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CHAPTER III
LOOKING THROUGH LANDSCAPE
We encounter landscape more or less incidentally; it is there as a
background to what we do. For much of the time we are barely
conscious of it.… Every now and then it impinges on our conscious
mind, but few of us have occasion to stop and ask serious, fundamental
questions about it.
-- Jay Appleton, The Experience of Landscape (5)
On 8 April 2009, an image accompanied a Haaretz newspaper article, illustrating the
location of nature-reserve sites that would be open to the public during the Passover
holidays (Rinat, figure 3.1). The sites are usually available only for military use, such
as target or navigation practices, although most of them can be visited partially during
weekends. The image displays a map of Israel, marked with uncaptioned green and
grey lines, which delineate the borders of the Gaza strip, the Golan Heights, and the
West Bank, and six locations of nature-reserve sites, accompanied by landscape
images, such as a desert view, a fortress on the sea shore, and a snow-covered
mountain. A caption offers succinct information on how to reach each location.
Nothing in the photographs indicates anything but open spaces available for
outdoor hikes and picnics, and the contours of the military zones within which these
sites are located remain unspecified. The related article explains this lack of
information when it warns prospective visitors that the contours of active military
zones change constantly, and that they should coordinate their visit with the
information center of the Society for the Protection of Nature in Israel (SPNI),
responsible for coordinating with army officials (Rinat). The general relation of
military to civil space thus remains blurred, in text and image alike. Since the
travelling sites are spread all over the map, that vagueness leads to a sense of
ubiquity, a military omnipresence that is critiqued in the text of the article, but not in
the image, in which a militarized space is visualized through the idiom of romantic
landscape.
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Figure 3.1. Map of military training areas open for hikes on Passover holidays. Haaretz 8 April 2009.

In this chapter, I explore two aspects of military landscape imagery that are
borne out in Rinat’s article and its illustration. On the one hand, I look at the
naturalized coalescence of military and civilian spaces as a case in point of civilian
militarism. On the other, I am interested in how this coalescence is represented,
circulated, and critiqued in and through landscape painting and photography.
Following previous chapters, here, too, I am interested in civilian militarism as an
intangible social frame. Landscape shares with civilian militarism an inherent
intangibility, being both the subject of our vision and the thing within which we exist;
being neither foreground nor background, center nor periphery, but rather a “a kind of
backcloth to the whole stage of human activity” (Appleton 2, DeLue 10–11). James
Elkins defines landscape as “something we inhabit without being different from it: we
are in it, and we are it” (“Writing” 69).74 Hence, my focus on military landscapes
offers the opportunity to examine a social phenomenon and an aesthetic one that both
pertain to frames of vision and knowledge.

74

Similar descriptions of landscape as simultaneously elusive and omnipresent can be found in, for
example, Casey and, earlier, Appleton.
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Landscape imagery in Israeli painting and photography went through several
phases throughout its short history, ranging from biblical landscapes in the late
nineteenth century, idyllic Zionist landscapes in the early twentieth century, photojournalistic landscapes in the 1930s, and abstract impressions of landscape imagery in
the 1950s.75 Since the 1970s, the archive of Israeli art includes a critical perspective in
addition to traditional and idealized landscape images, whether in direct relation to
militarism, or in relation to capitalism, nationalism, environmentalism, or religious
mythology (Raz, “Nothing” 16–17, 41). Certain paintings and photographs are more
poignant than others, attesting to the critical tendency in contemporary Israeli
landscape art, mirrored by the growing number of exhibitions on the topic.76 In this
chapter I investigate only a small sample of the works and focus on a few case studies
in order to examine what insights landscape may offer with regard to the cultural
condition of civilian militarism.
Landscape has been the object of study of various disciplines, including art
history, geography, architecture, cultural studies, and philosophy. There is no
generally accepted theoretical basis for the aesthetic of landscape that encompasses all
its trajectories (Appleton vii). While the following analysis deals with artworks
specifically, I follow W. J. T. Mitchell’s understanding of landscape as a medium, as
a “way of seeing,” which frames vision within an extensive network of cultural codes
both inside and outside the realm of art proper (Mitchell, Landscape).77 In the first
part of this chapter I explore landscape-as-medium in relation to the effacement – and
possible exposure – of ideology. I follow with a visual analysis of the mixed-media
work tso˘ob´ä by Larry Abramson, which underscores the potential involved in
critically engaging with landscape in the Israeli context. Next, I discuss sociological
and geographical studies of military landscapes in Israel, and introduce two projects
by Meir Gal that highlight the ubiquity of the phenomenon, as well as show how that
ubiquity is lived in space. In the final section of this chapter I analyze the aesthetics of
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For historical overviews of landscape photography, painting and sculpture in Israel dating back to
pre-Israeli Jewish Palestine, see, for example, Raz, “Nothing”; R. Oren; Ayal; Manor, “View”; and
Ofrat, “What” 26–47.
76
Surveys of contemporary approaches in Israeli landscape painting and photography can be found in,
for example, Maor, Raz, “Nothing,” and Rosen. A partial list of exhibitions on the topic includes
Landsc®ape: Matrixes of Representation (curator: Sigal Barkai), Petach-Tikva Museum of Art, 2009;
A Point of View (curator: Ellen Ginton), Tel Aviv Museum of Art, 2004; and the pair Our Landscape:
Notes on Landscape Painting in Israel (curator: Avishay Ayal) and Framed Landscape: A Comment on
Landscape Photograph (curator: Guy Raz), both at the Art Gallery of Haifa University in 2004.
77
The term “way of seeing” in this context was brought into wide currency by Berger.
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the Necropolis photographic series, by Roi Kuper and Gilad Ophir, to pinpoint the
potentials and pitfalls of landscape imagery in relation to civilian militarism.78

