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ABSTRACT 
 

Focusing on the possible roles of fear in the context of intractable conflicts, I suggest that fear can serve 
both as a barrier and as a motivating factor in conflict resolution in general, and in the Israeli-Palestinian 
case specifically. After elaborating the dominant psycho-political characteristics and implications of fear, 
the conceptual portion of the article explores the conditions and factors which differentiate between the 
potential roles of fear in conflict resolution. The empirical section focuses on the use of fear as a barrier 
and as a motivating factor in resolving the Israeli-Palestinian conflict in the political discourse in Israel. 
The research is based on qualitative content analysis of public documents of the principal political 
programs and on interviews with senior representatives of the programs that were conducted during the 
formative years of the Disengagement Plan, 2003-2004. Conclusions are drawn regarding emotional 
appeals, political persuasion, and their social consequences in the Israeli case and in violent and 
protracted conflict generally. 

Keywords: Fear, political discourse, conflict resolution, Israeli-Palestinian conflict, Disengagement Plan. 
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“I will respond with an answer that is difficult to defend, but at the end of the day is the correct answer: 
the measure of fear of the Jewish society in Israel. Our measure of fear dictates everything.” 

   - Ami Ayalon, then-Head of the Israel Security Agency (Shabak), 2000 
(Benziman 2006, p. 134) 

 

The Israeli-Palestinian conflict touches on fundamental issues regarding Israel’s existence, such as 
borders and national identity, and therefore triggers a highly emotional discourse. Since Jewish-Israeli 
society is under constant threat, both real and perceived, the emotion of fear is always present in the 
public sphere in Israel, as previous research has shown (see  e.g., Bar-Tal 2001). But questions that 
receive less attention in the literature concern how and why this emotion is employed in the actual 
political discourse in Israel with regard to the conflict.  Which political actors use fear in their messages 
to create arguments for the policies they wish to promote in the context of the conflict?  While addressing 
these questions regarding the Israeli case, the current paper seeks to place them in a general theoretical 
framework. 

 

I.  Why Fear? 
 

The effects and the roles of fear as a motivating factor in persuasion have been investigated many times in 
studies of social psychology, and during the last decade interest in their role in politics in general and 
within societies involved in intractable conflicts in particular has heightened. Most studies mention the 
emotion of fear as a force which motivates conflict and usually constitutes a psychological barrier which 
is difficult to overcome (see e.g., Kelman 2007; Rothchild and Lake 1998). However, fear can also 
motivate a political process intended to resolve conflicts, as a factor leading to a change of attitudes and 
to persuasion. The central argument of this article is that fear can serve both as a barrier and as a 
motivating factor in conflict resolution in general and, more specifically, in the Israeli-Palestinian case.  

In the first section, the factors and the conditions which distinguish the role of fear in each of these 
situations will be explored. To this end, I present a theoretical discussion based on interdisciplinary 
literature regarding the concept of fear and its implications for conflicts. The Israeli-Palestinian conflict, 
which is a prototype for a difficult and protracted conflict, has served as a case study for research about 
the negative implications of fear on the possibility of resolving the conflict (see, for example, Maoz and 
McCauley 2005). The empirical section of the article will focus on the case of Jewish society in Israel, 
which is characterized by a sense of existential fear – personal and collective – accompanying the routine 
of daily life and shaping it.  

In this framework, I will investigate questions which have not yet been discussed in the literature: Does 
the use of fear in Israeli political discourse serve as a barrier or as a motivating factor to resolve the 
Israeli-Palestinian conflict? If so – how? The questions are examined using research which was conducted 
in 2003-2004, a period during which a unique window of opportunity had been opened to create change in 
the conflict. The research used qualitative content analysis of public documents of the principal political 
programs at the time and of interviews with senior representatives of the programs that were conducted 
for the research. 
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Fear and its Psychological and Political Implications 
The feeling of fear derives from a subjective evaluation of a situation as being threatening. It results in a 
sense of aversiveness, uncertainty, and helplessness, which may lead to behaviors such as the avoidance 
of factors causing the fear, flight from them, or even aggressive behaviors towards these factors (Darwin 
[1872] 1965; Smith and Ellsworth 1985; Roseman et al. 1996). The basic physical as well as social role of 
fear is to aid in the survival, and adaptation of the individual and of society to a certain situation (LeDoux 
1996; Öhman 2008). From a social standpoint, fear is sometimes constructed by the society in order to 
maintain conformity of its members to accepted attitudes, values, norms and the society's hierarchy 
(Scruton 1986).  

The adaptive functions of fear turn it into a very important feeling for the individual and for the society in 
which s/he lives. These functions join the automatic physiological mechanisms responsible for reactions 
of fear and cause it to have dominating effects on cognitive processes such as perception, information 
processing, memory, and decision making (Jarymowicz and Bar-Tal 2006; LeDoux 1996; Öhman 2008). 
These reactions turn the feeling of fear into an efficient tool for social and political effect – for changing 
attitudes or for influencing the direction of a certain action. Messages arousing medium levels of fear 
were found to efficiently lead to persuasion (see de Hoog et al. 2007; Janis and Feshbach 1953; Rogers 
1975).  

Fear affects politics in various ways, and not only as an individual emotional phenomenon. It can also 
serve as a political and social context or climate, and thus be a collective emotion. Various approaches 
suggest that collective fear characterizes certain social groups and serves as an important stage in 
formulating identity and in maintaining collective behavior (Bar-Tal 2001; Corradi et al. 1992; Peterson 
2002). The nature of fear and its dominant effects as an individual and collective emotion make it a 
significant phenomenon in relations between nations in general and societies involved in protracted 
conflicts in particular. 

Fear as a Possible Barrier and as a Motivation to Conflict Resolution 
Political scientists argued that fear is fundamental to the distrust between states, and is the key source to 
group polarization. When joined by material or structural opportunities, it creates and intensifies violence 
in ethnic conflicts (McDoom 2012; Waltz 1979). Societies involved in wars and other protracted conflicts 
develop a collective fear orientation due to the prolonged threat and the lurking dangers to individuals and 
to the society. In situations of protracted conflict, collective fear fulfills functional roles in the subject 
societies and enables better coping with the pressure and the tension: it puts the individuals and the 
collective into a state of permanent readiness for potential dangers and focuses attention on signs and 
information of possible threat; it increases cohesion and solidarity against the external threat, and 
motivates individuals to act against the enemy in the name of society and for its defense. At the same 
time, fear has been found as a factor which maintains conflicts, shapes them, and prevents their 
resolution, resulting in misperceptions regarding the conflict and the other side (Bar-Tal 2001; Crawford 
2000; Horowitz 2000; Huddy et al. 2002; Muller 2000; Ross 2007). Various studies have found that 
experiences of threat and fear are connected to a rightwing outlook of political conservatism (Jost et al. 
2003) and strengthen prejudices, ethnocentrism, and intolerance (Duckitt and Fisher, 2003; Stephan and 
Stephan 2000).                 

