anthropol¢p Critical Terrorism Studies”, in:
Jackson, Richard; Smith, Marie Breen; Gunning, &ergeds.),Critical Terrorism
Studies. A New Research Ager{@ddingdon, New York: Routledge, 2009), pp. 138-
155.

Van Dijk, Teun A., “Critical Discourse Analysis“ni Schiffrin, Deborah Tannen,
Deboralh Hamilton, Heidi E. (eds.)The Handbook of Discourse Analygidxford:
Blackwell Publishing, 2003), pp. 352-371.

Wodak, Ruth, “What CDA Is about — A Summary of Hsstory, Important Concepts

and Its Developments®, in: Wodak, Ruth; Meyer, Miael (eds.)Methods of Critical
Discourse AnalysifLondon: SAGE Publications, 2009), pp. 1-13.

Journal Articles

Amer, Mosheer M., “Telling-it-like-it-is’: the Degitimation of the Second Palestinian
Intifada in Thomas Friedman’s Discours8iscourse & Societyol. 20, No. 1 (2009),
pp. 5-31.

Anderson, James, “American Hegemony after 11 SdmemAllies, Rivals and
Contradictions”Geopolitics Vol. 8, No. 3 (2003), pp. 35-60.

Bartolucci, Valentina, “Analysing Elite Discoursa @errorism and Its Implications: the
Case of Morocco“Critical Studies on TerrorispVol. 3, No. 1 (2010), pp. 119-135.

Bartolucci, Valentina, “Terrorism Rhetoric UndeetBush Administration. Discourses
and Effects"Journal of Language and Politic¥ol. 11, No. 4 (2012), pp. 562-582.

Bhatia, Michael V., “Fighting Words: Naming Terrsts, Bandits, Rebels and Other

Violent
Actors*, Third World Quarterly Vol. 26, No. 1 (2005), pp. 5-22.

137



Booth, Ken, “Security and EmancipatiofReview of International Studiegol. 17, No.
4 (1991), pp. 313-326.

Campana, Aurélie; Légaré, Kathia, “Russia’s Couatesrism Operation in Chechnya:
Institutional Competition and Issue FrameStudies in Conflict & TerrorispnVol. 34
(2011), pp. 47-63.

Cap, Piotr, “Towards the Proximization Model of tA@alysis of Legitimization in

Political Discourse“Journal of Pragmaticsvol. 40 (2008), pp. 17-41.

Chang, Gordon; Mehan, Hugh, “Discourse in a ReligioMode: The Bush
Administration’s Discourse in the War on Terrorismd its Challenges’RPragmatics
Vol. 16, No. 1 (2006), pp. 1-23.

Chang, Gordon; Mehan, Hugh, “Why we must attack:liBush’s reasoning practices
and argumentation systenbjscourse & Societyol. 19, No. 4 (2008), pp. 453-482.

Collet, Tanja, “Civilization and Civilized in pos?/11 US Presidential Speeches”,
Discourse & Societyvol. 20, No. 4 (2009), pp. 455-475.

Cox, Robert W., “Social Forces, States and Worldlets: Beyond International
Relations Theory”Millennium. Journal of International Studiegol. 10, No. 2(1981),

pp. 126-155.

Dunmire, Patricia L, “9/11 Changed Everything’: Amertextual Analysis of the Bush
Doctrine®, Discourse & Societyol. 20, No. 2 (2009), pp. 195-222

Esch, Joanne, “Legitimizing the ‘War on Terror’: li#ocal Myth in Official-Level
Rhetoric*,Political Psychologyyol. 31, No. 3, (2010), pp. 357-391.

Fairclough, Norman, “Discourse, Social Theory, &utial Research. The Discourse of
Welfare Reform“Journal of Sociolinguisticvol. 4 (2000), pp. 163-195.

138



Fitzgerald, Richard, “Membership Categorization Kmee: Wild and Promiscuous or
Simply the Joy of Sacks?Discourse Studies/ol. 14, No. 3 (2012), pp. 305-311.

Graham, Phjl Keenan, ThomasDowd, Anne-Maree, “A Call to Arms at the End of
History: A Discourse-Historical Analysis of Geor§é. Bush’s Declaration of War on
Terror®, Discourse & Societyol. 15, No. 2-3 (2004), pp. 199-211.