The Landscape Way of Seeing
In his well-known collection of essays Landscape and Power (2002), W. J. T.
Mitchell establishes a compelling connection between landscape in art and other
fields, including political and cultural geography.79 Mitchell emphasizes that the
subject-matter of landscape paintings – that is, land itself, perceived as landscape – is
always already a representation in its own right, full of symbolism (14). Categories
such as the picturesque, sublime, heroic, or pastoral apply to landscapes that are
experienced outdoors just as much as they do to landscapes that are experienced
through an artwork. The way we are prompted to look at landscape in open space is
no different than the way we look at a painting. Consequently, Mitchell argues that
landscape should be regarded as a medium rather than a genre: its aspects and effects
transgress art history, and are also the proper subject matter of geography,
anthropology, sociology, and the like (Mitchell, Landscape 14–18).80
The constitutive interdisciplinarity of landscape is established also in the
writings of cultural geographers, notably Stephen Daniels and Dennis E. Cosgrove.
Correlatively, Cosgrove and Daniels include art history in their definition of
landscape, whether situated in a park, a painting, or a poem, as “a cultural image, a
pictorial way of representing, structuring, or symbolizing surroundings” (Cosgrove
and Daniels 1). Daniels defines landscape imagery not so much as a distraction from
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Other projects that will not be discussed further in this study, though they, too, could shed light on
the operation of militarism’s landscapes, include Yanay Toister’s Visible Color (2005), Guy Raz’s
Roadblock Project (1992–2006), Yaron Leshem’s “Village” from the Panoramas series (2004), and
Orit Ishay’s Public Domain (2009, see R. Sela, “Mechanisms”).
79
The edited volume includes various entries by Mitchell: a preface to the second edition (vii–xii) and
an introduction to the volume (1–4), as well as the essays “Imperial Landscape” (5–34) and “Holy
Landscape: Israel, Palestine and the American Wilderness” (261–90).
80
Mitchell introduces this argument in an earlier article, where he maintains that the confinement of
landscape to the art-historical genre is not only lacking, but actually misleading. In this article Mitchell
reads Ernst Gombrich’s apparently apolitical (and strictly art-historical) approach to landscape, to show
how it takes part in the way that the Western-imperial tradition looks at and frames landscapes
(“Gombrich”). Petra Halkes takes the argument further and outlines the ways in which historical
Western landscape paintings have not only participated in, but actually helped to shape modernity’s
views of nature. For an interdisciplinary introduction to the history of landscape representation in
Western art see Andrews.
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social and political issues, but rather as a mode of knowledge and social engagement;
Cosgrove locates the origins of landscape in the technologies of vision and
representation that go back to linear perspective in Renaissance Italy (Daniels;
Cosgrove, “Introduction,” 24). Both have also conducted studies of landscape
representations in renowned works of art and literature (Daniels and Cosgrove). Thus,
for Daniels, Cosgrove, and Mitchell, landscape indexes a way of seeing that relates to
images as such as much as it does to the way in which those images are constructed
and framed in the first place.81
Landscape, defined as a medium for a way of seeing – a frame of vision, if
you will – is inherently cultural and ideological in that it prescribes a way of
understanding one’s surroundings. What is more, according to the studies mentioned
above, “landscape” is especially conducive to imperial and national ideologies.
Cosgrove argues that landscape constitutes a visual ideology insofar as it presents a
partial worldview, which is seen and understood from the position of those who own
the land (“Prospect” 47). Therefore, the history of landscape has to be understood as
part of the way “through which identifiable social groups historically have framed
themselves and their relations both with the land and with other human groups”
(“Introduction” 20). Cosgrove locates the ideological aspect of landscape in the
harmonizing of social and environmental relations through seemingly disinterested
visual pleasure. The landscape way of seeing involves an apparent detachment from
the land, which actually conceals a sense of desire that directs our vision
(“Introduction” 25, 28).82
Mitchell, too, understands landscape as an instrument of power. That power is
twofold, and resides both in the way landscapes represent artificial worlds as if they
were simply given and inevitable, and in the way landscapes interpellate their
beholders in relation to this given-ness (Landscape 1). The semiotic features of
81

Other cultural geographers who attend to landscape imagery include Edward Casey, who argues that
“to be a landscape is to be a place already on the road to representation: at the very least, it is to be the
more or less coherent setting of an embodied point of view,” and Peter Howard, who defines landscape
paintings as “excellent clues to the ways in which places are perceived” (Casey xv; Howard 1).
Alternately, Ernst van Alphen defines the realm of landscape paintings as that where artists explore the
lived space between the viewer and the image (Art 84). The pioneering works of John Berger (Ways of
Seeing) and Raymond Williams (The Country and the City), which examine landscape representations
as part of social and political constructions, have inspired many studies on the social implications
inherent to landscape (Mitchell, Landscape 15; Cosgrove and Daniels 7; Rose 89; Smith 81; Said,
“Invention” 182).
82
Jonathan Smith, too, defines landscape as complicit with the social pretentions of privileged persons
and groups (78). For a feminist analysis of landscape theory see Rose (86–112).
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landscape allow it to be framed simultaneously as “natural” and “ideal” in ways that
erase signs of its construction. This makes it tailor-made for the discourse of
imperialism, which attempts to frame its expansion of and control over space as the
inevitable progress of history (Landscape 16–17).83
According to Mitchell, “ignorance, a certain kind of willful unknowing, is
central to the concept of landscape” (Landscape 265). The surface of landscape can
open up to selective memories and self-serving myths, as well as enhance selective
forgetting (Landscape 263). Israeli landscape is an exemplary case of a space that is
ideologically constructed, both geographically and culturally, as the exclusive
homeland for the Jewish people. It is in construct struggle with a contradictory
understanding of the same space as Palestine, the geographical and cultural land of the
Palestinian people. The two spaces – Israel and Palestine – overlap and intertwine,
while the ideologies pertaining to these landscapes clash and contradict each other.
When discussing Israeli landscapes, Mitchell refers to them as “central to the national
imaginary, a part of daily life that imprints public, collective fantasies on places and
scenes” (Landscape 27–28). Signs of war, excavations, and displacement, everywhere
to be found in the land that is “a palimpsest of scar tissue,” are appropriated into the
national narrative or otherwise ignored (Mitchell, Landscape 20, 27).84
Indeed, the project of early Zionism included the double reframing of the
landscape of Israel. On the one hand, contemporary Palestine was viewed as an empty
space that needed to be conquered and cultivated, typified by the phrase “a land
without a people for a people without a land,” and that was visualized through
pastoral desert imagery.85 On the other, Israel was defined in messianic terms as the
place that belongs to the Jewish people by right of ancient ownership, a tale that was

