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Abstract

Given the ongoing impasse between the Israeli/Palestinian conflict,the end o f which 
is not insight, I attempt to demonstrate who and what is responsible for the peace impasse 
that has lasted for over five decades. In my quest to understand the complexity o f this 
quagmire, I choose the culminating topic that would help me search for the answer to my 
question: How can the United States claim to be an independent interlocutor between 
these two parties and yet have a lopsided and unwavering financial and military support 
for one o f the parties? There is an ample o f empirical evidence that supports my 
hypothesis that the United States should be held responsible for the peace impasse in part 
because o f its unbridled support for Israel. And for not using, it’s financial and military 
leverage to compel Israel to capitulate to negotiating an enduring peace deal or lose its 
backing. I will also turn to theoretical narrative and delineate the nexus o f the struggles o f 
emancipation o f the oppressed and the disenfranchised. By highlighting the South 
African apartheid state struggle o f emancipation as a comparable case study to the 
Palestinian quest for independence, and it’s right for statehood. I will submit that the 
United States holds the single most important card that could lead to an enduring peace 
deal between the Israeli and the Palestinian given its leverage and its deep financial and 
military support to the Israeli government. Instead, it chooses to support the bellicosity o f 
Israeli government and its apartheid policies, over a peace deal between the parties.
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PREFACE

Over the course o f my graduate studies at San Francisco State University, the quality of 

the faculty members that I have encountered in the last two years of the program have 

enriched my life immensely. This journey will not be complete without their immense 

support and individual ability to help me understand the world better through the prism of 

Foreign Policy in the faculty o f International Relations. To say that every single one o f 

the faculty members in the International Relations graduate program have added an 

enormous intellectual value in me would be an understatement. From the intellectual 

icon, Sanjoy Banerjee, who challenged me to explicate why I choose Israeli/Palestinian 

contestation as oppose to the Boko Haram phenomenon that is going in my home country 

o f Nigeria. Which he thought that I had a much better understanding given my analysis 

o f the ongoing mayhem in class discussion. I explained to him that the reason I choose 

the culminating experience was because o f what I thought to be my obligation as a 

scholar to expose the hypocritical narrative by the United States who claim to be an 

honest interlocutor when in fact, that narrative is antithetical to what is been perpetuating 

to the rest o f the world. It was after my explanation and the reason why I choose to 

explain my case on this complex subject, that he decided that perhaps I have a case to be 

made. Hence, I proceeded with the culminating topic on Israeli/Palestinian Contestation 

for my thesis. Now, I would like to thank the following faculty members, starting with 

Professor. Andrew Hanami and Professor. Amy Skonieczny whom had agreed to guide 

and assist me with this project. In addition, I would like to extend my gratitude to



Professor. Ellis for her constant reminder of due dates and what needed to be done along 

the way. I would be remised if I did not mention Professor. Darling, Professor. McAffe, 

Professor. Siegal, Professor. Tsygankov, Professor. Yansane, and Professor.

Monshipouri, the chair o f the International Relations Program, whom had granted a 

couple o f interviews to me for this project and other projects in the past, for his wealth of 

knowledge and understanding o f the Middle East especially the Israeli/Palestinian 

contestation and his willingness to share his insights with me for this project. I am 

gratefully thankful and appreciative o f all the amazing erudition o f the faculty members 

o f the International Relations program, for whom without their support, I will not be the 

scholar that I have grown to become.
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PREAMBLE

Given the ongoing impasse between the Israeli/Palestinian contestation, which seems to 

show no end in-sight, I seek to understand who and what is responsible for the peace 

impasse that has lasted for over five decades. In my quest to understand the complexity o f 

the quagmire, I choose the culminating topic that would help me search for the answer to 

my question, which is, how can the United States claim to be an independent interlocutor 

between these two parties and yet have an in-egalitarian and unqualified financial and 

military support for one o f the parties? In researching for the answer to this very salient 

question, it became apparent to me that there is a wealth o f empirical evidence that 

indeed, supports my hypothesis that the United States should not only be held responsible 

for the peace impasse, but all so, for its unbridled support for the Israeli government. And 

for not using its financial and military leverage to capitulate Israel to negotiate for an 

enduring peace deal or lose its backing.

In this paper, I will explore the theoretical narrative and delineating the nexus o f 

the Israeli/Palestinian to the emancipation struggle o f the oppressed and the 

disenfranchised. By highlighting the South African apartheid state as a comparable case 

study to the Palestinian quest for independence, and its right for statehood from the 

Israeli government. I will also instantiate my hypothesis that the United States holds the 

single most important hand that could lead to an enduring peace deal between the Israeli 

and the Palestinian given its financial and military leverage over the Israeli government,
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but instead chooses to support the bellicosity o f Israeli government and its Apartheid 

policies over a peace deal between the parties

Today, the plausibility o f a peace deal between the Israeli and the Palestinian 

appears to be slim, as the prospect for the two-state solution appears dim for the near 

future. Furthermore, the Trump presidency seems to be signaling a more hawkish and 

hostile view toward the Palestinian people. In fact, the arrival of Trump presidency has 

emboldened Prime Minister Netanyahu to continue his perpetual encroachment on the 

remnants of the Palestinian land in West Bank and Gaza. The current parlance on the 

Israeli/ Palestinian contestation is embedded in the fallacy that an enduring peace 

negotiation is hindered by the inability o f the two parties to sit down face to face and 

negotiate in earnest. Such narrative is absolute mendacity. How could one reconcile and 

explicate the positions o f the United States who constantly, uses its leverage as a Security 

Council member to veto mandates in the UN to recognize the Palestinian statehood, while 

in public, offer a position o f absolute support for Israel without equivocation?