Gunning, Jeroen, “A Case for Critical Terrorism &#s?”, Government and
Opposition Vol. 42, No. 3 (2007), pp. 363-393.

Gunning, Jeroen Jackson, Richard “What's So ‘Religious’ about ‘ig&lus
Terrorism'?*“,Critical Studies on TerrorispVol. 4, No. 3 (2011), pp. 369-388.

Hammami, Rema, “Interregnum. Palestine After OpenaDefensive Shield“Middle
East ReportNo. 223 (2002), pp. 18-27.

Horsman, Start, “Themes in Official Discourses arrorism in Central Asia“Third
World Quarterly Vol. 26, No. 1 (2005), pp. 199-213.

Housley, William Fitzgerald, Richard, “Membership CategorizationyltQre and
Norms in Action“,Discourse & Societyol. 20, No. 3 (2009), pp. 345-362.

Ivie, Robert L., “Savagery in Democracy’s Empir@hird World Quarterly Vol. 26,
No. 1 (2005), pp. 55-65.

Jackson, Richard, “An Analysis of EU CountertesoriDiscourse Post-September 11%,
Cambridge Review of International Affaingol. 20, No. 2 (2007a), pp. 233-247.

Jackson, Richard, “Constructing Enemies: ‘Islamierrdrism’ in Political and
Academic Discourse“Government and Oppositipvol. 42, No. 3 (2007b), pp. 394-
426.

Jackson, Richard, “Language, Policy and the Coaostni of a Torture Culture in the
War on Terrorism“Review of International Studiegol. 33 (2007c), pp. 353-371.

139



Jackson, Richard, “Security, Democracy, and Rhetasf Counter-Terrorism*,
Democracy and Security,ol. 1 (2005a), pp. 147-171

Jarvis, Lee, “The Spaces and Faces of Criticalofiem Studies“,Security Dialoguge
Vol. 40, No. 1 (2009), pp. 5-27.

Kacowicz, Arie, “Rashomon in the Middle East. ClaghNarratives, Images, and
Frames in the Israeli-Palestinian Conflic€poperation and ConflictVol. 4, No. 3
(2005), pp. 343-360.

Kober, Avi, “Targeted Killing during the Second ifada. The Quest for Effectiveness”,
The Journal of Conflict Studig¥ol. 27, No. 1 (2007), pp. 76-93.

Kurtulus, Ersun N., “The New Counterterrorism. Ganporary Counterterrorism
Trends in the United States and Isra8itydies in Conflict & Terrorism/ol. 35 (2012),
pp. 37-58.

Lazar, Anita; Lazar, Michelle M., “The Discourse tife New World Order: ‘Out-
Casting’ the Double Face of ThreaDiscourse & Societyvol. 15, No. 2-3 (2004), pp.
223-242.

Leudar, Ivan; Marsland, Victoria; NekvapilfiJi‘On Membership Categorization: ‘Us’,
‘Them’ and ‘Doing Violence’ in Political DiscoursgDiscourse & SocietyVol. 15,
No. 2-3 (2004), pp. 243-266

Leudar, Ivan; Nekvapil, #@i, “Presentations of Romanies in the Czech Media: O
Category Work in Television Debate®iscourse & Societyol. 11, No. 4 (2000), pp.
487-513.

Nadarajah, Suthaharan; Sriskandarajah, Dhananjayaiperation Struggle or

Terrorism? The Politics of Naming the LTTEThird World Quarterly Vol. 26, No. 1
(2005), pp. 87-100.

140



MacDougall, Robert, “Red, Brown and Yellow Perillstages of the American Enemy
in the 1940s and 1950sThe Journal of Popular Culturd/ol. 32, pp. 59-75.

Martin-Pena, JavieOpotow, Susan, “The Legitimization of Politicalokence: A Case
Study of ETA in the Basque CountryPeace and ConflicVol. 17 (2011), pp. 132-150.

Moghadam, Assaf, “Palestinian Suicide Terrorisnthie Second Intifada. Motivations
and Organizational AspectsStudies in Conflict and Terrorisivol. 26 (2003), pp. 65-
92

Oddo, John, “War Legitimation Discourse: RepresentUs’ and ‘Them’ in Four US
Presidential Addressedjiscourse & Societyol. 22, No. 3 (2011), pp. 287-314.