83

A partial list of additional studies that support the notion of landscape as a medium that conveys and
supports ideologies in general, and national ideologies in particular, include Schama; Godlewska and
Smith; Hooson; Rosenthal; Daniels; and Miller.
84
Studies of the political landscape of Palestine, and of the struggles between Israeli and Palestinian
landscapes and memories, include Bardenstein (“Trees,” “Threads”), Said (Question, Last Sky,
“Invention”), and Mitchell (Landscape 261–90). In this study I focus on the Israeli eye, and on the way
that Israeli landscapes are constructed in military terms.
85
The phrase is often quoted as part of early Zionist literary history, but its history has been widely
disputed. Regardless of its true origins, it does typify a certain mind-frame, which can be detected in
many writings and images of the time. For two opposing treatments of the phrase see Said (Question)
and Garfinkle.
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enhanced through referrals to historical sites such as Masada, with its palaces and
fortifications.86
The selective historical remembrance of past Jewish dwelling, combined with
the selective geographical blindness to the presence of Palestinian abodes, was partly
maintained through the visual arts. Landscape photographs from the beginning of the
twentieth century were commissioned by Zionist funds (e.g., the Jewish National
Fund, the Keren Hayesod Foundation Fund) in order to display a Zionist utopia in a
form encompassing agricultural idyll, small-town urbanism, and the development of
empty space (Raz, “Nothing” 40; R. Oren 186). During Israel’s early years, when
there was a decrease in demand for propaganda photographs, landscape photographers
were employed by postcard companies, and continued to produce idyllic images of
the landscape of the new state (Raz, “Nothing” 37–38). The landscape paintings from
the first half of the twentieth century had less overt connections with the Zionist
project than their sister art in their display of idyllic and picturesque sceneries for their
Orientalist and Messianic themes (Ofrat, “What” 26–28; Manor, “View” 115–19). Yet
they too supported the rising ideology to the extent that their romantic and naïve
vistas strengthened the connection between the “New Jew” and his environment,
obliterating the violence that was written on the land.87
According to Mitchell, landscape might not be the most immediate frame with
which one might undermine a nation’s basic premises (Landscape 29). On the
contrary, when approaching the medium, one must be alert to the ways in which it
“serves as an aesthetic alibi for conquest, a way of naturalizing imperial expansion
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The ideological aspects of Israel’s landscapes have been extensively researched. A partial list
includes Maoz Azaryahu and Aharon Kellerman, who discuss the evocation of ancient history in
symbolic locations such as Massada and Modiín, and Carol Bardenstein (”Threads”), who analyzes the
planting of forests that were officially supposed to “make the desert bloom,” and unofficially helped to
cover up traces of deserted Palestinian villages. Meron Benvenisti reviews the construction of the
Zionist geographical history of Israel and examines, among other things, the significance of renaming
geographical sites, and Derek Gregory surveys the (past and present) political significance of Jewish
settlements across Israel and the occupied territories. Finally, Maoz Azaryahu and Arnon Golan
introduce the term “homelandscapes” to examine how Zionist landscapes are constituted within Israeli
geography.
87
Dalia Manor stresses that early landscape paintings were not made to be Zionist propaganda. She
argues that while landscape artists were indeed followers of Zionism, in their paintings they avoided
obvious Zionist themes and locations in favor of religious or oriental ones (“View” 113–33). Yet, her
analysis does not refute the notion that the portrayed vistas ended up supporting the tenets of Zionism
nonetheless, in their emphasis on the Jewish past of the land and in their portrayal of Arab figures as an
integral part of the landscape rather than its inhabitants (115, 125).
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and even making it look disinterested in a Kantian sense” (266). Since landscape is a
tool through which the violence of imperialism is naturalized,
[t]he appreciation of landscape as an aesthetic object cannot be an occasion for
complacency or untroubled contemplation; rather, it must be the focus of a
historical, political, and (yes) aesthetic alertness to the violence and evil
written on the land, projected there by the gazing eye. (29–30)
The untroubled contemplation of landscape that Mitchell warns against is no longer
common in the academic discourse, but it continues to prevail in popular,
conventional landscape paintings and photography (Halkes 8, 145). Surprisingly, the
critical potential that Mitchell advocates, the kind of alertness to landscape’s
complicity, lies in the medium itself, within its ability to act as background, to
“exceed the sum of its individual parts by virtue of encompassing them” (Casey 6–7).
For, regardless of its support of a seemingly disinterested visual pleasure, landscape
includes the viewer within its frame. That viewer, in turn, may choose to look back:
not at the scene that unfolds in front of her, but at the frame that constructs it.
Following Van Alphen, this aspect of landscape allows artists to conduct selfreflexive exploration of the space between viewer and image. By seducing the viewer
to merge into the depicted space, landscape paintings include their beholders’ lived
space as one of the dimensions of the space of representation, and thus foreground the
act of beholding as a bodily activity that is determined by its specific situated-ness
(Van Alphen, Art 72, 84, 90).88
From this perspective, the legacy of landscape may just as well provide “a
continued engagement, in the context of the visible, with that which is contingently
excluded from the possibility of being seen and represented” (Harrison 234). For the
invitation to look at the landscape, according to Mitchell, is
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Van Alphen’s conceptualization of landscape foregrounds the way in which it seduces the viewer
into the image (Art 75). As such, it seems to contradict Mitchell’s description of landscape’s distancing
effects. Yet, to my mind, the viewer’s immersion in landscape’s representational space does not
necessarily contradict her detachment from that land’s lived politics. Furthermore, the two studies seem
to correspond in the potential they see in landscape’s ability to engender contemplation regarding the
viewer’s lived space (Van Alphen) or her ways of looking (Mitchell).
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an invitation not to look at any specific thing, but to ignore all particulars in
favor of an appreciation of a total gestalt, a vista or scene that may be
dominated by some specific feature, but is not simply reducible to that
feature.… The invitation to look at a view is thus a suggestion to look at
nothing – or more precisely, to look at looking itself – to engage in a kind of
conscious apperception of space as it unfolds itself in a particular place.
(Landscape vii–viii)
For Mitchell, the abstracting tendency of landscape, its “mandate to withdraw,”
enables it to situate its viewers in a safe perspective that resists the moral claims made
by the scene (viii). But the quote above suggests a critical potential that resides
precisely in landscape’s distancing capability. It may be turned against the grain and
used to survey the medium rather than the image. True, it might not be possible to
detach one’s looking from the frames that construct what one sees as what one
expects to perceive (DeLue 10). This conundrum of “our inability to see what we see”
has already been introduced and elaborated in the previous chapters, and seems no
less relevant for the case at hand. Nonetheless, since looking at landscape is to some
extent an invitation to “look at looking itself,” or, in Van Alphen’s terms, to explore
the space between the viewer and the image, images of landscape may engage with
the frames of vision that surround their viewers. Thus, landscape may be fit for
projects that wish to look at the act of framing rather than at framed content; that
attempt to pinpoint the codes that enable the visualization of the image to begin
with.89