The clout and strength o f the United States position to force Israel to capitulate 

and negotiate for a two-state solution was elucidated in a recent article published by 

Reuters on September 14th, 2016. The piece articulated what the rest o f the international 

community has always known but refuses to repudiate and acknowledge openly, or call 

the United States out for its hypocrisy on this elongated impasse which can be attributed 

to its policies on the ground. The article simply indicated that the national security 

advisor to president Obama, Susan E. Rice had signed a military aid deal said to be 10
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years, $38 billion dollars, which was the single largest pledge o f military assistance to 

any country in the American history. The deal represents an increase of about 27 percent 

o f the last military deal signed in 2007. In fact, the deal also includes a $5 billion of 

missiles defends funding over the next ten years.

Meanwhile, the Palestinians do not have an army o f their own or any missile 

defense mechanism should the Israeli government choose to obliterate them for whatever 

reasons deemed for such art, as they (Israel) has chosen in the past to bomb the 

Palestinian people, killing innocent people and children all in name o f fighting terrorist in 

Gaza and West Bank. In the last intifada in 2015, Israeli government bombarded kinder 

garden schools in Palestinian territories where scores o f children were killed with 

impunity, as the perpetrators were not held accountable. The so-called peace process that 

is orchestrated by the United States is simply a leap service that absolutely means 

nothing. Because, as long as Israel continues to get generous aid package from the United 

States, along with its veto support at the UN Security Council, there is no incentive for 

the Israeli government to come to the negotiating table in earnest to negotiate for an 

enduring peace deal that could ascend to a two-state solution.

As the preamble is designed to encapsulate this project, with regards to 

themes and what I intend to achieve with this project. Hence, in chapter 1 o f this project,

I will instantiate further my believe that the United States should be held responsible for 

the Israeli/Palestinian peace impasse. In chapter 2 , 1 will reconstruct the historical 

narrative o f colonialism going back to the case o f the British occupation o f the Irish, the
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Dutch occupation o f South Africa and the M uslim/ Hindu case in India that led to the 

emancipation o f the Pakistani statehood. The goal is to juxtapose and inject the nexus to 

the Palestinian struggle to emancipate from the occupied state o f Israel. In chapter 3 , 1 

will explore the Jewish lobbying influence in the American politics, as it has been 

highlighted by numerous scholars as the leading force why both political persuasion from 

left to right in the U.S. panders to the Jewish lobbyist group for their deep pocket and 

donation. Therefore, any politician who dares to take Jewish lobbyist group pays a 

political prize o f possible losing reelection. Because o f their enormous clout, both 

financial and at the ballot box, both Democrats and Republican presidents never opposes 

this powerful group on any policy agenda they set for Israeli/Palestinian conflict.

Also in chapter 3 , 1 will juxtapose the Israeli media who seems to be more critical 

o f its government on its Apartheid policies towards the Palestinians. To the American 

media who seems to align with its government policies in the conflict, and often 

“muting” the alarm over the Israeli-Palestinians conflicts especially when Israel commits 

abhorrent and grotesque human rights crimes against the Palestinians. In chapter 4, the 

question whether Israel is an Apartheid state as it has been suggested by an organ o f the 

U.N. body [ESCWA [, will be answered. Chapter 5 , 1 will examine the role o f the U.N. in 

this quagmire and explicate whether the body is independent and capable enough to solve 

this quagmire. And question whether the U.N. is an instrument in the arsenal o f the 

United States toolbox, in which it uses to bid for its case to further subject the 

Palestinians under the occupation o f Israeli government? In Chapter 6 , 1 will make a case
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the that in order for Israel to live in peace, it has to grant the Palestinians its freedom to 

pursue their dreams and aspirations. In the concluding section, I will synthesize the case 

made in this thesis and offer some solutions as to what has to happen if the region and the 

Israeli government want a true enduring peace and security. As I have indicated, the 

United States can no longer continue to support and back Israeli government both in 

military and financial capability in perpetuity if  it wants an enduring peace between the 

parties and the greater Middle Eastern region.
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Chapter 1

THE UNITED STATES IS SOLELY RESPONSIBLE FOR THE PEACE IMPASSE

Often the narrative about the Israeli/Palestinian contestation centers on the 

parlance that an enduring peace negotiation is hindered by the inability o f both entities to 

sit down and negotiate in earnest. Such narrative is pure mendacious, because it is 

inexplicable and difficult to reconcile the fact that the United States government would 

use its U.N. veto mandate as a member of the security council to deny the recognition of 

Palestinian statehood, at the same time, bankrolling the Israeli occupation o f the 

Palestinians in Gaza and West Bank. The so-called peace process being pushed by the 

United States is an opprobrium and a buffoon to the international community and its 

regimes, the likes o f the U.N. and others. The unqualified U.S. military and financial 

support to the Israel explicates why the Israeli government does not have any incentive 

what so ever to come to the table, and negotiate an enduring peace deal that could ascend 

to the plausibility o f a two-state solution.