Opotow, Susan, “Moral Exclusion and Injustice: Artrdéduction, Journal of Social
IssuesVol. 46, No. 1 (1990), pp. 1-20.

Peled-Elhanan, Nurit, “Legitimation of Massacreslsnaeli School History Books*,
Discourse & Societyol. 21, No. 4 (2010), pp. 377-404.

Peteet, Julie, “Words as Interventions: Naminghie Palestine — Israel ConflictThird
World Quarterly Vol. 26, No. 1 (2005), pp. 153-172.

Reyes, Antonio, “Strategies of Legitimization inli#cal Discourse: From Words to
Actions”, Discourse & Societyol. 22, No. 6 (2011), pp. 781-807.

Rojo, Martin L, van Dijk, Teun A., “There Was a Problem, and la$VSolved!"
Legitimating the Expulsion of ‘lllegal’ Migrants i8panish Parliamentary Discourse”,
Discourse & Societyol. 8, No. 4 (1997), pp. 523-566.

Russel, John, “Terrorists, Bandits, Spooks and vEseRussian Demonisation of the

Chechens Before and Since 9/1Third World Quarterly Vol. 26, No. 1 (2005), pp.
101-116.

141



Schmidt, Vivien A., “Does Discourse Matter in theoliBcs of Welfare State
Adjustment?“,Comparative Political Studie¥/ol. 35, No. 2 (2002), pp. 168-193.

Schmidt, Vivien A., “The Politics of Economic Adjusent in France and Britain:
When Does Discourse Matter?Journal of European Public Policyol. 8, Iss. 2
(2001), pp. 247-264

Schroeder, Michael J., “Bandits and Blanket Thie@smmunists and Terrorists: The
Politics of Naming Sandinistas in Nicaragua, 1987&hd 1979-90Third World
Quarterly, Vol. 26, No. 1 (2005), pp. 67-86.

Schweitzer, Yoram, “The Rise and Fall of Suicidenthings in the Second Intifada”,
Strategic Assessmentol. 13, No. 3 (2010), pp. 39-48.

Stokoe, Elizabeth, “Moving Forward with Membershi{pategorization Analysis:
Methods for Systematic AnalysisDiscourse Studiesvol. 14, No. 2 (2012), pp. 277-
303.

Van Leeuwen, Theo, “Legitimation in Discourse andn@nunication®,Discourse &
CommunicationVol. 1, No. 1 (2007), pp. 91-112.

Van Leeuwen, ThedWodak, Ruth, “Legitimizing Immigration Control: BRiscourse-
Historical Analysis®,Discourse Studies/ol. 1, No.1 (1999), pp. 83-118.

Van Dijk, Teun A., “Discourse and the Denial of Rae“, Discourse & Societyol. 3,
No. 1 (1992), pp. 87-118.

Van Dijk, Teun A., “Principles of Critical DiscowrsAnalysis“,Discourse & Society
Vol. 4, No. 2 (1993), pp. 249-283.

Van Dijk, Teun A., “War Rhetoric of a Little AllyPolitical Implicatures and Aznar’s

Legitimatization of the War in Irag‘Journal of Language and Politic¥ol. 4, No. 1
(2005), pp. 65-91.

142



Whitehead, Neil L.; Abufarha, Nasser, “Suicide, iimce, and Cultural Conceptions of
Martyrdom in Paiestine‘Social Researchvol. 75, No. 2 (2008), pp. 395-416

Yee, Albert S., “The Causal Effects of Ideas onidted”, International Organization
Vol. 50, No. 1 (1996), pp. 69-108.

Newspapers and Magazines

Caspit, Ben, “To Understand Israel, Understand Hioéocaust”, Al-Monitor, April 9
(2013), available online dtttp://www.al-monitor.com/pulse/originals/2013/&GtAels-

post-traumatic-society.htnflast access on May 14, 2013).

Malley, Robert; Agha, Hussein, “Camp David. Thegedy of Error§ The New York
Review of Books  July 12 (2001), available online at
http://www.nybooks.com/articles/archives/2001/a@¢t@mp-david-the-tragedy-of-

errors/?pagination=falq¢ast access on May 14, 2013).