Tracing Erasure: tso˘ob´ä and Zionist Scopic Regimes
A model for the aesthetic alertness that Mitchell advocates, which corresponds to his
understanding of landscape as the incorporation of setting, scene, and sight, can be
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Petra Halkes makes a corresponding claim for “landscape paintings that are about landscape
paintings,” where the hidden codes of the genre are revealed by the self-reflective attitude of the works
(9, emphasis in text). That attitude emphasizes the viewer’s embodied existence within nature as well
as within the exhibition space, and allows the act of representing landscape and the (always frustrated)
desire to give shape to a natural view of nature take center stage over the nature that is represented (916).
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found in the oeuvre of Larry Abramson, notably in the installation tso˘ob´ä from
1993–94.90 If, following Mitchell, the invitation to look at a landscape is a suggestion
to look at looking itself (Landscape vii), then Abramson’s project is an invitation to
consider a mode of looking that has constructed an exclusive Israeli gaze at the
expense of competing narratives.
tso˘ob´ä is composed of seventy-six blurred landscape images, half on canvas
and half on newspaper sheets, as well as thirteen hyperrealist paintings of branches
and uprooted plants taken from the site (e.g., figures 3.2–3.4). The blurred images that
make up the lion’s share of tso˘ob´ä are all paintings based on a single photograph
which is not included in the exhibit. This is an image of the landscape of what today is
the Israeli kibbutz Tsuba but was, until 1948, the site of the Palestinian village Suba.
After rendering each painting as realistically as possible in his studio, Abramson
pressed a sheet of newspaper onto the wet oil surface and thus created two abstract
images: the “ruined” canvas, and the traces on the newspaper sheet. Additionally,
samples of flora collected at the site were taken to the studio and depicted in
hyperrealist style, without further “abstracting” treatments.
The name tso˘ob´ä refers to a well-known series of paintings by the established artist
Josef Zaritsky, known as “The Tsuba Watercolors,” which were painted between
1970 and 1985. Zaritsky was the leader of the art group New Horizons. Established in
1948, this group was the dominant art movement in the early days of Israel, and it
advanced abstraction as the progressive artistic form of the time (Abramson 281).91
Zaritsky’s daily outdoor studies of the Tsuba landscape became legendary in Israeli
art historiography. His semi-abstract landscapes were seen as the crowning
contribution to Israeli modernism and became a reference point for younger
generations of painters, a touchstone for a local tradition of painting (Tamir;
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tso˘ob´ä ´ä was originally displayed at Hakibbutz Gallery in Tel Aviv in 1995 (curator: Tali Tamir),
and then reconstructed for Abramson’s retrospective exhibition at the Tel Aviv Museum in fall 2010
(curator: Ellen Ginton). Abramson and Mitchell have been engaged in a theoretical and aesthetic
dialogue regarding landscape throughout the last decade, and Mitchell has also recently contributed an
article to Abramson’s latest catalogue, offering a political interpretation of his work as a “bi-national
allegory” (Mitchell, “Bi-National”). Yet while tso˘ob´ä might appear to be a direct visual reference to
Mitchell’s work, it was created before the first encounter between the two men, and before Abramson
was aware of Mitchell’s writings (Abramson). For a comprehensive analysis of Abramson’s oeuvre,
which points to key images that repeat in tso˘ob´ä and other series and constitute a specifically
Abramsonian visual genealogy see Ankori, “Larry Abramson.”
91
For detailed studies of Zaritsky’s work see, for example, Omer as well as Yariv. For an analysis of
Zaritsky’s influential position in the Israeli art world see Manor, ”Zaritsky,” and for a historical
overview of New Horizons see Tammuz 151–211 and Zalmona 163–95.
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Figure 3.2. Larry Abramson, from tso˘ob´ä, 1993-1994.
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Figure 3.3. Larry Abramson, from tso˘ob´ä, 1993-1994.

Figure 3.4. Larry Abramson, from tso˘ob´ä, 1993-1994.
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Abramson 280–81). The area depicted in Zaritsky’s watercolors (as well as in
Abramson’s oil paintings), which surrounds the present Israeli kibbutz Tsuba,
includes the archeological site of Tel-Tsuba, attesting to ancient Jewish, Muslim, and
Christian settlements dating as far back as the Hellenistic and Roman periods. The
place is also speckled with ruins of the Palestinian village Suba, which was
depopulated in 1948, although signposts at the site omit mention of this part of the
land’s history (Tamir; Mitchell, Landscape 281). The abstract aesthetics that Zaritsky
and his contemporaries developed in the fifties present a general impression of the
Tsuba landscape and do not disclose details of its intricate history in general, nor of its
Palestinian history in particular.
Zaritsky’s lyrical watercolors have mostly been understood in apolitical terms,
such as their origin in the artist’s love for the local landscape and his lifelong passion
for the dazzling local light. Abramson’s tso˘ob´ä installation points with aesthetic
alertness (to use Mitchell’s term) to the double erasure at the basis of Zaritsky’s
paintings. For Abramson, the Tsuba Watercolors are emblems of what he terms “the
art of camouflage,” a Zionist scopic regime that, through the language of abstraction,
permitted Israelis to be at once Zionist and modern, to be blind to the morally
challenging reality of Palestinian expulsion … while remaining progressive
members of the universal community of modernism. (Abramson 281)
Abramson’s tso˘ob´ä converses with Zaritsky on various levels. Its style results from
a work process that challenges the pure gaze. While Zaritsky painted outdoors,
Abramson worked solely in the studio. The gradual withdrawal involved in his move
from photography to realist painting to abstract newspaper prints underscores
processes of selective remembering and forgetting that are inherent to Zaritsky’s
abstract style.92 It also stresses the complicity of landscape more generally, making
visible its “mandate to withdraw” as what allows specific memories and myths to
prevail (Mitchell, Landscape viii).
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In the series Yechiam from 2008–09 Abramson refers to yet another series of paintings by Zaritsky
which bears the same name, and which too references an Israeli kibbutz where Zaritsky used to paint
outdoors. In this series, however, Abramson investigates Zaritsky’s ways of seeing rather than his blind
spots (Ankori, “Larry Abramson” 397–94).
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The employment of newspapers especially underscores the socio-political
dimension of the installation. It ascribes the act of abstraction to a social rather than
artistic medium, and thus undermines the notion of painting as a pure artistic practice
that is free from worldly affairs. In addition, by covering newspaper items in
landscape imagery, tso˘ob´ä points to the way in which the newspaper, as a collection
of specific stories on current affairs, is itself an omnipresent and elusive framing
device. In tso˘ob´ä, the medium of the newspaper erases details and makes things
harder to see. Its juxtaposition with trompe-l’oeil aesthetics, which are as deceptive as
they are informative, puts the entire array of visual imagery under suspicion (figures
3.5, 3.6).
In any direction, tso˘ob´ä refuses to display a singular perspective: its seriality,
its multiple mediums (oil on canvas, impression on newspaper), practices (picturemaking, picture-destruction), and aesthetics (realism, abstraction, hyperrealism), all
approach the same view without offering a final impression. tso˘ob´ä’s array of forms
problematizes the act seeing as being bound a priori to a specific form of “semantics
of consciousness” (Tamir). The installation’s phonetic title, tso˘ob´ä, encompasses the
work’s trajectory as it refuses to choose between Israeli Tsuba, Palestinian Suba,
archeological Tel-Tsuba, and biblical Tzova, attesting to the impossibility of referring
to a place without being semantically, culturally, and politically biased towards one
narrative or another. Thus, the installation refers to pictorial modes just as much as it
does to the landscape that is represented: it criticizes the processes of artistic and
political vision, and exposes both as already constructed, in the case of Tsuba, in
national terms.
Most importantly for our case here, tso˘ob´ä underscores that in order to break
the complicity between landscape and power it is necessary to reflectively engage
with the medium of landscape as well as with its history as an art historical genre.93
The politics of vision in tso˘ob´ä are analyzed not only through a return to a known
landscape, but also through a return to a known representation of that landscape; the
installation thus strips the landscape view of Tsuba, whether seen or painted, of its
deceptive innocence, mimicking the gesture that has thus far helped to maintain that
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Mitchell makes a corresponding argument (“Gombrich” 115). See also Halkes, especially ch. 1.
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Figures 3.5, 3.6. Larry Abramson, tso˘ob´ä, 1993-1994. Gallery view.
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deception.94 As a result, the processes of seeing, depicting, knowing, and representing
the land are questioned and complicated in step with a renewed engagement with the
place that is represented.
The specific insight that tso˘ob´ä offers with regard to Mitchell’s call for
“aesthetic alertness” exposes the willful unknowing involved in the experience of
Israeli landscapes. That unknowing reaches dramatic proportions when it comes to the
militarized surface that covers the vast majority of the land, both materially and
representationally. In the following section, I attend to the coalescence of military and
civilian spaces in Israel.