However, fear may also be assumed to serve as a mechanism which can promote the possibility of 
resolving conflicts. Janis and Mann (1977) and Crawford (2000) argue that a medium level of fear is 
likely to lead to a strenuous collection of relevant information and investment of thought in search for 
appropriate forms of action. Similarly, Marcus and his colleagues (2000) assert that anxiety conveys an 
opportunity for the political actors to engage in persuasion by triggering among individuals reevaluation 
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of their opinions and behaviors and in-depth political information processing, and can even lead to a 
change in political choices (Brader, 2005).   

Fear is even likely to aid in promoting learning processes and in reaching ripeness to enable initiation of 
negotiation and compromise (Bar-Siman-Tov 2001; Zartman 2000). Fear accompanied by a perception of 
control over the situation and high ability to change it may actually lead to cognitive openness. This 
openness, coupled with messages which include moderate levels of fear may mobilize support for a 
change in policy towards resolving the conflict by focusing on the dangers society is facing and the price 
it will pay if no agreed-upon solution is found.  

In addition to the possibility of advancing change in beliefs in favor of resolution of the conflict in 
peaceful ways, fear may contribute to a process of de-escalation of the conflict by establishing opposition 
to a continuation of acts of violence against the other side. Fear arouses an intensified perception of the 
existing dangers (Lerner and Keltner 2001) and strengthens the tendency to avoid taking additional risks 
involved in military actions against the other side in conflict situations (Huddy et al. 2007).  

There is no question that the effects of fear on conflicts and their possible resolution are complex. 
Spanovic and her colleagues (2010) recently found that fear can motivate aggression in the ongoing 
conflict in Kosovo. Paez (2006) found correlations between fear and opposition in Spain to negotiations 
with the Basque rebel organization ETA. However, the question remains as to how it acts within political 
discourse as a barrier to conflict resolution and how it creates motivations to resolve the conflict. The 
political discourse in Israel during times of mobilization efforts for a change in the Israeli-Palestinian 
conflict can serve as an illuminating case study to examine these questions. 

Fear in Jewish Society in Israel 
Collective fear has been found to characterize Jewish society in Israel, which has been involved in a state 
of protracted conflict with its neighbors and has been affected by past experiences of pogroms, 
persecution, and expulsion, reaching their peak with the Holocaust. The violent events of the Jewish-Arab 
conflict and the traumatic experiences of the past have accumulated in the collective memory, creating 
and transmitting feelings of existential fear (Arian 1995; Bar-Tal 2001). These events and experiences are 
accompanied by the perception of high military capability of the Israeli Defense Forces (IDF), expressed 
by more than 80% of the Jewish-Israeli population in 2007 and 2009 (Ben-Meir and Bagno-Moldavsky 
2010). Joined together, these factors have led to stagnation and to a continuation of the conflict. 

Collective fear has been expressed in various aspects of Israeli social life: in societal beliefs, in public 
opinion polls, in literature, in textbooks and in the mass media. The prominent societal beliefs in Israel 
have been used in a wide range of appraisals, decisions, and personal behaviors (Bar-Tal 2001). Recent 
surveys conducted among Jewish-Israelis indicate that the levels of fear of terrorist actions against Israel 
remained high and stable until 2008 (with a minor decrease from 2009 until 2011), despite the fact that 
the frequency of acts of terrorism had lessened significantly during those years (Ben-Dor et al. 2012).  

Fear as a Barrier and as a Possibility for Resolving Conflicts in Israel 
Many of the conditions turning collective fear into a barrier against conflict resolution can be found in 
Jewish-Israeli society. The Israeli-Palestinian conflict has been protracted and marked by great hostility 
between the sides, as well as periods of significant violence which have taken a heavy toll in victims. In 
addition, the lack of trust and fear have focused on the hostile intentions of Arabs and Palestinians, 
especially towards the Jews in Israel, as is shown in many public opinion polls. Research conducted 
among Jews in Israel has indicated that higher levels of fear lead to cognitive stagnation and 
unwillingness to take risks in negotiations  This is manifested, inter alia, by low support for a peace 
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process and for the concessions necessary to resolve the Arab-Israeli conflict peacefully, as well as its 
positive effect on support for initiating militant actions against Palestinians (Gordon and Arian 2001; 
Halperin 2011; Maoz and McCauly 2009).  

The fear orientation in Jewish-Israeli society serves as a convenient and available basis for messages 
aimed at political persuasion, as occurred in the fear-arousing election campaign of 1996 by the Likud 
Party and its candidate for prime minister, Benjamin Netanyahu, who led the opposition to the Oslo 
Agreements (Torgovnik 2000; Weimann and Wolfsfeld 2002). Marmur and Weimann (2001) show the 
similarity between candidates from both sides of the political divide in Israeli election propaganda in 
1999 and in 2001, in exploiting the sense of fear. During the election campaign of 2001 as well, the two 
prime ministerial candidates used fear-arousing propaganda: Ehud Barak, who led the dovish political 
camp, and his opponent Ariel Sharon, who firmly opposed to the concessions that had been proposed at 
Camp David by Barak the previous year (Marmur and Weimann 2001). These studies indicate the place 
of fear in the political discourse during election campaigns. However, during election periods, no 
practical political policy decisions are generally made. The present research makes a unique contribution 
to this discussion by investigating the ways fear-arousing messages were employed at a time that stormy 
public discussions with far-reaching consequences were being held regarding the future of the Israeli-
Palestinian conflict. 

In sum, fear stems primarily from perceiving or interpreting an external stimulus as a physical or 
symbolic threat. Its effects on human consciousness make it an effective tool for changing attitudes in 
general and for political persuasion in particular. Its appearance as a collective emotional orientation in 
societies involved in conflicts, and specifically in Jewish-Israeli society, supplies an opportunity for the 
political actors to recruit the public in support of their political programs, no matter whether the goal is to 
prevent a resolution process or to promote one. Before presenting the hypotheses of this research with 
regard to the use made of fear by the representatives of three political programs in Israel, I will briefly 
survey the political circumstances which existed in Israel during the period investigated. 

 

II. The Al-Aqsa Intifada: Fear in Jewish Society at the 
Beginning of the Twenty-First Century 
 
The failure of the political summit in July 2000 between Ehud Barak, Yasser Arafat, and Bill Clinton 
gave the signal for the outbreak of the next round of violence in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, which 
created a social context of intense fear among Jewish-Israelis (Bar-Tal and Sharvit 2007). From a 
personal standpoint, the fear was expressed in anxiety with regard to travelling by public transportation, 
being in public places, and even leaving home at all(Klar et al. 2002). Surveys taken at the time indicated 
that in 2002 fear reached its peak, and 92% of the respondents expressed fear for their personal security 
and for the safety of their families (Arian 2002). A number of collective fears were expressed in the 
surveys as well: the fear that "most Palestinians have never accepted the existence of the State of Israel 
and would destroy it if they could," which was identified with by 72% of the population in the Peace 
Index Survey taken in March 2001; an extreme sense of threat with regard to Israeli national security, 
including the fear of the Palestinian "right of return" to Israel and fear of the loss of a Jewish majority in 
the state (see the Peace Index surveys of August 2003, November 2003, and December 2003). The events 
at the beginning of this period – the failure of the peace talks and the outbreak of the Al-Aqsa Intifada, as 
well as the portrayal of the Palestinians and of Arafat as bearing sole responsibility  for the violence – led, 
as noted, to severe perceptions of threat and feelings of rising fear. 
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Political Programs, 2003-2004 
Despite this difficult reality of violent conflict, during 2003 political initiatives began to appear from the 
Zionist left, which led to renewed discussion of the future of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. The leftwing 
program for a comprehensive settlement presented a variety of proposals for the resolution of the conflict, 
based on negotiations with the Palestinian side. From among the many movements which composed the 
Zionist left in Israel, salient in the public debate were two movements: The People's Voice and the 
Geneva Initiative. The programs of these two movements included similar principles regarding a 
comprehensive permanent settlement with the Palestinians.  
 