“You are either with us or against us’GNN, November 6 (2001) (author not stated),
available online athttp://edition.cnn.com/2001/US/11/06/gen.attackemor/ (last
access on May 14, 2013).

143



List of Appendices

Appendix I: List of Statements, Briefings, and Inteviews Examined in the Paper

144



Appendices

Appendix I: List of Statements, Briefings, and Inteviews Examined in the Paper

Code | Date Description

TE1 March 11, 2001 Interview with Prime Minister Ariel Sharon, CNN leat
Edition

TE2 March 13, 2001 President-in-Office of the EMie8ish Foreign Minister
Anna Lindh and EU Commissioner for External Relagio
Chris Patten

TE3 | March 19, 2001 Address by Prime Minister AB&laron to
AIPAC Policy Conference
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Minister Ariel Sharon following their meeting
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TE6 | April 1, 2001 Briefing by Deputy Prime Ministand Minister of Foreign
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Jordanian Foreign Minister Abdel llah al-Khatibléaling
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Annual Meeting of the American Jewish Committee
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TE12 | May 16, 2001 Briefing by Deputy Prime Minisgerd Foreign Minister
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Plenum

TE18 | June 3, 2001 Excerpts from Conference Caltdrgign Minister Shimon
Peres to the Conference of Presidents of Majorslewi
Organizations

TE19 | June 4, 2001 Briefing by Deputy Prime Ministad Minister of Foreign

Affairs Shimon Peres to the Diplomatic Corps
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TE20 | June 5, 2001 Statements to the press follomiegting of Foreign Ministe
Shimon Peres with Russian Special Envoy Andrei Wadov

TE21 | June 10, 2001 Excerpts from statements tpréms by Israel Foreign
Minister Shimon Peres, Swedish Prime Minister abd E
President Goran Persson and EU High Representktiner
Solana following their meeting

TE22 | June 14, 2001 Briefing to the Foreign Pressogiation by Major General
Giora Eiland, Head of the IDF Operation Branch, Hp
representative on the Israel-Palestinian commdtee
implementing the Tenet agreement

TE23 | June 17, 2001 Statements to the Press by Ryesgn Minister Shimon
Peres and United Nations Secretary-General Kofiahnn
following their meeting

TE24 | June 26, 2001 Remarks by President Georgeugh Bnd Prime Minister o
Israel Ariel Sharon in photo opportunity

TE25 | June 28, 2001 Statements by Israel ForeigmskinShimon Peres and US
Secretary of State Colin Powell following their rtieg

TE26 | June 28, 2001 Joint Press Availability bydésRrime Minister Ariel Sharon
and US Secretary of State Colin Powell followingith
meeting

TE27 | August 2, 2001 Radio Interview with Deputynei Minister and Foreign
Minister Shimon Peres, Galei Tzahal (Army Radio)

TE28 | August 5, 2001 Fox News Sunday interview Wstiaeli Prime Minister Ariel
Sharon hosted by Tony Snow

TE29 | August 15, 2001 | Interview with Foreign Minister Shimon Peres on ¢zl
with Chris Matthews - CNBC

TE30 | October 7, 2001 | Interview with Foreign Minister Shimon Peres on CN&iry
King Weekend

TE31 | October 10, 2001 Terror - A Global Threat byn$n Peres, Deputy Prime
Minister and Minister of Foreign Affairs

TE32 | October 22, 2001 “New Middle East Realitiethi@ Wake of September 11th'
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at a National Press Club Morning Newsmaker

TE33 | October 23, 2001 Stakeout with Foreign Mimi&ieimon Peres following his
meeting with National Security Adviser Rice and
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TE35 | November 1, 2001| Joint Press Conference lyeP¥inister Ariel Sharon and
British Prime Minister Tony Blair following their eeting

TE36 | November 18, 2001 Statement by Prime Mini&texl Sharon following his
meeting with Belgian Prime Minister Verhofstadt

TE37 | December 3, 2001| Prime Minister Ariel Sharaldfesses the Nation

TE38 | December 6, 2001| Statements to the press following meeting betwseaeli
Foreign Minister Shimon Peres an Egyptian Foreignidter
Ahmed Maher

TE39 | December 16, 2001l Meeting of Foreign Mini§&keimon Peres with the Foreign
Press