The “Stifling of the Gaze”
The 2011 annual report of Israel’s State Comptroller and Ombudsman states that the
IDF controls 39 percent of Israel’s land inside the Green Line, and that another 40
percent of land in Israel is under building restrictions due to military considerations.
The legal infrastructure offers the IDF significant mitigations regarding the
construction of security facilities, and also allows it to close off areas in accordance
with emergency regulations. In his report, the comptroller criticizes the IDF and
related organizations, such as the Ministry of Defense and the Israel Land
Administration, of abusing their privileges in ways that lead to the waste of land
resources and public money and a neglect of the public interest, ultimately calling for
a refurbishment of review procedures (Lindenstrauss 117–18).
Earlier studies by geographers Amiram Oren and Rafi Regev offer similar
information on the control of Israeli space by the military and security apparatuses
(Oren and Regev 11–20). Furthermore, they highlight the fact that this pervasive
military and security-service land usage has thus far not been thoroughly addressed by
cultural geographers, nor received the attention of professional planning committees
outside the academic world (A. Oren 149–161). Granted, Oren and Regev’s studies
were published prior to the Ombudsman’s recent report, and might even have led to
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The way in which tso˘ob´ä was installed in Ha’Kibbutz gallery and later in the Tel Aviv Museum
pushed this message further: as Gannit Ankori makes clear, hanging the canvases at eye level in both
installations created a symbolic “new horizon” that offered an alternative vista to the New Horizons
group’s way of (not) seeing (“Larry Abramson” 383; figures 3.5, 3.6).
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it.95 The report, in turn, might trigger a change and end the lasting lack of inquiry
indicated by Oren and Regev. Be that as it may, such an oversight remains relevant
today, and is all the more intriguing due to the shortage of land for private and public
use in Israel and the widespread attention that militarism receives in other academic
and socio-cultural domains (A. Oren 159; Ben-Ari).96 While Oren and Regev examine
various aspects of military land use in Israel and its effects on civil society, what is
relevant for my case is their pointing to the ease with which a vast military spatial
presence goes largely unquestioned.
The lack of public knowledge is usually rationalized as being the result of
security censorship and a general lack of awareness; it is also simply said to stem
from civilian indifference to the topic (A. Oren 160–63).97 Such lack of interest in
civil-military spatial relations is not a uniquely Israeli phenomenon. In Military
Geographies (2004), her comprehensive study of military geographies in Britain,
Rachel Woodward points to a similar situation. Woodward argues that, unlike overt
control of space in times of war, military activities control space during non-conflict
periods in ways that render that control invisible. Woodward distinguishes between
“military geographies” and “the geographies of militarism”: while the former are
shaped by the production and reproduction of military capabilities, the latter have to
do with “the shaping of civilian space and social relations by military objectives,
rationales and structures” (“From Military Geography” 721, emphasis added). Both
military geographies and the geographies of militarism are political through their
reinforcement of gendered identities, the strengthening of national ideologies, the
support of claims to territory, and the prioritization of certain land uses over others
(Woodward, Military Geographies 108–11).
For Woodward, military geographies are everywhere: “every corner of every
place in every land in every part of this world of ours is touched, shaped, viewed and
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Amiram Oren was invited to submit a lengthy report to the Ombudsman’s research committee
(personal communication, 8 May 2011).
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Only a handful of researchers have touched upon the topic, in comparison to those in other socialscientific fields. Notable exceptions are mostly recent and include Soffer and Minghi; Weizman;
Hanafi; and Tzfadia, “Army” and “Militarism.” Outside of Israel important contributions to the
understanding of geographical militarism include Tivers; Woodward, Military Geographies; Gregory;
and the essay collection edited by Gregory and Pred.
97
These issues have been further elaborated in interdisciplinary research-group discussions directed by
Amiram Oren at the Van Leer Institute in Jerusalem between 2003 and 2010. Some of the discussions
have been published in the 2008 essay collection An Army That Has a State? (Sheffer, Barak, and
Oren).
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represented in some way by military forces and military activities” (Military
Geographies 3). Nonetheless, Woodward defines militarism as always culturally,
locally, and temporally specific (3). Thus, the Israeli case needs to be investigated in
light of its particular mode of producing and experiencing space, in which military
and civilian landscapes are frequently superimposed and inseparable, and where no
non-conflict period of time exists.
According to social geographer Erez Tzfadia, part of the reason for the lack of
interest in the subject lies in the fact that the borders between civil society and the
security sector have always been blurred (Tzfadia, “Army” 46, 62). The growth of
Jewish settlements since the beginning of the century, coupled with the restrictions on
Arab geographical expansion, was seen as an essential element of security (Tzfadia,
“Militarism” 342–44). Tzfadia follows Kimmerling’s thesis, specifying its
geographical aspects. He calls “spatial militarism” the phenomenon in which a
military-inflected construction of space yields material and cognitive dimensions as it
answers the interests of those involved in organized violence while naturalizing the
military’s status as the guiding principle of daily life (“Militarism” 356–357). Tzfadia
elaborates on spatial militarism in his 2010 article “Militarism and Space in Israel,” in
which he describes how spatial militarism has outlasted fundamental social and
hierarchical changes in Israel’s history.
A case in point is represented by the installation Beit Hanina/Pisgat Ze’ev by
Meir Gal (1995–96). The work consists of photographs of street signs from the Pisgat
Ze’ev settlement, as well as reproductions of those streets signs mounted on gravelike monuments (figures 3.7, 3.8). Pisgat Ze’ev is located on confiscated lands that
belonged to the Palestinian village Beit Hanina.98 As Gal’s installation makes clear,
the vast majority of its street names are derived from the history of the IDF. Gal
focuses on the street signs alone, at the expense of the streets and the doors that the
signs mark, and so draws attention to the mapping out of Pisgat Ze’ev by military
motifs. The erasure of Beit Hanina and the corresponding creation of Pisgat Ze’ev are
shown to have been managed through a combination of military and civilian means
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Israel and the United States consider Pisgat Ze’ev to be a neighborhood of Jerusalem; the United
Nations, World Court and European Union consider it to be an illegal Israeli settlement. Gal’s
installation follows the latter definition (Gal).
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Figure 3.7. Meir Gal, Beit Hanina/Pisgat Ze’ev 12 (Chief of Staff Junction), 1995-1996.