The current Israeli/ Palestinian contestation has remained in limbo in part because 

o f the proximate relationship Israel has with the United States and the European Union. 

Phyllis Bennis, the author o f “UNDERSTANDING THE PALESTINIAN/ISRAEL 

CONFLICT” posits that, “only a minority of Israel, according to polls are committed to 

holding on to the occupied territories, but the majority are willing to return the territories
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to the Palestinians and end the occupation. The minority has been able to influence Israel 

successive government to hold on to the occupied territories. Despite its failure, so far, a 

majority still seems to accept that position” (Bennis, 22). Given the sentiment o f public 

opinion on the ground, one would assume that the U.S. Government and its European 

allies should use this public sentiment by the majority o f Israelis to make a case, and 

force the Israeli government to capitulate and end the occupation o f the Palestinian 

homeland. But because the United States and its European allies continue to support 

Israeli occupation, hence, the impasse and the subjugation o f the Palestinians as the 

pariah continue in perpetuity.

As I indicated in the introduction, the administration o f Barak Obama just 

concluded the largest financial and military aid, said to be 10 years, $38 billion dollars, 

which is assumed to be the single largest pledge o f military assistance to any country in 

American history. The deal also, represents an increase o f about 27 percent o f the last 

military deal signed in 2007. Also, the deal includes $5 billion o f missile defend over the 

next ten years. The continue increase of military and financial aid to the Israeli 

government, a nation which is capable and rich enough to defend itself against a 

Palestinian people whom does not have military force, certainly complicates the situation 

and entrenches the impasse. On the Palestinian side, they argue that the United States 

support to Israel is the reason why the Israelis has been recalcitrant and intransigence 

throughout the peace process negotiations. Simply put, the only reason why Israel has 

been emboldened is because Netanyahu’s government knows that they can get the
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backing o f Washington at any time regardless o f their behavior towards the Palestinian 

people. In a recent New York Times piece, “WHY ISRAEL REFUSES TO CHOOSE” 

the article instantiates why the Obama administration failed to revive the peace deals. It 

argued that that the Israeli action to the peace deal process is seen as “egregious” when 

they (Israel) posit, “our American friends offer us money, arms, and advice. We take the 

money, we take the arms, and we decline the advice” (6).

THE UNITED STATES THE DISHONEST BROKER

The feeling among Israeli government is that no matter what they do, the American 

government will support its bellicosity and its subjugation o f the Palestinian people to 

inhumane treatment, and continued encroachment on the Palestinian land in the West 

Bank, and Gaza. This kind o f arrogance by the Israeli government certainly reinforces the 

view that the U.S. has lost its legitimacy to be trusted as an interlocutor in negotiating an 

enduring peace deal between these two entities. Often American financial and military 

aid is used to induce Israel to negotiate with the Palestinians, when the antitheses should 

be the case. In his piece, “PAYING FOR PEACE: THE OSLO PROCESS AND THE 

LIMIT OF AMERICAN AID” Scott Lasensky postulate that, “economic incentives were 

combined with positive political and security guarantee to encourage and reward Israeli 

and Arab leaders for choosing diplomacy over war. At times, aid was used to exert 

pressure when the process appeared deadlocked” (215). It’s disconcerting that the United 

States has failed to use its financial and military leverage, along with its veto power to 

compel Israel to capitulate and negotiate an enduring peace deal. Instead, time and time
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again, it has shown that it is incapable of negotiating any deal in part because, o f its 

predilection and proximate relationship with Israel. Not only that the United States has 

failed woefully in this regard, but it has essentially allowed Israel to violate the UN 242 

resolution that prohibit Israel from further encroachment to the Palestinian land, instead 

o f sanctioning and punishing Israel for gross disregard of international law, Israel is 

increasingly being rewarded with more lucrative financial aid packages.

Understandably, the foreign policy elite in the United States espouse the 

narrative that the impediment o f the illusive two-state solution is to be blamed on the 

leaders o f both parties. This elitist parlance has been sold and bought by the international 

community. Hence, any failed push by W ashington is often seen as the norm because 

superior actor (Israel), has never been reprimanded by the international regimes for 

misbehaving. A recent New York Times article, points out that “president Obama may 

present A merica’s principle for a two-state outcome in a UN Security Council resolution 

that sets out how Israel and Palestinian should look like in their final status. Israel

strongly opposed As long as Israel has a blank check from Washington and the

guarantee that it will use its Security Council veto [to shield it from crimes against 

[humanity to the Palestinian people], nothing will change. Something has to [change]”

(4).

The conundrum is that because Israel sits in the driver’s sit where it assumes that 

no matter what they do, there will be no consequence. Which explicates why this whole 

peace process has been going on from one U.S. administration to another, demonstrating
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the buffoonery and the shenanigan of the international community. In his book, 

“DISHONEST BROKER: THE U.S. ROLE IN ISRAEL AND PALESTINE” Naseer 

Aruri, elucidates the flaws in the peace process negotiated by the United States. He 

postulates that, “the special relationship between the United States and the Israel turned 

into a strategic alliance, [hence] ruled out the role o f honest brokering for the United 

States, yet all other would be peacemaker and facilitators were held at bay. The U.S. 

diplomatic monopoly continues to serve as the single most means to accomplish Israel’s 

goals. It sustained Israel, protected it from international scrutiny, and engineered the 

gridlock that allowed it to keep negotiating [in perpetuity]” (Aruri, 11).