Ariel Sharon, the prime minister during those years, was then leading the moderate rightwing and the 
political center and he reacted by presenting the unilateral program of the center, including a (unilateral) 
disengagement which was not meant to resolve the conflict but rather just to manage it. The basis of his 
plan included two projects: the construction of a barrier separating Israel from the West Bank and a 
unilateral Israeli withdrawal from the Gaza Strip and from a portion of northern Samaria (Bar-Siman-Tov 
and Michael 2007; Sharon 2003). Then Foreign Minister Silvan Shalom and his ministry worked 
intensively on presenting the separation fence to the public in Israel and in explaining it internationally, 
especially in February 2004, when it was the subject of a hearing at the International Court of Justice in 
The Hague.  
 
Simultaneously, a political struggle was initiated from the far right which came out in opposition to a 
change in the status quo in the Israel-Palestinian conflict and against the disengagement from the Gaza 
Strip. The rightwing program for maintaining the settlements in the occupied territories was composed  of 
various proposals, less uniform, focused on both maintaining the status quo and opposing the 
disengagement plan as well as opposition to other proposals raised by the Israeli center and left (See e.g., 
Bachur-Nir and Cohen 2003; Yesha Council 15 March 2004). Among the movements operating on this 
side of the political spectrum during that period, the Council for Judea and Samaria (Yesha Council) was 
one of the most active and presented a clear and consistent agenda.  Its principal aims were to promote 
and to strengthen the settlement project on the West Bank and in the Gaza Strip, to promote 
implementation of Israeli sovereignty over these territories, and to prevent political agreements which 
would harm the integrity of the entire land of Israel (Roth 2005). 
 

III. Research Method and Hypotheses  

  

The Aims of this Research and Its Hypotheses 
On the basis of data from earlier studies mentioned above, there is no doubt that the emotion of fear exists 
with great intensity in Jewish-Israeli society, and this was especially true during the Al-Aqsa Intifada. In 
general, this research attempts to investigate how this emotion of fear was used in political discourse 
dealing with the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. In the framework of the research, I investigate in detail 
whether each of the three programs used fear-arousing- messages for persuasion, acting as either a barrier 
or a possibility for resolving the conflict, and if so, to what extent. To this end, I examine the content of 
the threats on which these messages focused and I consider the frequency with which these messages of 
fear were used. Fear-arousing messages were defined in the research as messages in which an existing or 
potential threat to the nation and to the state is mentioned – regarding their situation, their character and 
their values – and to the members of society as individuals. 
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This research empirically enables for the first time an examination of whether the central actors in the 
political arena of a society involved in an intractable conflict use messages of fear as a barrier or as a 
possibility to resolve the conflict, and how this is done to mobilize public support. This support is highly 
important in a society involved in protracted conflict, which requires ongoing mobilization and great 
material and psychological investment from its members. However, leading a peace process also demands 
great efforts to mobilize a society deeply involved in the conflict for many years, to the point that this 
conflict has engulfed its identity (Rosler 2012). 

It is hypothesized that the significant differences – ideological and practical – between the three political 
programs examined should lead each of them to emphasize fear messages which characterize it in 
particular and to exploit these messages with varying intensity. Thus, a number of sub-hypotheses are 
proposed: 

1. The three political programs will use fear messages in political discourse in order to persuade 
listeners, but in different ways, i.e., the leftwing program will exploit fear in order to promote a 
negotiated resolution; the rightwing program will use it as a barrier against a peace process 
involving concessions; and the unilateral program of the center will use fear both as a barrier 
against plans for a comprehensive agreement and as an opportunity to manage the conflict.  

2. The frequency of the use of fear will decrease to the extent that the program tries to use this fear 
for conflict resolution, as the need for such a resolution requires only a medium level of fear, in 
contrast with the higher levels of fear necessary to turn it into a barrier. 

3. To the extent that the program is directed towards using fear as a barrier, its messages will 
emphasize threats posed by the actions of the other side and the risks involved in a process to 
resolve the conflict, as well as justifications for keeping the present policies. 

4. Each program will present threats in accord with the ideology on which it is based and with the 
agenda it represents. Thus, the rightwing program will present threats to the integrity of borders 
of Greater Israel and will emphasize the dangers of negotiations. The center program, as the 
official program of the Israeli government, will focus on threats to the continuous management of 
the state. The leftwing program will focus on threat to democracy and to the moral values of 
Israel as well as on the possibility of achieving peace.  

The Research Method 
In order to examine the use made of fear messages in political discourse in Israel with regard to the future 
of the Israel-Palestinian conflict, use was made of two complementary methods, first, a qualitative content 
analysis of documents, which was followed by interviews (Krippendorff 2004). In the framework of 
document analysis, all the documents representing each of the three main political programs were 
collected and analyzed. A total of 121 documents were analyzed, which were published during the period 
of a year when the public debate on the subject reached a peak: 1 May 2003 to 2 May 2004 (See 
Appendix 1). After a preliminary analysis of all of the documents, threats were divided according to their 
content into ten main categories (See Table 1). We then checked the frequency of documents from each 
program in which each of the categories appeared, and its specific content. Then, each document was 
examined in its entirety in order to determine the level of dominance of the fear messages appearing in it 
(Huberman and Miles 1994) according to a scale of four levels (level 1 – fear is the only main argument 
of the document; level 4 – fear is not mentioned at all in the document). 

The second method, which complemented the first, included an analysis of semi-structured interviews 
which I conducted for the research with a senior representative of each of the political programs: For the 
leftwing program for a comprehensive settlement, I interviewed Gadi Baltiansky, the Director General of 
The Geneva Initiative project. For the rightwing program to maintain the settlements in the territories, I 
interviewed the Political Secretary and the spokesman for the Yesha Council at that time – Yehoshua 
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Mor-Yosef.1 For the third interview, about the unilateral program of the center, I spoke to a senior 
personality, one of the leaders of the Disengagement Plan, who requested to remain anonymous 
(henceforth, he will be termed Interviewee No. 3). The interviews were intended to examine the nature of 
the proposed program and its supporting arguments, from the personal and in-depth standpoint of a senior 
representative; and to understand how fear messages were chosen as well as the attitude of the 
interviewee towards them and their usage. The transcribed interviews were analyzed using the same 
procedure used to analyze the documents.  