Figure 3.8. Meir Gal, Beit Hanina/Pisgat Ze’ev
(The Schwartz Family and the Four Fallen Soldiers Street), 1997.
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simultaneously on literal (conquest and settlement) and metaphorical (street mapping)
levels.99
Beit Hanina/Pisgat Ze’ev specifies Woodward’s “geographies of militarism”
and Tzfadia’s “spatial militarism” both visually and conceptually. It makes use of a
tangible case (the street signs) to challenge an amorphous principle as well as to
reconsider the superimposition of military-mindedness on civilian spaces in ways that
remain mostly unnoticed. Gal’s installation hints at the way in which the name of a
street becomes integral to one’s signature: the Four Fallen Soldiers Street is part of the
Schwartz family’s daily life, inscribed on their doorstep and mentioned in their
correspondence (figure 3.8). The street name and the military memory that it carries
participate in civilian life as a matter of routine.
Tzfadia’s academic analysis and Gal’s installation can be taken as
complementing each other. One studies civil space as a part of the security regime;
the other pinpoints military excess in the construction of a semi-civilian
neighborhood. Both perspectives reveal the porousness between military and civilian
constructions of space, suggesting why the territorial expansion of the military at the
expense of domestic space has not been attended to for decades. When the boundaries
between civilian and security-related spaces are always already blurred, the claims of
the one are not seen as being jeopardized by the other to begin with.
Diana Dolev, professor of the History of Architecture, argues that this type of
overlooking is not only the result of, but also a necessary basis for, the effective
coalescence of military and civilian space. Dolev analyzes yet another phenomenon of
“spatial militarism”: the military institutions and bases that are located in and around
city centers. On aerial maps, these buildings are erased according to censorship
regulations, and are replaced by white shapes. According to Dolev, what is blotted out
in the photographs is also expected to disappear from one’s experience on the ground,
since passersby are tacitly guided to ignore these constructs. Dolev names this mode
of educated not-looking “the stifling of the gaze” (3).
The stifled gaze comes into being through a double process of manifestation
and retraction. On the one hand, the signs of military spaces are clearly visible in the
form of signposts, fences, facilities, cemeteries, and monuments. On the other hand,
the same fences and monuments also signal to civilians that they should avert their
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Gal’s website offers an overview of the installation at http://www.meirgal.com.
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gazes because those areas are off-limits. Akin to the white blots on the censored aerial
maps, the signposts both mark and camouflage military edifices.100 Thus, military
spaces remain vague and enigmatic regardless of (or even due to) the signs that denote
them (Dolev 3–4). The same signs that announce a military space also render it
inaccessible and uninviting:
On the one hand [military landscape] presents itself and declares its existence,
and on the other hand it disappears from our consciousness, especially if we
are Jewish-Israeli. Our consciousness turns these areas into nowhere, erases
their existence.… The result of both manifestation and retraction is one and
the same: the narrowing of the visual field available to the civilian eye, and the
allotment of some of this field to military and security-related events only. (3–
4, my translation)
Dolev’s stifled gaze pertains to active military sites, not to the military references that
are included within civilian space. Gal refers indirectly to Dolev’s thesis in another
project, entitled Erasing the Major Museums (1995–96, figure 3.9). In this project,
aerial photographs of cities in Israel were modified so that one building is covered in
white paint in each photograph, mimicking the common procedure of security
censorship described above. As the title indicates, the building in Gal’s work is not a
military structure but a museum. When Gal paints the major Israeli museums in white
he refers to the complicity of cultural establishments with the political reality within
which they operate. Gal explains:
Museums in Israel have ignored the political realities within which they are
operating.... As such, museums are nothing but a disguised function of state
apparatus and therefore should be officially perceived as military facilities. I
therefore decided, in compliance with army regulations, to erase museums,
like other security sensitive institutions, so that their location will not be
disclosed and state security compromised. (172, 176)
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This is especially true in the case of signposts that commonly display codes and numbers rather than
names or descriptions (Dolev 4).
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Figure 3.9. Meir Gal, Erasing the Major Museums (Tel Aviv Museum of Art), 1995.