A ruri’s, argues that, it is virtually implausible for an ostensible independent 

interlocutor, namely, the United States to negotiate peace between the Palestinian and 

Israel, when the party responsible for brokering a peace deal is the one siding with one o f 

the entities involved in the peace process. In other words, there is an absent o f neutrality 

looking back at the genesis o f the so-called peace process. Hence, if  the United States 

continues to overtly indicate its predilection to the Israeli government, the international 

community should ask the U.S. to refrain and divorce itself from the self- imposed 

interlocutor between these two parties. Aruri also elucidated that the “diplomatic history 

o f the Middle East reveals that every U.S. administration since the 1967 occupation has 

thwarted an international settlement. By shielding Israel from international scrutiny, 

successive government succeeded in permitting Israel to consolidate its occupation o f 

Palestinian and Arab territories” (Aruri, 53).
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This sentiment is further collaborated by the fact that the Obama administration 

opened up its wallet and gave Israel more money than any other president in the history 

o f the United States, despite Netanyahu’s belligerent and disrespectful behavior to the 

Obama administration. Certainly, this pattern o f behavior does not lend any ethos to the 

United States as the interlocutor for the peace process. Over the past 35 years, 

Washington has played a one-sided role that certainly makes scholars like Aruri question 

the integrity and the fidelity o f the United States in this whole process, arguing that “the

duality o f U.S. diplomatic posture was constant barrier to p e a c e  assuming the role

o f “honest broker” while being Israeli’s chief diplomatic backer, financial donor, and 

military supplier, the United States placed itself at odds with a global consensus in 

support o f political settlem ent.... The diplomatic history reveals that half a dozen U.S. 

administrations have stood consistently in opposition to a settlement that would provide 

for an end to the Israeli occupation and the establishment o f a Palestinian state, existing 

side-by-side with Israel” (Aruri, 5).

This can be instantiated by the fact that virtually, all U.S. administrations has been 

complicit in every illegal Israeli policy from confiscation o f Palestinian land and water, 

settlement expansion, expulsion, house demolition, human rights violations and the 

annexation of Jerusalem and the denial of the right to return o f would be refugees that 

flee their homeland terrorist massacre by the Israeli government attempt to wipe out 

Palestinian villages.
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American intellectual Noam Chomsky, put forth a robust hypothesis why the 

United States is hypocritical in its role as the interlocutor. In his book, “FATEFUL 

TRIANGLE” Chomsky posits that, “it is surely hypocritical to condemn Israel for 

establishing settlement in the occupied territories while [it] pays for establishing and 

expanding them. Or to condemn Israel for attacking civilian targets with clusters and 

phosphorus bombs to get maximum kill per hit, when [it] provide them gratis or at 

bargain rates, knowing that they will be used for just this purpose. Or to criticize Israeli’s 

indiscriminate bombardment o f heavily-settled civilian areas or its other military 

adventures” (Chomsky, 1).

Noam Chomsky is essentially articulating that the United States is not fooling 

anybody by supporting Israel on one hand, and at the same time, opposing its egregious 

human rights violation o f indiscriminate bombardment o f indefensible people with no 

military force or the ability to fight back. Chomsky’s concern in the relationship o f the 

United States and Israel is that for the most part, the United States government has been 

largely responsible for shaping and tolerating the policies o f Israeli government that 

violated all human rights laws pertaining to the Palestinian quest for ending the 

occupation and the right for statehood and sovereignty. And often these dangerous 

policies adopted by Israeli government are purported by those in the American 

community who describe themselves as “supporters o f Israel” hence, “perpetuation of 

these tendencies within the U.S.-Israel relations portends a rather gloomy future [for a 

two-state solution]” (4).
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In the interest o f peace between these two parties and the greater region o f 

Middle East, Chomsky suggest that, “it would be salutary to abandon hypocrisy, either 

[the United States] provide the support for the establishment o f a Greater Israel with all it 

entails and refrain from condemning the grim consequences o f this decision, or [it] 

withdraw the means and the license for the pursuit o f these programs and act to ensure 

that the valid demand o f Israeli and the Palestinian be satisfied. This can perhaps, still be 

accomplished, though the possibilities recede with each passing year as the Greater Israel 

that [the United States is] creating becomes more firmly implanted, and its military 

power— now estimated to be surpassed only by the U.S., [Russia], and China, continues 

to grow. A point o f no return may soon be reached, with consequences that may be 

appalling for Israel and the Palestinians, for the region, and perhaps for the entire world” 

(Chomsky, 6).

Given that Chomsky wrote this book about eighteen years ago, and since then, 

every United States president has followed the same foreign policy text book supporting 

Israel and its occupation policies. The Israeli economy and government has gotten bigger 

and powerful militarily, and yet, the United States government continues to double its 

financial and military aid to a new height. Chomsky rightly to predict over eighteen years 

ago that if  the status quo remained, the consequences could be devastating not only for 

the two entities, the region, and the world at large. In fact, Chomsky view further 

elucidate that empires throughout history has demonstrated the ability to initiate its 

demise by stretching its military capabilities. The United States is certainly creating its
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demise right now. It’s only a matter o f time before it crumbles as history has 

demonstrated.