TE40 | January 2, 2002 Statements to the press fiolipmeeting between Foreign

Minister Shimon Peres and Norwegian Foreign Mimiden
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TE41 | January 6, 2002 DM Ben-Eliezer: “Path of tesro will lead Palestinian
people to disaster”

TE42 | January 23, 2002 Address of Foreign Ministem®n Peres to the
Parliamentary Assembly of the Council of Europe

TE43 | Janaury 28, 2002 Knesset speech by Prime tdimgiel Sharon

TE44 | February 4, 2002 Interview by Foreign Minisié&imon Peres on the Charlie
Rose Show, PBS Television

TE45 | February 7, 2002 Remarks by President Geongé Bnd Prime Minister Ariel
Sharon in photo opportunity

TE46 | February 20, 2002| Prime Minister Sharon asfdre Conference of Presidents
Major American Jewish Organizations delegation

TE47 | February 20, 2002| Remarks by Foreign MiniStgmon Peres to Delegation of
the Conference of Presidents of Major American sbwi
Organizations

TE48 | February 21, 2002| Prime Minister Ariel ShasoAddress to the Nation

TE49 | February 25, 2002| Statements to the pressafisly meeting of Foreign Ministe
Shimon Peres with EU High Representative for Common
Foreign and Security Policy Javier Solana

TES50 | March 6, 2002 Remarks of FM Peres to the Ketess the Saudi Initiative

TE51 | March 8, 2002 Excerpts of Interview with PriMaister Sharon

TE52 | March 10, 2002 Excerpts of Remarks by Prinm@id¢er Ariel Sharon at a
gathering of the IDF Engineering Corps

TE53 | March 16, 2002 Press Conference by Foreigndtéir Shimon Peres

TE54 | March 18, 2002 Prime Minister Ariel Sharontegfing welcoming the US
Vice President, and remarks by Vice President Recha
Cheney

TES5 | March 19, 2002 Press Conference with US VresiBent Richard Cheney
and Israel Prime Minister Ariel Sharon

TES56 | March 29, 2002 Statements by Prime MinisteelAharon and Defense
Minister Binyamin Ben-Eliezer at press conferermfving
Cabinet meeting

TE57 | March 30, 2002 Excerpts from interview witefEnse Minister Binyamin
Ben-Eliezer broadcast on Israel Television Cha@nel

TE58 | March 31, 2002 Prime Minister Sharon’s Additesthe Nation

TES59 | April 1, 2002 Interview by Foreign Ministerifton Peres on CNN Live
Today

TEG6O | April 8, 2002 PM Sharon’s Address to the Keess

TE61 | April 14, 2002 Interview with Foreign Minist8himon Peres on CNN

TE62 | April 21, 2002 Interview with Foreign Minist8himon Peres on NBC Mee

the Press

Source:Website of the Israeli Ministry of Foreign AffairSection Palestinian Violence
and Terrorism since 2000: Statements, Briefinggrinews, available online at
http://www.mfa.gov.il/mfa/foreignpolicy/terrorisméestinian/pages/palestinian%20vio

lence%20and%20terrorism%20since%20september.asgpetyast access on May

14, 2013)
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Introduction to the Topic

The proposed MA thesis is going to deal with tbpid of Israeli governmental
officials’ depiction of Palestinian terrorism andrdeli security policies. The time period
concerned will be from 2001-2004, when the mutuadlence between Israelis and
Palestinians was at its height. Unlike its predsoefrom late 1980’s which could be largely
described in terms of peaceful protests, the seaarfdda (literally means “shaking off” in
Arabic) was marked by Palestinian suicide attack®maigns that were followed by Israeli
harsh counter-measures, including demolitions tdc&ers’ houses, targeted killings, and
building the security fence separating Israel ftben Palestinian territories.

The point of departure of the thesis is a notibriscaeli nearly desperate need for
legitimization of its security policies. Even thduthe Israeli state faced truly massive series
of suicide attacks, the enacted responses earmexwherld-wide condemnation as they were
deemed highly excessive.

The thesis will argue that Israeli government $aug justify its actions by portraying
Palestinians and their terrorist activities in atae way which was to bring a change in
international opinion towards the conflicting pasti The thesis will show that Israeli senior
officials labeled Palestinians and their acts para of global jihadist terror network mastered
by Al-Qaeda and its affiliates, while Israeli reapes were portrayed as a component of the
US-led war on terror. This depiction was meantetoame the Israeli-Palestinian conflict in a
way that would grant Israel recognition as a mendfeiree, democratic world facing the
threat of global jihad which it fiercely fights.