Gal’s Erasing the Major Museums echoes Dolev’s concern with the
premeditated erasure of space from one’s path and view. As with Abramson’s
tso˘ob´ä, Gal reiterates a mode of representing space (or, more accurately, of
camouflaging space) in a way that exposes and questions its assumptions. Erasing the
Major Museums suggests that there are no non-military spaces in Israel, thus
reflecting on the mechanism of civilian militarism and the cognitive disregard that is
inherent to its concealment. Yet the main target of this work draws us away from
questions of landscape. The last section of this chapter returns to the elusive rules of
conduct that govern the stifling of the gaze, and looks into the combination of
manifestation and retraction as the process that allows the military to fade away from
the visible Israeli landscape.101
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Gal’s critique of the museum apparatus, as well as his method of partially covering a photograph in
white paint, appears also in Don’t Call Us, We’ll Call You (2002), where the artist erased major
museums and galleries from street photographs of New York City. Despite the thematic similarities,
the two projects are visually and conceptually distinct. Erasing the Major Museums alludes to Israeli
military censorship in its bird’s-eye view, while Don’t Call Us, We’ll Call You refers to the commercial
aspect of the international art market.
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Israeli Mindscapes
As indicated, landscape conceals and naturalizes the social relations that it
disseminates (Mitchell, Landscape 15). Military landscapes form no exception in this
respect. The geographies of militarism are often subtle, concealed, or unidentified:
when seen at all, they are presented as compulsory necessities of present times
(Woodward, Military Geographies 719, 732). Reading Mitchell's and Woodward’s
studies in juxtaposition makes apparent the parallels between the geographies of
militarism (or, in Tzfadia’s terms, spatial militarism) and the medium of landscape.
Both act as backgrounds that enforce frames of vision and knowledge. The challenge
of critical art in this regard is twofold: to denaturalize the acceptance of military
geographies as necessary consequences of reality, and at the same time to question the
perceived neutrality of a landscape view.
One such endeavor can be found in the series Necropolis by Roi Kuper and
Gilad Ophir, the result of a five-year-long project in which the two artists
photographed remnants of military architecture and machinery scattered throughout
Israel. Mostly black and white, the photographs from Necropolis show abandoned
military camps, skeletons of jeeps, forsaken storage shelters, and neglected
embankments (figures 3.10–3.19). All bear the scars of war as well as time. Desert
sand, wind, and vegetation reclaim the deserted war machines. At times, the remnants
take up most of the image so that the landscape around them functions merely as
background. At others, they are barely seen in what appears to be an unscathed desert
view. No image stands alone: the many photographs of Necropolis compose subthemes within the series, either according to geographical location or subject matter.
The series is thus constructed out of groups of nearly identical images that are
presented side by side. Whether these are deserted shooting posts on the Golan
Heights or ruins of embankments that are almost entirely covered by the Arava Desert
sand, the untitled photographs are barely distinguishable and challenge the viewer to
contemplate their subtle differences.
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Figure 3.10. Roi Kuper, untitled, from Necropolis, 1996-2000.

Figure 3.11. Gilad Ophir, untitled, from Necropolis, 2000.
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Figure 3.12. Roi Kuper, untitled, from Necropolis, 1996-2000.

Figure 3.13. Gilad Ophir, untitled, from Necropolis, 2000.
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The choice to display military ruins rather than active military sites enables
Kuper and Ophir to present the militarized geography of Israel, which extends beyond
fenced army posts and censored security zones. While the series does not picture the
active military facilities to which Dolev refers in her study, they do bring up the
elusive rules of the stifling of the gaze in their continual return to sites that were never
meant to be noticed and therefore never had to be erased or forgotten. Corresponding
to Meir Gal’s Beit Hanina/Pisgat Ze’ev, Necropolis brings into focus military markers
that usually act only as a background to guide our frame of reference. The military
insignias that are the object of Necropolis map the land in a more contingent but no
less potent way than do the street signs of Pisgat Ze’ev. The accumulated evidence of
their existence underscores their function as it partially removes their invisibility, in
which one may walk the streets of a neighborhood or the roads of the land (perhaps
during a Passover holiday, following Rinat’s travel recommendations) without taking
notice of the way in which one’s path is marked by military commemorations.
The contradictory combination of manifestation and retraction that lies at the
heart of the stifled gaze is brought into view in Necropolis through a number of visual
practices. On the one hand, there is a clear attempt to make military landscapes
visible, and, on the other, an effort to depict their imperceptibility without redressing
it. The attempt to show, to make visible, is found first and foremost in the subject
matter of the series, which unites the collection of works. The sheer abundance of
images challenges the invisibility of the phenomenon by bringing its elements into
view. Yet, such a plethora of works runs the risk of failing to produce a critique of
knowledge as soon as it would allow viewers to believe that the problem of unseeing
can simply be undone. This risk is not present in tso˘ob´ä (figures 3.2-3.4) or in
Erasing the Major Museums (figure 3.9), because these two projects work through
negation. tso˘ob´ä makes one aware of the Palestinians ruins of Suba, but does not
depict them. The installation frustrates the eye as it does not offer a solution to its
critique of politically informed vision; its message lies within that very frustration.
Erasing the Major Museums reproduces the aesthetics of authorized spatial
censorship. Its focus is on the shape and significance of a visual impasse, not on what
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can be found behind it.102 In contrast, every image in Necropolis depicts an existing
military ruin or residue.
And yet, Necropolis manages to touch on a fundamental inability to see details
in space. For one thing, the series’ images in their sheer amount do not just serve as
archival documentary evidence. They also hint at the impossibility of encompassing
the phenomenon as a whole, so that the incessant attempt to see takes over and
sometimes even obscures what is being shown. The serial character of Necropolis
denies the conclusiveness that might arise from the thematic focus on the military
remnants. In Zaritsky’s Tsuba watercolors, repetition leads to the establishment of a
specific landscape as emblematic; in Abramson’s tso˘ob´ä, repetition leads to the
exposure and critique of a recognized model. The repetitive seriality of Necropolis
underscores a Sisyphean search for comprehensive structure. Its meditative return to
indistinguishable, uncaptioned objects hints at a phenomenon that lies beyond the
visual surface altogether, which cannot be defined by documentation alone.103
In addition, Necropolis conceptualizes the framework that allows military
spatial presence to remain unseen when it manipulates the genre of landscape
photography. The recurrent display of imperial and military signs that have become
opaque, unseen, or unaccounted for is coupled with a critical acknowledgment of
landscape as the framework that allows these objects to escape one’s view in the first
place. Most compositions in Necropolis are built around an object within the
landscape, such as a deserted radar dish or a storage shelter, in a way that obliterates
the overall view in favor of a closer inspection of how that specific body interacts
with its surroundings. Even works that seem to open out to the horizon and so to
follow the rules of landscape imagery, or to document the endlessness of the desert
landscape, negate the depth of the composition by partly blocking the vanishing point
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On this note see Van Alphen’s distinction between landscape’s seduction through a blockage of the
view, and alternative pictorial forms that frustrate that seduction and confront viewers with their
limited perspective (Art 90-92). In Abramson’s and Gal’s works frustration takes on a different form
than the architectural grids discussed by Van Alphen, yet it results in similar self-reflexive
consequences.
103
Even the contours of Necropolis as a series are not clearly defined: the project was never displayed
in its entirety, nor was it ever announced as clearly completed. There is no definitive body of works
comprising the series, which becomes in that sense an eternal fragment. Figuring out which part of
Necropolis is the result of the joint work of Ophir and Kuper, and which part is the result of their
individual approaches may leave one puzzled: all tours in search of the Necropolis landscapes were
conducted together, but each artist worked alone upon reaching a site; the works were sometimes
presented together and sometimes separately in joint exhibitions; texts have been written on the body of
work of each artist although the series has always been referred to as belonging to both. See for
example R. Sela, “Species,” Kuper and Ophir, “Necropolis,” and Raz, “Ansar.”
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or by accentuating details that push the focus to the front of the image. The
foreclosure of the view goes against the convention of classical landscape imagery of
offering a wide and uninterrupted outlook.104
The landscape view, whether painted or experienced by an educated eye,
allows for detachment, as it transforms places into visual images and thus turns sites
into sights (Mitchell, Landscape 265). The close-ups and flatness of the Necropolis
photographs have been understood as reversals of this move. According to Jochai
Rosen, such blockages have become prevalent in contemporary Israeli photography,
in which a blatant obstruction of the view operates as a compositional analogy to the
violence found on the land. Rosen explains that by allowing only a partial glimpse of
the view that lies behind, photographs may frustrate viewers’ expectations and oblige
them to “stand face-to-face with these victimized corpses symbolizing the Israeli
mistreatment of its territory” (“Abused” 24).105
I would like to add to this analysis the observation that, while the Necropolis
images indeed refuse to provide a sense of distance, they do not so much undo that
distance, nor do they offer access to the objects depicted up-close. Rather, they frame
their referents as enigmatic structures in space, detached from spatial context. The
frustration is thus doubled: viewers are offered neither the knowledgeable distance of
landscape, nor a contextual understanding of objects, which seem to hide their
significance in plain sight.
The aesthetics of Necropolis, particularly as expressed through its
monochromatic seriality and the repetitive return to similar architectural structures,
alludes to the school of Bernd and Hilla Becher.106 Thus, the works can be (and have
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Comparable analyses of Necropolis can be found in Ben-Dov, Shalem, Burstein, and Amir,
”Skeleton.” For the history, conventions, and developments of the landscape genre within the arthistorical field (which are then contested in Necropolis) see, for example, Friedländer, Gombrich,
“Tradition,” K. Clark, and Hunt. This is the place to mention a third defining frame for Necropolis: the
concept of photography, with its visual, technological, and theoretical baggage, is as relevant to the
understanding of the work of Kuper and Ophir as are landscape and civilian militarism. Both Ophir and
Kuper are known for their longstanding break from traditional photography in general and from the
accepted norms of Israeli photography in particular, and both investigate the medium and what it can
offer in many of their projects. Kuper’s investigations include the over-exposure of images and
photographs taken with disposable or underwater cameras; Ophir’s explorations focus on the
materiality of the depicted objects and include, among others, a series on smoke. For analyses that
concentrate on how Necropolis engages with the history and theory of photography see, for example,
Shapira, R. Sela, “Species” and “Emptied,” Shalem, and Amir, “Correct.”
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Rosen has recently curated an online exhibition dedicated to this practice (Rosen, “Active”).
106
The Bechers’ signature style was forged through their extensive series of photographic images of
industrial buildings having a seemingly objective and scientific character, which exposes a pattern
within those structures and comments on the relation between man, machine, and the photographic
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Figures 3.14 – 3.19. Roi Kuper, untitled, from Necropolis, 1996-2000.