I concur with Chomsky that if  the current trend continues, it’s only a matter o f 

time, when the U.S. and the Israeli government can no longer afford to continue this 

trajectory o f perpetual Israeli occupation o f Palestinian people without going bankrupt. 

Because the truth is that Israeli government cannot alone continue to fund this occupation 

and the war with the Palestinian people without the help o f the United States. As Israeli 

journalist alluded “all this delusion o f imperial power would stop if the United States 

turned off the ta p .... in anger o f some excessive lunacy.” In other words, when and if the 

money stops flowing from the United States, Israeli narrative and tone o f intransigence 

will definitely shift to one that seeks to negotiate for an enduring peace. In fact, I do 

believe that the world community has not done enough to isolate Israel regardless o f the 

American support for Israel.

If the world community takes unilateral action to isolate Israel, it may tie the 

United States hands to reconsider its support for Israeli occupation for the Palestinian.

By adhering to the admonition o f the London Economist who postulates that most 

American president had put forth their grandiose agenda to end the impasse, but never 

followed up with real action to produce result. The Economist goes to say, “holding up 

the supply o f shiny new weapons is A merica’s traditional slap on Israel’s wrist. But an 

embargo is ineffective unless it is certain to last.... Much more effective would be the 

belief in Israel that this time an American president will stick with his policy, including if
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need be a lasting embargo on arms and a rethink o f the extent o f A merica’s aid.” Simply 

put, this impasse is not as complicated as it has been portrayed by all parties in this 

process, because the key lies with the United States.

AMERICAN WOEFUL HISTORY IN THE MIDDLE EAST

The conundrum is the inability o f the United States to withdraw its support for 

Israel in exchange for a peace deal with the Palestinians. Now, the United States has the 

right to support Israel in case o f real threat from an aggressor, but the Palestinians do not 

pose any existential threat to the people of Israel. But rather, the antithesis is the case. 

Hence, it is in the interest o f the United States, Israel, and the greater Middle East to 

resolve the impasse o f the Israeli/Palestinian contestation now, as oppose to kicking it 

down the road. Because no matter what Israel and the United States might think, their 

clout and prowess will not endure in perpetuity. Because the Palestinians will not go 

away until they are able to emancipate and actualize a statehood o f their own. In the 

words of Seth Anziska, who delineated his doctorate dissertation on “Israel and the U.S.” 

argues that “for critics o f the U.S.- Israel relationship [ they say what is responsible for 

the] hostility towards the U.S. in the Arab w orld ... .[is] the lack of even handedness that 

characterizes U.S.-Israeli relations, citing Washington acquiescence to settlement 

expansion in the West Bank, the lack of movement in the peace talks with the Palestinian 

Authority, strategic differences over relations with Iran and regional allies” (Anziska).



16

The parlance o f U.S. responsibility o f Israeli-Palestinian impasse emanates from 

another school o f thought which suggest that one o f the reasons why the United States is 

a staunch supporter o f Israel is for the purpose of grooming, Israel military prowess in 

order to fend o f the Soviet influence, by playing the role o f regional economic and 

military hegemony in the region. As Aruri elucidates in his piece “The U.S. AND THE 

ARABS: A WOEFUL HISTORY” he suggests, that Israeli linkage to the U.S. stems 

from Israeli regional strategic role and powerful domestic pressure.... and as a political 

contraceptive against oppositional groups and nationalist upheaval in the region” (Aruri, 

30). The view here is that the United States is using Israel to fight its war for the interest 

o f its economic and security interest in the Middle East. It is this linkage that explicate 

the reason why Israel, prior to 1967, was receiving the highest per capita in aid from the 

U.S. of any other country in the world. Unfortunately, the narrative remains the same 

today. This is a doctrine o f the Nixon administration that has endured till today. As 

expressed by a member o f the Israeli foreign relations who was privy to N ixon doctrine 

agenda said: The United States has come to the conclusion that it can no longer respond 

to every incident around the world, that it must rely on local power, the deterrent o f a 

friendly power as a first line to starve off American direct involvement. Israel feels that it 

fits this definition.

As further instantiated by Aruri, “the new guiding principle o f unilateral 

intervention was expensive and unpopular abroad. Thus Israel, guaranteed by the U.S. a 

margin o f technical and superiority over its Arab neighbor, was thrust into a position of
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dominance, enabling it to bring about conditions suitable to the United States as well as 

Israeli interest” (35). For its part, the New York Times concurred, in its reporting, that 

Nixon administration stayed fast “firmly committed to Israeli’s security and her military 

superiority in the Middle East, hence, only Israel’s strength can deter attack and prevent a 

call for direct American intervention” (16). The question that looms large given this 

school of thought is, why is it that the United States is the only consistent opposition to 

the internationalization o f the Palestinian question of statehood? And knowing that its 

relationship with Israel compromised its position as self- appointed chief arbiter between 

the two parties, why continue to be an arbiter when its ethos as a mediator is seriously 

compromised by its relationship with Israel? Certainly, these questions are very difficult 

to answer when there is no economic or security benefit for the United States to continue 

to support Israel. An argument can be made that by insisting to play the role o f chief 

arbiter, or the sole peace maker, the bellicosity o f the Israeli government can be solely 

attributed to the United States.