 

IV.  Results 

The Results of the Document Analysis 
The results of the analysis indicate similarities and differences among the documents of the three political 
programs (see Table 1): The security threat was very common among all of the documents with a 
frequency of between 84% and 100%, but each of the programs emphasized different threats in this 
category. The most prevalent threat in this category was the threat of terror among the rightwing (81%) 
and the center programs (100%), emphasizing the dangers expected from the Palestinian side and thus 
served as a barrier against support for resolving the conflict. In contrast, in the documents of the leftwing 
program for a comprehensive settlement, the threat of violence was most common in this category (62%) 
and the threat of terror was less common (49%). The rightwing and the center groups primarily stressed 
the threat of violence directed by the Palestinians to Israel, as, for example: 

The Hamas organization exploits the ceasefire in order to rehabilitate their infrastructure and to 
develop more dangerous means of fighting which will be used against Israel at the right moment 
for the terrorist organizations (Yesha Council 30 July 2003). 

In contrast, the leftwing program for a comprehensive settlement emphasized the threat of violence on 
both sides of the conflict and added a suggestion for dealing with this by a change in the existing policy in 
favor of a political process. For example: 

After three years of mutual bloodletting on both sides, this is the first serious proof that there are 
serious people among them with whom it is possible to reach an agreement (Beilin 2003). 

The existential threat to Israel was the second most common category in the documents of the center 
(24%) and the rightwing (42%), and it, too, is likely to be a barrier against conflict resolution. In contrast, 
the existential threat is mentioned in only 14% of the leftwing documents, and is ranked third in 
frequency. 

A surprising finding was noted when comparing the frequency of the threat to Israel's Jewish existence in 
the documents of all three political programs: This threat appeared in 70% of the documents of the 
leftwing program, but only in 22% of the documents of the rightwing and 20% of the documents of the 
center. When examining how this threat was expressed in each of the programs, the picture becomes 

1  The director general of The Geneva Initiative and the political secretary and spokesman for the Yesha Council 
agreed to the publication of the interviews using their own names.  
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clear: the leftwing program mentions the refugee issue in its documents (54%) with regard to the solutions 
it proposes for the issue. For example: 

The term "right of return" is not mentioned in the agreement. There is no reference to the question 
of how the refugee problem was created and there are only directions for a possible resolution – 
according to the model proposed by President Clinton (Geneva Initiative n.d.a). 

However, the very mention of the issue in itself arouses great fear among the Israeli public (Zakay et al. 
2002). An additional message of fear in the framework of this threat category, mentioned by the group in 
35% of its documents, is the demographic threat, as expressed in this example: 

The two sides have surely understood that reaching a solution which is mutually 
acceptable on those issues is necessary in order to immediately end the violent conflict; to 
set a permanent border which is stable and defensible, between Israel and Palestine, and 
to eliminate the growing threat of a bi-national state (Geneva Initiative n.d.b). 

The two messages present the proposed resolution of a threat in the framework of a comprehensive 
agreement, and the second message even emphasizes the danger to Jewish society in Israel implicit in the 
continuation of the conflict. In documents of the center and rightwing groups as well, the threat of the 
right of return and the demographic threat are very common in this threat category, but with lower 
frequency. In addition, these groups present the refugee issue as a threat with no specific solution, as in 
this example: 

With regard to the American "changes", it is clear that there are political achievements, first and 
foremost with regard to the Palestinian "return argument". At the time of the approval of the 
"road map", in accord with my demand, a government decision for a clause determining that 
entry of Palestinians to the territory of the State of Israel would not be permitted. (Shalom 2004). 

Rightwing and center groups also use the threat of a bi-national state, arguing that it is liable to lead to the 
loss of a Jewish majority in Israel, similar to the leftwing program. 

The unilateral program of the center frequently uses the threat category of undesirable results for Israel in 
negotiations (52%), in comparison to the rightwing groups (29%) and to the leftwing (27%) whose use of 
this category is similarly lower. In the framework of this category, all of the political programs make 
relatively great use of the threat of concessions without compensation or those made under fire, but each 
of them accuses the others of this intention and their conclusions are different. Examples taken from 
documents of the three programs illustrate this: 

Every withdrawal which has not been agreed upon and coordinated with the Palestinian Authority 
in actual fact grants the area to Hamas, as, at present, Hamas is the more organized body on the 
Palestinian side, while also giving it an ideological advantage (Beilin 5 March 2004). 

Prime Minister Ariel Sharon has decided to withdraw under fire from the Gaza Strip. He intends 
to uproot a number of settlements in Yesha and to expel thousands of settlers from their homes 
without receiving any compensation (Yesha Council 15 March 2004). 

The demand that we make concessions without the Palestinians acting against terror is dangerous 
to Israel (Markus 2004). 
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Additionally, the threat category of the democratic-moral character of Israel, which is more frequently 
found in the leftwing documents (32%) than in those of the rightwing (15%) and of the center (4%), 
receives different meanings in the texts. The rightwing, for example, maintains that the evacuation of 
Jews is an immoral act, while the leftwing argues that remaining in the occupied territories harms Israeli 
morality. 

As expected, the threat referring to a warning against loss of territorial resources, a value which is 
identified with both the political rightwing in Israel, and the opposition to concessions involved in 
resolving the conflict, is very common in rightwing documents (59%), less common in the documents of 
the unilateral program of the center (28%) and mentioned only once in a document of the leftwing 
program for a comprehensive settlement (3%). The rightwing program for maintaining settlements in the 
territories presents the threat primarily as a danger involving evacuation of Jews from the land of Israel 
(in 41% of the documents), and as a threat to the integrity of Greater Israel (in 34% of the documents). On 
the other hand, the center program warns of a threat to the large bloc of settlements and a return to the 
borders of 1967. The only time this category of threats is mentioned by the leftwing program refers to the 
threat to Israeli sovereignty on Temple Mount. 

In the next stage, I investigated the dominance of messages of fear in the entire documents. A comparison 
between the documents of the three political programs presents a clear picture, almost linear in character 
(See Diagram 1). The χ² test conducted on the data indicated a significant correlation. The fear messages 
were more dominant in the documents of the rightwing program to maintain settlements in the territories. 
In its documents they are mentioned as the only argument or as one of the main arguments in the 
document (levels 1 and 2) in 78% of the texts. In contrast, in the texts of the unilateral program of the 
center, their frequency was 60% and in texts of the leftwing program for a comprehensive settlement – 
32%. The documents of the rightwing program are also characterized by the highest incidence in which 
fear is the only argument (22%), as opposed to the incidence of these documents among the center 
program (4%) and the left (0%). 

A mirror image is seen with regard to documents in which fear is mentioned as a secondary argument in 
the document: the leftwing program is the group in which these are most prevalent (68%), in contrast to 
the center program (40%) and the rightwing program (22%). In all of the political programs there was not 
one document in which no fear-arousing message appeared. 

Results of the Interview Analysis 
Naturally, the three interviews contained, for the most part, similar threats to the ones most common in 
the documents of their groups: the security threat, the threat to the welfare of the Israeli state and society, 
and the threat of undesirable results of negotiations for Israel. Three additional categories of threat were 
mentioned in two of the three interviews: a threat to the Jewish existence of Israel was expressed in the 
interviews with Baltiansky and with the representative of the center program; a threat to the democratic-
moral character of Israel was raised in the interviews with Mor-Yosef and with Baltiansky; a threat of loss 
of territorial resources was brought up in interviews with Mor-Yosef and with the representative of the 
center program. Even though most of the central categories appear in more than just one of the interviews, 
each of them usually reflects different versions of the threats in the same category. So, for example, the 
category of threat to the welfare of the Israeli nation and society is presented in the interview with Mor-
Yosef as the threat of an internal rift; in the interview with Baltiansky, it is represented as the threat of 
turning Israel into a violent society and in the third interview, it is expressed as a threat to the public 
mood and atmosphere: 

There is one thing that very much bothers them [voters for the Likud – N.R.]; it is the subject of 
the rift, of the rift in the nation and that's what worries them, that we will be thrust into, God 
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forbid, a situation of civil war and of refusal to follow orders on a large scale (Interviewee Mor-
Yosef 28 November 2004). 