image. For more on the Becher’s work see, for example, Lange, Stimson, and James. The relation
between Necropolis and the Becher’s school has been acknowledged by various studies, including R.
Sela, “Emptied” and “Mechanisms,” and Ben-Dov.
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been) interpreted as part of a typological project that aims to map out the
characteristics of deserted military architectural structures according to specific traits
(R. Sela, “Mechanisms”). But while the Becher’s oeuvre aims at an objective,
impartial view achieved through their adherence to strict compositional regulations in
their documentation of deserted industrial sites, Necropolis offers a wide range of
visibility regarding military structures, encompassing anthropomorphic portraits of
battered military remains that pain the eye and vistas that are only barely marked by
military signs. Rather than pointing to structural clarity, then, they gesture toward a
process of withdrawal that makes military landscapes as intangible and elusive as they
are manifest. In its insistence on closeness and intimacy, Necropolis challenges the
contours of landscape and thus engages with that aspect of the medium that allows for
“a continued engagement, in the context of the visible, with that which is contingently
excluded from the possibility of being seen and represented” (Harrison 234).
Mitchell’s suggestion to approach landscapes with aesthetic alertness finds
parallels in Woodward’s call for a kind of analysis that
takes the small, the unremarkable, the commonplace things that military
activities and militarism make and do, and traces the networks or connections
between them. It is often the seemingly prosaic things, the things that lurk at
the edge of the big picture, which can tell us much about how systems (be they
material or discursive or both) operate. (“From Military Geography” 731)
Necropolis focuses on the unremarkable and forsaken remains of military activities
throughout the Israeli landscape. The series creates a tension between the obviousness
of its subject matter and the ways it is depicted. Seriality and confined composition
create an uneasy sense of displacement, confronting the viewer with her inability to
grasp what she is looking at: on the one hand, the work offers an abundance of images
that testify to a militarized landscape; on the other hand, it underscores a way of
seeing that effaces visual knowledge. Evidence of the omnipresence of the military in
space is repeatedly captured and offered to the viewer, and yet the eye wanders as it
looks at a non-event. This visual strategy does not and cannot solve the conditions of
the stifled gaze. To some extent it repeats it, translates its operation into the field of
representation. This, however, does not necessarily lead to failed critique; it can
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operate as a productive failure à la Butler, integral to the critical image in its exposure
of this failure (Precarious 146).
The use of landscape for a clear-cut critique of militarized space would be
inherently contradictory, since the landscape way of seeing is derived from the
vantage point of conquest. However, landscape has the potential to shed light on the
act of framing rather than on its framed content, a potential brought out by
Necropolis. The series’ figuration of the inability to see or depict the visual and social
phenomenon of geographic militarism, even when looking straight at it, reflects the
way in which military landscapes interpellate the viewer within their frame in relation
to the militarized history of its beholders (Mitchell, Landscape 2).
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