Currently, evidence exist to suggest that going back to 1967, the diplomatic 

history o f the United States had stood in opposition o f the international regime of United 

Nations, and international community consensus that believed in securing an enduring 

peace deal for the impasse. And yet, at every juncture, including the UN resolution 242 

that mandated the Israeli government to withdrew from the occupied land o f the 

Palestinians, and establish a Palestinian state, instead the U.S. opposes every effort by the 

world community to establish a Palestinian state existing side by side with the Israel. It’s
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this antagonism by the United States that often makes the Palestinians think that the 

United States is furthering the irredentist aspirations o f the Israeli government, also, the 

antagonism bends on denying the Palestinians the opportunity o f regaining parts o f their 

homeland.

Palestinians are now fighting two antagonists, meaning, the U.S. and the Israeli 

forces in an attempt to emancipate from the occupation o f the Israeli government. For a 

change in policy and a change in the lives of the Palestinians who have endured an 

enormous pain and anguish under the occupation o f Israeli government. “The prevailing 

structures, which is heavy on benefits and short on cost would have to be altered, 

otherwise the free ride will continue. Israeli policy will not change as long as the policy 

makers in Washington do not make Israeli government pay a price for its settlements that 

has gone on from being considered illegal under Carter to an obstacle to peace under 

Regan and Bush, to a mere complicating factor in the peace process under Clinton. In 

practical terms, Israel now has a green -  not yellow light from Clinton’s White House to 

build colonial settlement on Arab land, in defiance o f almost unanimous disapproval by 

the world community” (Aruri,44). Unless Israel is made to pay unsustainable price by 

continuing its policy o f occupation, it will never change its course to a peace deal.

A BREAKDOWN OF AMERICAN INVOLVEMENT IN THE PEACE PROCESSS

There is evidence to instantiate that the United States culpability in the Israeli- 

Palestinian impasse, stems from the fact that the United Sates often does not to follow up
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on overtures made with the Israeli government. For example, during Camp David 

negotiations in 2000 when Prime Minister Barak, made some promises to relinquish 

some villages to the Palestinian o f which he reneged on that promise. On the other hand, 

Clinton refused to pressure Barak to keep his promise prompting an increase in distrust of 

the Americans by the Palestinians that at no time do they [the Palestinians] believed that 

the United States has its interest and is a willing partner to negotiate a lasting peace deal. 

What is even more disconcerting to the Palestinians was that even when negotiations 

were going on in earnest, the Israeli government was continuing to expropriate land from 

the Palestinian while the Clinton administration did absolutely nothing to abrogate it. In 

his piece, “THE UNITED STATES AND THE BREAKDOW N OF THE ISRAELI- 

PALESTINIAN PEACE PROCESS” Stephen Zunes, posit that, “the U.S. positions 

substantially departed from [UN resolution 242, and 338] which the Palestinian were 

promised to be the bases o f the negotiations.

He further explains that Robert Malley, special assistance to President Clinton’s 

Arab-Israeli affair and director of Near East and South Council, acknowledged that Israel 

stuck to the positions clearly unacceptable to the Palestinians in the full knowledge o f 

U.S. support. And charged that instead o f judging the Israeli proposal on these terms, 

Israeli were instead rewarded for taking extreme positions initially and then tactically 

backing off from them” (Zunes, 69). The insidious aspect o f the self -imposed chief 

arbiter that the United States has taking meant that often the Palestinians are being 

coerced, and bullied by the U.S. to accept whatever Israel puts forth while at the time the



20

Israeli government are not force to comply with the same demand they coerced the 

Palestinians to accept. Even when the U.N. Security Council o f which the U.S. is a party 

to, in the resolution, 446 and 465 which required Israel to withdrew from settlement. 

After supporting the resolution, the U.S. blocked the resolution from being enforced or 

implemented. The acquiesces o f U.S makes it solely responsible and culpable for the 

inherent grotesque and human rights abuses and the atrocities committed by the Israeli 

government.

The currency o f the hypotheses regarding the United States government 

responsibility for the peace impasse and the human rights abuses can be linked to the 

share weaponization o f Israeli government with complete disregard o f its human rights 

abuse of the Palestinian people. The closeness o f the United States and the Israeli dating 

back to 1970s, during the Nixon administration that began the increase acceleration o f 

military and financial aid that certainly defines the relationship as an enduring one up 

until today. Subsequently, every U.S. administration that preceded Nixon has continued 

to cement and entrench the relationship with more and more military and financial aid. 

Ironically, Israel has at the same time increase is ruthless military operation against the 

Palestinian people with absolute impunity, and disregard o f human rights o f the 

Palestinian people.