People are becoming more violent, more aggressive, the incredible lightness of humiliation, of 
arrogance, and in the end, our behavior at roadblocks knows no roadblock, it does not stop at 
roadblocks; it is not blocked on our way home or on the road; it also permeates society 
(Interviewee Baltiansky 6 December 2004). 

We reached a dead end [at the end of 2003 – N.R.] and we must remember that the atmosphere in 
Israel was becoming more difficult (Interviewee Number 3 13 December 2004). 

The three interviews were ranked as 2 on the scale of the fear dominance measure; that is, fear was one of 
the principal arguments in the interview but not the only one. 

Mor-Yosef and Baltiansky both stated that the arguments used by their groups were chosen in an 
organized fashion and out of awareness of the issues, but Mor-Yosef revealed an internal disagreement 
which had become evident within the Yesha Council:2 the disagreement was between an ideological 
group which believed that the Council should base its claims on the argument that the right to the land 
had been a God-given promise, while a different group, which was more dominant on the council at the 
time, believed that they should use arguments which had proven themselves as more effective: 

I must tell you that among us, there is disagreement […]. Some of us say: listen, every Jew loves 
Judea, Samaria, and Gaza, doesn't want to give it up […] But I don't accept that […] the 
professional tools which examine this clearly prove that this kind of speech…about roots and 
about the mission of the nation of Israel and that – that doesn't arouse emotions; it doesn't open 
hearts; people don't identify with that (Interviewee Mor-Yosef 28 November 2004). 

The third interviewee stated that the arguments of his group had not been determined beforehand, but had 
been accumulated in the statements of the various initiators of the program. 

Regarding the use made by their groups of fear messages, the three interviewees maintained that "the 
Israeli reality test" had led them to choose these messages. In the interviews with Mor-Yosef and with 
Baltiansky, both maintained that they would have preferred to use other arguments rather than fear 
messages, but that they had no choice. All three of them agreed that, considering the previous four years, 
during which violence had increased between the sides, threatening messages were more effective in 
Israel than arguments referring to hope for the future or for an end to the conflict with a peace agreement. 

On the basis of the interviews, it is difficult to conclude whether the drafters of the political programs 
used fear messages due to the personal fear which they had experienced or whether this was done only for 
utilitarian reasons. However, as the aim of the interviews was to investigate their positions with regard to 
the use of fear messages, the important conclusion from the standpoint of this research is that these 
messages were used out of awareness of their power of persuasion, whether this was done for 
manipulative purposes or as a reflection of reality. 

In a summary of the research findings, we see from the documents of the three political programs that 
although the security threat was widely used, differences can be distinguished in three areas: in the 

2 It appears that, against the backdrop of this disagreement, Mor-Yosef resigned from the Yesha Council in January 
2005 (see Glickman 16 January 2005).  
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categories of the threats; in the content of each category, and in the frequency of appearance of fear 
messages. The interviews supplied additional reinforcement to the findings relating to the categories used 
by each program. But beyond that, the findings of the analysis of the interviews indicate the method 
chosen to present it to the public and the reasons which led the designers of each program to choose the 
methods they did. In the discussion of the research findings, I will examine the hypotheses of the research 
and offer some possible explanations for them. 

 

V. Discussion 
The results of the research reinforced the hypothesis that fear would be common among the three 
programs as a means of persuasion, both in their documents and in interviews with their representatives, 
despite the clear ideological differences among them and in spite of the difference in the nature of the 
solutions proposed by each of them to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. As mentioned, medium level fear 
messages have been found to be an effective tool of persuasion in many studies. In research conducted by 
Halperin (2007) it was even found that voters for whom the Seventeenth Knesset election campaign 
aroused fear tended to change their political positions more than others. Representatives of the principal 
political programs today in Israel have also discovered the effectiveness of fear, as Yehoshua Mor-Yosef 
and Gadi Baltiansky explained in the interviews with them: 

We examine this with professional tools, with surveys, focus groups […] and as for the present, 
it's the story of the national rift that's the most effective thing (Interviewee Mor-Yosef 28 
November 2004). 

We appear in many places; we meet many communities. In the end, we get some kind of 
representative population model. You do this by trial and error. (Interviewee Baltiansky 6 
December 2004). 

The manner in which each of the programs used fear was expressed both in the threats they made great 
use of and in the goals of the programs, as presented by their documents and by their interviewed 
representatives. The rightwing program used fear as a barrier against resolution of the conflict, since its 
top priorities were the promotion of the settlement project in the occupied territories and its 
reinforcement, maintaining the political status quo, and prevention of political agreements which might 
harm the integrity of Greater Israel. Accordingly, its documents made great use of threats of violence by 
Palestinians and the threat to the integrity of Greater Israel, and stressed the risks involved in moves 
directed towards the Palestinians.  

The leftwing program actually made use of fear messages as a means to encourage the public to support 
its proposals for a comprehensive settlement with the Palestinians, intended, inter alia, to supply a 
response to the these threats. Thus, the common threats which were raised in its documents were: the 
danger in continuing the mutual violence of the conflict, the loss of a Jewish majority if a two state 
solution was not adopted, and the harm to the moral and democratic foundations of Israel, implicit in the 
continuation of the occupation.  

With regard to the center, the use of fear both as an opportunity and as a barrier in the documents of its 
program and in the interview with its representative reflects the attitudes of its initiators. Given these 
positions, on the one hand, the political situation must not be left as it is at present, so the constant friction 
with the Palestinians should be reduced by unilateral moves, such as leaving certain parts of the West 
Bank and the entire Gaza Strip, and establishing a physical obstacle between Israel and the Palestinians; 
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but on the other hand, political negotiations must not be opened with the Palestinians regarding an end to 
the conflict for as long as violent tactics are used by them, as this will be considered legitimization of 
terror as a means of political pressure. Therefore, its documents warned of acts of terrorism by the 
Palestinians and, simultaneously, cautioned against the possibility of resolving the conflict by negotiation.  

Finally, the research revealed that the weight of fear messages in documents of the programs becomes 
significantly more moderate to the extent that the program intends to mobilize the public to support 
moves towards a resolution of the conflict or to deescalate it. This finding supports the hypothesis 
according to which messages using fear as a barrier will increasingly integrate fear-arousing messages 
while messages which try to exploit it as a possibility to find a solution will limit its use to a moderate 
level.  

