
Hysteron-Proteron  At  The
Times: Leo Rennert On What Is
Placed First, What Last, By
Judi Rudoren
Indefatigable Leo Rennert does not give up. He keeps trying
and trying to make the Times and the Post see the bias — they
don’t have to own up to it, they merely have to cut it out —
of their coverage of Israel. Sometimes he focusses on facts
left  out,  or  facts  so  distorted  as  to  be  unrecognizable.
Sometimes it’s a question of word-choice. And here it is what
Judi Rudoren, the Times’ correspondent in Israel, puts at the
beginning of her piece and what she places much farther down,
toward the end. And this placement has its effect.

When I described him as “indefatigable” I meant that as praise
— praise for his mental stamina. And I know, as does he, how
the objects of his analysis simply use that tirelessness,
those constant corrections, as evidence, in their view, that
he is simply some kind of crazy old pro-Israel coot whom they
can ignore. But they can’t dismiss him, or shouldn’t. What he
says about their coverage is piercing and true, and remains so
despite the amount of letter-writing and correction that he
offers. That’s testimony to his stamina, and not evidence — as
those  shallow  laughing  Times  editors  seem  to  think,  of  a
nitpicking, never-satisfied, Israel-defender who need not be
heeded. What has he ever pointed out that was wrong? What
complaints has he made that were not fully justified?
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http://In its June 12th print edition, the New York Times runs an article by Jerusalem bureau chief Jodi Rudoren about an Israeli report, which clears the IDF of criminal tactics leading to civilian deaths during last year’s Gaza war (“Israeli Report Backs Tactics By Military In Gaza War” page A10). High up in her article, in fact in the second paragraph, Rudoren writes that the report by Israel’s Military Advocate concludes that no criminal charges or disciplinary action would be taken against those involved in airstrikes that killed four young cousins as they played on a Gaza City beachfront, “an episode that spurred worldwide condemnation.” But while Rudoren puts Israel in the dock with this incident, she takes her sweet time to give readers a more complete picture, including indications of how these children became casualties in Israel’s war with terrorist groups that had fired thousands of rockets on civilian towns in southern Israel. To get an inkling of what exactly happened, Times readers must wait until the eighth paragraph, which dwells on how the drafters of the report interviewed large numbers of soldiers and officers “involved in the planning and execution of the attack.” Yet, while readers now get an inkling about the report’s authors’ diligence in tracking down witnesses, Rudoren still holds up telling readers why the Israeli military chose this particular target. It is not until the ninth paragraph that she finally drips in with a bit of indication of how this target came to be chosen – “The military said the airstrike targeted a compound where naval forces linked to Hamas, the Islamist group that dominates Gaza, had gathered to prepare for ‘military activity’ and that a container of military supplies inside it had been hit by Israel the day before the deadly attack.” Still, there’s more to the picture. For that, readers must turn to the 10th paragraph, which finally addresses how and why those four children came to be in the wrong time and in the wrong place. Here is Rudoren’s 10th paragraph in toto: “Aerical surveillance identified a number of figures entering the compound at a running pace,”.the report says. “‘It should be stressed that the figures were not identified at any point during the incident as children.’ It later uses the word ‘tragically’ to describe the outcome, and says, ‘it would not have been possible for the operational entities involved to have identified these figures, via aerial surveillance, as children.” And there you have it – how the NY Times and Rudoren manage to skew a piece by highlighting the tragic deaths of four Gaza children during last year’s war, but waiting their sweet time before letting readers know that aerial surveillance couldn’t possibly have pinpointed four moving potential targets as children around a military compound. Since Rudoren attaches great importance to this incident – “an episode that spurred worldwide condemnation” – by giving it second paragraph position, it behooved her to give readers Israel’s explanation no later than the third paragraph – not to let them wait until the 10th paragraph to finally remove the veil of secrecy that Israel’s aerial surveillance in selecting targets was not capable of discerning a precise presence of children. In handling Israel’s side of the story, it’s back-of-the-bus treatment in the pages of the Times. Rudoren and the Times might argue that a full picture of this incident can be gleaned from her article – if readers plow all the way through to the 10th paragraph. Which is, of course, exactly how she shapes her anti-Israel bias –giving major prominence high up in her article to a loss of four children in an incident prompting “worldwide condemnation,” while hiding much farther down Israel’s explanation of how and why this tragedy occurred.