In his piece, ‘MADE IN THE U.S.A.: AMERICAN MILITARY AID TO 

ISRAEL” Frida Berrigan postulate that, “with U.S. weapons and military hardware of 

every size— including F-16 fighter planes and GBU-39 bombs— on lethal display. Most
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recently, Israel used U.S. supplied weapons in its July 2006 war with Lebanon and the 

December 2008-January 2009 Operation Cast Lead in Gaza to devastating effect, with 

civilians overwhelmingly bearing the brunt o f the attacks” (Berrigan, 6). A recent State 

Department 2009 Congressional Budget Justification affirms that the “increase assistance 

will allow for more robust Israel defense budget during a critical time for peace process 

and in the midst o f regional instability. It will also help safeguard Israel’s Quantitative 

Military Edge.” This justification by the C.B.O. apparently does not sit well with 

Berrigan who argued that “even if the United States increases aid and weapons transfer to 

other regional powers as part o f “global war on terror” and containment o f Iran, [the 

U.S.] is committed to providing commensurately increased military aid to Israel to ensure 

its regional military supremacy. The result he argued, will be that the U.S. inevitably 

[will be responsible] for regional arms race in which the [the U.S. will be the sole 

supplier of virtually all the weapon]” (Berrigan, 8).

We cannot lose sight that the United State will deny states the right to buy 

weapon for self-defense under the auspices of “human right abuse.” Recently, in 2014, 

my native country Nigeria was fighting a brutal terrorist organization namely “Boko 

Haram” in the North East o f Nigeria. The fight was so brutal that at some point in the 

fight, our military was having challenges fending these monsters off, the Nigerian 

government, under the stewardship o f President Jonathan Ebele. Goodluck, went to the 

American government seeking to buy advanced weapon to help sure-up its military force 

that was struggling to fend off these monsters. Interestingly, Nigerian government was
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refused the opportunity to buy these weapons as the U.S. government cited “human right 

abuses” as the reason, why they could not to sale these weapons to the Nigerian 

government. This example is important because, the Israeli government has killed tens o f 

thousands o f Palestinian people with the United States weapon and yet, it has not raised 

any eyebrow. In fact, a 2008 memo by the American Israel Public Affairs Committee 

(AIPAC), affirms, that Israel plans to double its military budget in the coming decade to 

$150 billion. This simply means that the U.S. portion o f this increase in military budget 

will be a sizable one given the current financial and military aid worth $38 billion dollars 

signed by Obama administration, according to Reuters.

Berrigan argues that, “what is certain is that whatever efforts will be deployed for 

achieving peace in the region, in order for them to be taken seriously they [the United 

States] will have to be accompanied by a review o f U.S. security assistance that brings it 

under the scrutiny and rigor o f U.S. law. Otherwise, Israel will continue to receive the 

signal that it can do whatever it wants. And no peace will come from that stance” 

(Berrigan, 19).
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Chapter 2

THE ROLE OF NARRATIVE IN EMANCIPATING THE COLONIZED AND THE 

OPPRESSED

In this chapter, I will demonstrate the importance o f historical narrative within the 

context o f the oppressed. As the oppressed, the Palestinians has endured immense human 

right abuse from the Israeli government as they fight for their independence. Hence, this 

chapter will explicate, how narrative has played a pivotal role in liberating the oppressed. 

By highlighting the historical context o f the oppressed and their struggle to free 

themselves from occupation, my intent is to draw some lessons from the analysis. And 

demonstrate how the Palestinians can take a play book from the examples and apply it in 

their own plight as they seek independence from the Israeli occupation. In instantiating 

the theoretical narrative and the nexus to the struggles o f the oppressed and the 

disenfranchised, I will lay to bare, the struggles of the Irish people as they seek to 

emancipate from the British colony. And the India M uslim League as they contested for 

their emancipation from the India congress to become the break-away Pakistan. Both 

examples, will serve as a comparable case studies.

I begin by examining Ann Kane’s article, on “RECONTRUCTING CULTURE 

IN HISTORICAL EXPLANATION: NARRATIVE AS CULTURAL STRUCTURES 

AND PRACTICES.” The article elucidates the struggle o f the Irish people from the 

British colony, as they seek to abrogate Irish land tenure implemented by the British
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colonies designed to expropriate land from Irish proletariats. The occupation o f the 

British and the expropriation of the Irish land led to an enormous misery and 

pauperization o f the Irish people. The aim o f examining K ane’s article is to glean a 

pragmatic application, and the implicature o f the Irish narrative as the occupied, and the 

nexus of emancipation from the occupier. As it were, the fight, the endurance, and the 

perseverance o f the Irish people to emancipate from the British was a fight that took 

centuries after British invasion in 1172, and tolls o f human casualties. And so, by 

examining what Kane’s sees as using cultural dimension of historical explanation as 

applicable to how individuals, and collectives respond to specific action depends on how 

they interpret events using symbolic systems of understanding, or cultural models, which 

themselves are subjected to interpretation when they are used.