Not by Fear Alone 
The research clearly shows that, in the view of political initiators, fear messages are an effective means of 
political persuasion in the context of a violent and protracted conflict. Use of these arguments is natural 
and even expected in a society in which individuals anticipate that threats which have been hovering over 
their heads may be realized, as violence breaks out in the conflict, and when they continually perceive the 
reality surrounding them as dangerous. In their interviews, Baltiansky and the representative of the 
unilateral program of the center even expressed a sense of despair which prevailed among the Jewish-
Israeli public at the time, a sense that this atmosphere did not make it possible to appeal to the population 
using messages expressing the prophecy of a better future: 

The public does not understand abstract values like a political horizon. The public here is dealing 
with the ravages of the intifada on a daily basis, of people who are killed, of sorrow, of the 
wounded, of economic crises, of suffocation. The public goes abroad and encounters malicious 
graffiti; scholars slowly discover how they have been tossed aside (Interviewee No. 3 13 
December 2004). 

Because of our nature, because of history, because of present reality, because of the cruelty of the 
struggle, because the home front has become the battle front, because the victims are children 
who get on buses and not only soldiers in a tank, it is terribly difficult to look beyond the horizon. 
It is much easier to buy into explanations of how to prevent a worse future (Interviewee 
Baltiansky 6 December 2004). 

In contrast, it is actually Yehoshua Mor-Yosef, the representative of the rightwing program to maintain 
the settlements in the territories who, in the interview, argues that the public is not in despair about the 
hope for peace, and in spite of everything, is still ready to pay a heavy price in order to achieve it: 

These people [those who traditionally vote for the Likud] believe in the right to the Land of 
Israel; they want their right to the land, but they say that we must take a chance for peace, that we 
must […] It is especially the story of hope that captivates them anew, time after time. For that 
hope, they are also willing to pay a heavy price (Interviewee Mor-Yosef 28 November 2004).  

According to him, it is actually this hope, and the willingness for compromise which are implanted in a 
person almost irrationally. Although he feels that, considering the situation, the public would be expected 
to oppose any program which includes compromises, the Yesha Council finds it difficult to convince the 
Jewish-Israeli public of the futility of compromise. The very "stubborn" need for hope, to which 
Yehoshua Mor-Yosef is referring, can also be seen in the words of the other two interviewees: 
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The Geneva Initiative, which I said, we want to lead to an agreement, to be a model for an 
agreement, we wanted to have proof that we also have a partner; in the end, what we actually 
brought, more that these two things, was hope (Interviewee Baltiansky, 6 December 2004). 

[This is] the first time that the public sees a development on the Israel-Palestinian track which 
comes from our initiative. It is accepted by most of the public; people are pinning their hopes on 
it (Interviewee No. 3 13 December 2004). 

It appears that despite the effectiveness of fear messages, there are cases in which they are unable to 
persuade the public politically and to overcome the human need for hope. Messages which are intended to 
arouse hope inherently demand conditions like emotional representation of future situations, creativity, 
cognitive flexibility and readiness to take risks (Jarymowicz and Bar-Tal 2006). The existence of these 
conditions is unlikely in a society involved in a difficult and protracted conflict. But even in Jewish 
society in Israel, after four years of severe violence and political stagnation, surprising tendencies of 
growing support for compromise are apparent in order to achieve peace, and political programs are 
developing in a variety of directions which include concessions (Arian 2003). The aspiration for hope is 
also expressed in the value of peace, which is one of the two most important values for the Israeli public. 
This value has been expressed in political declarations from the Declaration of Independence to today, 
and in songs expressing the longing of the Israeli public for peace (Shamir and Shamir 2000). 

It can thus be suggested that the combination of hope-arousing and fear-arousing messages may be used 
as a persuasive factor for resolving conflicts peacefully and in favor of the concessions which may be 
required. Researchers in political science suggest a similar mode of thought: Blight (1990) asserts that 
foresight and political responsibility together with fear lead to an adaptive reaction. Nadeau and his 
colleagues (1995) claim that only the combination of threat perception and sense of hope may lead to 
perceptual change and constructive coping, as threats alone will lead to withdrawal while hope alone may 
lead to wishful thinking. The role of hope combined with fear has also appeared in Ripeness theory 
(Zartman 2000), according to which the sides in a conflict will be ready to negotiate only when, alongside 
the fear of approaching catastrophe and the perception of a mutually damaging stalemate, there is also a 
sense of hope of achieving a negotiated settlement. In order to provide a basis for this way of thinking, 
empirical studies should investigate the combined effects of messages of fear and those of hope on 
individuals in a society involved in a violent and protracted conflict. 

VI. Epilogue 
As proved in research conducted in Israel as well as in other societies involved in difficult conflicts, fear 
indeed aids in dealing with the violent reality of the conflict but, under certain conditions, it is liable to 
pose a difficult barrier, obstructing a resolution of the conflict. The persuasive power of fear messages has 
been further supported in this study, which has also indicated the awareness of the political actors of their 
ability to mobilize fear for their own needs. The ease with which fear is operated and its great effect on 
human consciousness make it an available tool to be exploited by political actors. However, discourse 
based completely or primarily on fear messages implicitly conceals a difficult moral problem. This is 
especially true with regard to a society which has been embroiled in an intractable conflict for many 
years, a conflict in which dominant fear messages, accompanied by loss of hope and a sense of despair, 
are liable to contribute to social deterioration into the darker regions. Considering these insights, it is 
possible not only to oppose and to reject the use of fear, but also to examine ways of using it moderately 
in political discourse in order to promote conditions which enable conflict resolution. 

 
  

18 
 



 

REFERENCES 
Arian, Asher. 1995. Security Threatened: Surveying Israeli Opinion on Peace and War. Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press. 

–––. 2002. Israeli Public Opinion on National Security 2002 (Memorandum No. 61, July). Tel Aviv: Tel Aviv 
University, Jaffe Center for Strategic Studies. 

–––. 2003. Israeli Public Opinion on National Security 2003 (Memorandum No. 67, October), Tel Aviv: Tel Aviv 
University. Jaffe Center for Strategic Studies. 

Bachur-Nir, Diana, and Avi Cohen. “Minister Alon: Beilin is a Collaborator; Appeals to the Police and Attorney General. 
Yediot Achronot, 14 October. (In Hebrew) 

Bar-Siman-Tov, Yaacov. 2001. Adaptation and Learning in Conflict Management, Reduction, and Resolution (Davis 
Occasional Papers no. 90). Jerusalem: The Leonard Davis Institute. 

Bar-Siman-Tov, Yaacov, and Kobi Michael. 2007. “The Israeli Disengagement Plan as a Conflict 
Management Strategy.” Pp. 261-282 in The Israeli-Palestinian Conflict: From Conflict Resolution to 
Conflict Management, ed. Y. Bar-Siman-Tov. New York: Palgrave Macmillan. 

Bar-Tal, Daniel. 2001. “Why Does Fear Override Hope in Societies Engulfed by Intractable Conflict, as it Does in the 
Israeli Society?” Political Psychology 22: 601–627. 

–––. 2007. “Sociopsychological Foundations of Intractable Conflicts.” American Behavioral Scientist 50, 
no. 11: 1430-1453. 

Bar-Tal, Daniel and Keren Sharvit. 2007. “A Psychological Earthquake of the Israeli Jewish Society: 
Changing Opinions Following the Camp David Summit and the Al Aqsa Intifada.” Pp. 169-202 in 
The Israeli-Palestinian Conflict: From Conflict Resolution to Conflict Management, ed. Y. Bar-
Siman-Tov. New York: Palgrave Macmillan. 