The processes which this thesis seeks to invéstagastitute a fascinating example of
“inverting” terrorist message. It is nowadays gaiigraccepted in academic circles that
terrorism is much more about an impression evolked lbarnage than about pure physical
damage it actually inflicts. But, as will the thegirove, in the case of second intifada the acts
of terror were exploited for legitimizing Israelogernmental policies — and not necessarily
only those aimed at suppressing attacks themsdlWeseover, unlike post-9/11 US official
discourse surrounding the war on terror, the igdusraeli portrayal of Palestinian terrorism

largely escaped scholarly interest.

Methodology
The thesis will employ principles of Critical Dmarse Analysis (CDA), established

by Teun Van Dijk, Norman Fairclough, and other dal& CDA does not conceive texts as



an innocent description of social reality, but emtlas a tool for maintaining dominance,

exclusion, and inequality. This critical approaelems to be very relevant for scrutinizing the
issue of the second intifada which pitted Israghviis by-far-superior military and strategic

means not only against Palestinian terrorist ogdians, but against the Palestinian people
as a whole. Nevertheless, as has already beenanedtiwhat Israel lacked was legitimacy
denied her by the international community. The alisse enacted by officials aimed to spread
Israeli superiority, confined to the material captaés, into the sphere of moral capital as

well. CDA can prove to be highly helpful tool fonayzing the ways which were used by

Israeli elites to achieve this objective.

More concretely, the thesis will utilize certairtramd of discursive analysis,
Membership Categorization Analysis (MCA). MCA intigates how people set up categories
to make sense of complex social phenomena theyuateroand how they endow these
entities with certain qualities. They subsequehthye different expectations about actions,
beliefs, and values connected with different catiego Critical elements of discurse analysis
come into play as the principles of CDA suggest the process of grouping and allocation
of properties is often not politically neutral, karnt the contrary, it seeks to bring certain gains
to some parties. In this case, MCA can reveal heraeli political elites tried to label
Palestinians in their speeches as members of dimlgjihadist movement on one hand, and
their own fellow citizens as fighters engaged ia sitruggle against this world-wide threat on
the other, by assigning certain qualities to reSpegroups.

In order to discover these patterns, the thedlserutinize number of Israeli officials’
speeches and statements dealing with Palestimeorisen and characteristics of the warring
parties. It will try to disclose discursive strateg striving to legitimize Israeli actions by

locating them within different context, contexttb& war on terror.

Research Strategy and Research Questions

As have previous parts suggested, the thesistwyilto reveal patterns enacted by
Israeli officials in order to impose the war onrterscript on the realities of the second
intifada. To achieve this aim, the thesis will fiysanalyze what properties Israeli official
discourse assigned to the opposing parties. Subs#guit will build up on these findings
when examining how these discursive categories weglieed for reframing basically local

conflict into the global struggle against terrorism which are Palestinians posed as Al-



Qaeda adherents, whereas Israelis fulfill the ail@Vesterners struggling against jihadist

threat. Research questions then go as follows:

What qualities and behavior patterns did Isradiciils allocate to Palestinians and
Israelis respectively?

How were the alleged properties used for impodmegwiar on terror framework on the
Israeli-Palestinian conflict?

Through which discursive means were Israeli pddigaentified with United States’

and its allies’ efforts to fight global terrorism?

Expected Outline

1.

Introduction

2. Link to the literature dealing with governmentgjiemization strategies
3.
4. Analysis of texts produced by Israeli officials

Overview of CDA and MCA methodologies

a. Characterization of Palestinians and their actions

b. Characterization of Israelis and their actions

c. Imposing the war on terror script on the eventseafond intifada

d. Identification of Israeli security policies with éhstruggle against global
terrorism

Conclusion
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Minister’'s Office website and its speeches archiMee second source is a section of Israeli

Foreign Ministry website devoted to the topic ofilé#nian terrorism after 2000, which

contains relevant texts produced by then Prime $tnj Minister of Foreign Affairs, Minister

of Defense, Israeli ambassador to the UN, and éhrati
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