Beilin, Yossi. 2003. “We proved that a Settlment Can be Reached.” Yediot Achronot, 15 October. (In 
Hebrew) 

–––. 2004. “An Agreement is Better than a Withdrawl.” 
<http://www.heskem.org.il/NewsMain.asp?id=39>, accessed 1 May 2004. (In Hebrew) 

Benziman, Uzi, ed. 2006. Whose Land is it? A Quest for a Jewish-Arab Compact in Israel. Jerusalem: 
The Israel Democracy Institute. (In Hebrew) 

Ben-Dor, Gabriel, Eyal Lewin, and Daphna  Canetti. 2012. "The Social Component of National 
Resilience." Paper presented at the twelve Annual Herzliya Conference. 
<http://www.herzliyaconference.org/eng/?CategoryID=478&ArticleID=2320>, accessed 7 January 
2013. (In Hebrew) 

Ben Meir, Yehuda and Olena Bagno-Moldavsky. 2010. Vox Populi: Trends in Israeli Public Opinion on 
National Security 2004-2009 (Memorandum No. 106). Tel Aviv: Institute for National Security 
Studies. <http://cdn.www.inss.org.il.reblazecdn.net/upload/(FILE)1291193491.pdf>, accessed 7 
January 2013.  

Blight, James G. 1990. The Shattered Crystal Ball: Fear and Learning in the Cuban Missile Crisis. 
Savage, MD: Rowman and Littlefield. 

Brader, Ted. 2005. “Striking a Responsive Chord: How Political Ads Motivate and Persuade Voters by Appealing to 
Emotions.” American Journal of Political Science 49, no. 2: 388–405. 

Corradi, Juan E., Patricia Weiss Fagen, and Manuel Antonio Garretón, eds. 1992. Fear at the Edge: State Terror and 
Resistance in Latin America. Berkeley: University of California Press. 

19 
 

http://www.heskem.org.il/NewsMain.asp?id=39
http://www.herzliyaconference.org/eng/?CategoryID=478&ArticleID=2320
http://cdn.www.inss.org.il.reblazecdn.net/upload/(FILE)1291193491.pdf


 

Crawford, Neta C. 2000. “The Passion of World Politics: Propositions on Emotion and Emotional Relationships.” 
International Security 24, no. 4: 116–156. 

Darwin, Charles. [1872] 1965. The Expression of the Emotion in Man and Animals. Chicago: University of Chicago 
Press. 

de Hoog, Natascha, Wolfgang Stroebe, and John B. F. de Wit. 2007. “The Impact of Vulnerability to and Severity of a 
Health Risk on Processing and Acceptance of Fear-arousing Communications: A Meta-Analysis.” Review of 
General Psychology 11, no. 3: 258–285. 

Duckitt, John, and Kirstin Fisher. 2003. “The Impact of Social Threat on Worldview and Ideological Attitudes.” Political 
Psychology 24: 199–222. 

Geneva Initiative. n.d.a. “Questions and Answers.” <http://www.heskem.org.il/faq.asp>, accessed 1 May 
2004. (In Hebrew) 

–––. n.d.b. “About Us.” <http://www.heskem.org.il/aboute.asp>, accessed 1 May 2004. (In Hebrew) 

Glickman, Uri. 2005. “The Spokesman of  Yesha Councils has Resigned.” Maariv, 16 January. 

Gordon, Carol, and Asher Arian. 2001. “Threat and Decision Making.” Journal of Conflict Resolution 45: 196–215. 

Halperin, Eran. 2007. "The Psychology of Group-Based Hatred in Political Systems”. Ph.D. diss, The 
University of Haifa. (In Hebrew) 

–––. 2011. "Emotional Barriers to Peace: Emotions and Public Opinion of Jewish-Israelis about the Peace 
Process in the Middle East." Peace and Conflict: Journal of Peace Psychology 17: 22-45. 

Horowitz , Donald L. 2000. Ethnic Groups in Conflict. Berkeley: University of California Press. 

Huberman, Michael A., and Matthew B. Miles. 1994. “Data Management and Analysis Methods.” Pp. 428–444 in 
Handbook of Qualitative Research, eds. N. K. Denzin and Y. S. Lincoln. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage,. 

Huddy, Leonie, Stanley Feldman, Theresa Capelos, and Colin Provost. 2002. “The Consequences of Terrorism: 
Disentangling the Effects of Personal and National Threat.” Political Psychology 23, no. 3: 485–509. 

Huddy, Leonie, Stanley Feldman, and Erin Cassese. 2007. “On the Distinct Political Effects of Anxiety and 
Anger.” Pp. 202-230 in The Affect Effect: Dynamics of Emotion in Political Thinking and Behavior, 
eds. W. R. Neuman, G. E. Marcus, A. N. Crigler, and M. MacKuen. Chicago, IL: Chicago University. 

Janis, Irving L., and Leon Mann, 1977. Decision Making: A Psychological Analysis of Conflict, Choice, and 
Commitment, New York: Free Press. 

Janis, Irving L., and Seymour Feshbach. 1953. “Effects of Fear-arousing Communication.” Journal of Abnormal and 
Social Psychology 48: 78–92. 

Jarymowicz, Maria, and Daniel Bar-Tal. 2006. “The Dominance of Fear Over Hope in the Lives of Individuals and 
Collectives.” European Journal of Social Psychology 36: 367–392. 

Jost, John T., Jack Glaser, Arie W. Kruglanski, and Frank J. Sulloway. 2003. “Political Conservatism as Motivated Social 
Cognition.” Psychological Bulletin 129, no. 3: 339–375. 

Kelman, Herbert C. 2007. “Social-psychological Dimensions of International Conflicts.” Pp. 61-107 in 
Peacemaking in International Conflict: Methods & Techniques (2nd ed.), ed. I. W. Zartman. 
Washington: United States Institute of Peace. 

Klar, Yechiel, Dan Zakay, and Keren Sharvit. 2002. “‘If I Don’t Get Blown Up...’: Realism in Face of Terrorism in an 
Israeli Nationwide Sample.” Risk Decision and Policy 7: 203–219. 

Krippendorff, Klaus. 2004. Content Analysis: An Introduction to its Methodology (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

20 
 

http://www.heskem.org.il/faq.asp
http://www.heskem.org.il/aboute.asp


 

LeDoux, Joseph E., 1996. The Emotional brain: The Mysterious Underpinnings of Emotional Life. New York: 
Touchstone. 

Lerner, Jennifer S., and Dacher Keltner. 2001. “Fear, Anger and Risk.” Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology 81: 146-159. 

Maoz, Ifat, and Clark McCauley. 2009. “Psychological Correlates of Support for Compromise: A Polling Study of 
Jewish-Israeli Attitudes towards Solutions to the Israeli-Palestinian Conflict.” Political Psychology 26: 791–807. 

–––. 2005. “Threat Perceptions and Feelings as Predictors of Jewish-Israeli Support for Compromise with Palestinians.” 
Journal of Peace Research 46, no. 4: 525–539. 

Marcus, George E., W. Russell Neuman, and Michael MacKuen. 2000. Affective Intelligence and Political Judgment. 
Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

Markus, Yoel. 2004. “Breakfast with Sharon.” Haaretz, 6 February. (In Hebrew) 

Marmur, Galit, and Gabi Weimann. 2001. “Emotional Appeal in Election Campaigns in Israel”. Politika 
7: 63-77. (In Hebrew) 

Mcdoom, Omar S. 2012. "The Psychology of Threat in Intergroup Conflict: Emotions, Rationality, and 
Opportunity in the Rwandan Genocide." International Security 37 no. 2: 119-155. 

Nadeau, Richard, Richard G. Niemi, and Timothy Amato. 1995. “Emotions, Issue Importance, and Political Learning.” 
American Journal of Political Science 39 no. 3: 558–574. 

Öhman, Arne. 2008. “Fear and Anxiety: Overlaps and Dissociations.” Pp. 709–729 in Handbook of Emotions (3rd ed.), 
eds. M. Lewis, J. M. Haviland-Jones and L. Feldman Barrett. New York: The Guilford Press. 

Paez, Dario. 2006. "Emotional Responses and Attitudes to the Peace Talks with E.T.A.". Unpublished. 

Peace Index project is conducted by The Tami Steinmetz Center for Peace Research at Tel- Aviv University. The data 
appear on the Tami Steinmetz Center's web site at www.tau.ac.il/peace. 

Petersen, Roger Dale. 2002. Understanding Ethnic Violence: Fear, Hatred, and Resentment in Twentieth Century 
Eastern Europe. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.  

Rogers, Ronald W. 1975. “A Protection Motivation Theory of Fear Appeals and Attitude Change.” The Journal of 
Psychology 91: 93–114. 

Roseman, Ira J., Ann Aliki Antoniou, and Paul E. Jose. 1996. “Appraisal Determinants of Emotions: Constructing a 
More Accurate and Comprehensive Theory.” Cognition and Emotion 10 no. 3: 241–277. 

Rosler, N. 2012. "Peace Processes: Characteristics and Challenges." Paper presented at the twenty-eighth 
annual Meeting of the Association for Israel Studies. 

Ross, Marc Howard. 2007. Cultural Contestation in Ethnic Conflict. Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press. 

Roth, Anat. 2005. The Secret of Power: Yesha Council and its Struggles against the Separation Fence 
and the Disengagement Plan. Jerusalem: The Israel Democracy Institute. (In Hebrew) 

Rothchild, Donald, and David A. Lake. 1998. “Containing Fear: The Management of Transnational 
Ethnic Conflict.” Pp. 203-226 in The International Spread of Ethnic Conflict: Fear, Diffusion, and 
Escalation, eds. D. A. Lake, and D. Rothchild. Princeton: Princeton University Press. 

Scruton, David L. 1986. “The Anthropology of an Emotion.” Pp. 7-50 in Sociophobics: The Anthropology of Fear, ed. 
D. L. Scruton. Boulder: Westview Press. 

Shalom, Silvan. 2004. “The Foreign Minister’s Announcement regarding the Disengagement Plan of the 
Prime Minister, 19.4.04.” 

21 
 

http://www.tau.ac.il/peace


 

<http://www.mfa.gov.il/MFAHeb/Foreign+Minister/Interviews+and+speeches/statement%20by%20s
ilvan%20shalom%20190404>, accessed 1 May 2004. (In Hebrew) 

Shamir, Jacob, and Michal Shamir. 2000. The Anatomy of Public Opinion. Ann Arbor: The University of Michigan 
Press. 

Sharon, Ariel. 2003. “Shraon’s speech in the Herzliya Conference.” Haaretz, 19 December. (In Hebrew) 

Smith, Craig A. and Pheobe C. Ellsworth. 1985. “Patterns of Cognitive Appraisal in Emotions.” Journal of Personality 
and Social Psychology 48 no. 4: 813–838. 

Spanovic, Marija, Lickel, Brian, Denson, Thomas F., and Nebojsa Petrovic. 2010. "Fear and anger as 
predictors of motivation for intergroup aggression: Evidence from Serbia and Republika Srpska." 
Group Processes & Intergroup Relations 13: 725-739. 

Stephan, Walter S., and Cookie White Stephan. 2000. “An Integrated Threat Theory of Prejudice.” Pp. 23-45 in Reducing 
Prejudice and Discrimination, ed. S. Oskamp. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum. 

Torgovnik, Efraim. 2000. “Strategies under a New Electoral System: The Labor Party in the 1996 Israeli Elections.” 
Party Politics 6: 95–106. 

Waltz, Kenneth N. 1979. Theory of International Politics. New York: Random House. 

Weimann, Gabriel, and Gadi Wolfsfeld. 2002. “Struggles over the Electoral Agenda: The Elections of 
1996 and 1999.” Pp. 269-288 in The Elections in Israel, 1999, eds. A. Arian, and M. Shamir. Albany, 
N.Y: State University of New York Press. 

Yesha Council. 2003. “Israel is assisting to maintain the infrastructure of the Palestinian Terror”. 
Proposition paper, 30 July. (In Hebrew) 

–––. 2004. “Enough of the Silence of the Lambs.” Hazofe, 15 March. (In Hebrew) 

Zakay, Dan, Yechiel Klar, and Keren Sharvit. 2002. “Jewish Israelis on the ‘Right of Return’: Growing Awareness of 
the Issue’s Importance.” Palestine-Israel Journal 9: 58–66. 

Zartman, I. William. 2000. “Ripeness: The Hurting Stalemate and Beyond.” Pp. 225-250 in International Conflict 
Resolution after the Cold War, eds. P. C. Stern and D. Druckman. Washington: National Academy Press. 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

22 
 

http://www.mfa.gov.il/MFAHeb/Foreign+Minister/Interviews+and+speeches/statement%20by%20silvan%20shalom%20190404
http://www.mfa.gov.il/MFAHeb/Foreign+Minister/Interviews+and+speeches/statement%20by%20silvan%20shalom%20190404
http://politics.huji.ac.il/gadiwolfsfeld/pdf/Struggles%20over%20the%20Electoral%20Agenda.pdf
http://politics.huji.ac.il/gadiwolfsfeld/pdf/Struggles%20over%20the%20Electoral%20Agenda.pdf


 

Appendix 

Table 1: Frequency of threat categories in the documents 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The rightwing 
program for 

maintaining the 
settlements in the 

occupied territories 

The unilateral 
program of the 

center 

 

The leftwing 
program for a 
comprehensive 

settlement 
 

%90  %100  %84  Security threat 

%22  %20  %70  
Threat to 
Israel's Jewish 
existence 

%15  %4  %32  

Threat to 
Israel's 
democratic-
moral 
character 

%27  %36  %5  

Threats to 
Israel's 
international 
status 

%27  %20  %30  

Threat to the 
well being of 
the Israeli 
nation and its 
society 

%10  %20  %8  Economic 
threat 

%29  %52  %27  

Threat of 
undesirable 
results for 
Israel in 
negotiations 

%59  %28  %3  
Threat of loss 
of territorial 
resources 

%14  %4  –– Threat to 
world Jewry 

%5  %12  %14  General threat 
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Diagram 1: The dominance of fear messages in the documents 
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