In other words, the struggle o f the Irish people to emancipate from the British for 

centuries culminated in the Irish Land War from 1879-1882, in which Irish cultural 

structure and practices played a significant role in liberating the Irish people from the 

British colony. Also, the war helped to reform the land laws and landlordism that 

systematically was responsible for the pauperization, immiseration, and famine in 

Ireland. The unrelenting will o f the Irish people to control their destiny through land 

reform movement, focused on the rights of farmers not the British landlords made it 

possible for the people o f Ireland to reclaim their land from the British. Hence, ending the 

pauperization of the Irish people whom for centuries where toiling in misery. Like the 

Palestinian people, their land was confiscated by the British occupation.
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Kane’s piece was able to demonstrate the role o f cultural narrative that 

demanded for the proletariats proprietary. She further argued that “initial movement [for 

land] demand was for immediate rent reductions and the land bill to afford tenurial 

security to tenant farmers. Through narrative discourse, however, these reform goals soon 

became symbolic of Irish tenant degradation, emphasizing their beggarly dependence on 

the landlords” (Ann, 321). The application of the narrative to the Israeli/Palestinian 

contestation can certainly have a parallel comparison to the Palestinian plight as the 

oppressed, which for decades now, have been denied the opportunity to determine their 

own future by the Israeli government. In studying Kane’s piece, it was palpable that the 

intransigence o f the British Landlords in Ireland was comparable to the Israelis 

intransigence in sharing the contested land o f Jerusalem, the ostensible capital city of 

both the Palestinians and the Israelis. And the perpetual expropriation o f the Palestinian 

land by the Israeli government.

Thus, Kane argues that “narratives are logically structured by plots (story line) 

and that emplotment is the configuration o f particular events and actors but also social 

structures and institutions” (Kane, 316). In other words, she is making the case that the 

primary narrative o f the Irish people is in the contest o f “the conquest,” and explicates 

their ordeal in the hands o f the British people through invasion, wars, and confiscations 

o f land by the British in order to subjugate them to servitude and pauperization. The 

symbolism centered on using “the conquest” as the Irish narrative in the hands o f the 

British was meant to connect Irish people from all sectors and institutions to fight
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decades and centuries long war for one purpose, namely, “land reform and independence 

from the British.”

HOW UNIFIED AND COHESSIVE NARRATIVE PLAYED A ROLE IN IRISH 

INDEPENDENCE

Albeit the Irish people considered themselves British subjects, and citizens who 

had the same rights and protections as the British subjects, and respects the authority o f 

the landlordism and the British government to be legitimate, yet they were aware that in 

the system, lies a diabolic and oppressive criminal infrastructure that robbed them a life 

o f dignity and prosperity in their own homeland. How ironic that the exact situation is 

what the Palestinian people have been grappling with for decades as they fight for their 

independence. The Palestinian people have been subjugated to a life o f cruelty in which 

they have been robbed o f any kind o f dignity with constant expropriation o f their land by 

the Israeli government. Yes, the Israeli government might be a legitimate government, 

but their power structure is one of oppression and diabolic to the Palestinian people.

The goal is to show power of narrative in constructing oppression, diabolic, and 

bellicosity behavior from a ruthless and powerful state to a benign state without any 

military force to defend the aggression and the oppression o f the occupier. And how such 

narrative can only be successful by portraying the aggressor and the colony as a diabolic, 

abhorrent, cruel, and indifference occupier. As in the case o f the Irish people, by using 

the metaphor “famine and starvation” to symbolize and illustrate their misery, and
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pauperism that emanates from the “lawful” landlordism enables the Irish people to 

undermined the British claim that the arrest o f those protesting to abrogate landlordism 

and forceful confiscation o f land as unconstitutional. In other words, “narrative” sheds 

lights on the conscience o f humanity, in the absence o f conscientious leadership that 

seeks to marginalize and castigate others as pariah. When in fact, all human beings are 

endowed by our creator with unalienable rights o f equality and the pursuit o f our 

aspirations and freedom as we see fit.

It’s fitting and deemed appropriate to draw from Kane’s work in explicating the 

plight o f the Palestinian people. And how perhaps the Palestinian should apply the lesson 

from the Irish people in using narrative to explicate and undermine, the Israeli 

government that has for decades, subjugated them to a life o f misery and hopelessness. 

Given that the Palestinians do not have the financial backing that the United States 

accords the Israelis, hence, it is incumbent upon the Palestinian people to take a page 

from how the Irish used the power o f narrative to undermine the British occupation and 

dominance. The most important thing that the Irish employed in their endeavor to 

emancipate from the British, which is the missing link with the Palestinians, is the power 

o f unity and cohesive narrative with one voice as a nation regardless o f differences. Kane 

credited the success o f Irish land movement reform in relation to the unity o f the Irish 

people devoid o f any fraction and solely united in the goal o f emancipation and 

independence from the British.
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By “seizing the opportunity for mass mobilization and the renewal o f Irish 

political energy, the nationalist movement immediately harnessed its agrarian agitation. 

United under the organization o f the Irish National Land League (INLL), a movement o f 

farmers, political activist, nationalist politicians, rural townspeople, and Catholic clergy 

began a land war in 1879 against landlordism and British domination. The immediate 

result o f this phase o f the movement was the Land Act of 1881, which drastically 

changed the structure o f the land tenure, and soon led to the dismantle o f the landlordism 

in Ireland. It also contributed mightily to the end o f the British rule” (Kane, 312).

A unified and cohesive narrative was part o f the success o f the Irish land movement 

that culminated to the end of the British rule. Also, the diversity and the contentious 

issues among the Irish communitas, namely, the tenants, nationalist, clergy, and 

townspeople with conflicting interest and agendas came together and built a solidarity for 

a successful land movement. It also helped to galvanized the Irish people to abrogate the 

power structure o f landlordism and the British rule. Had the conflicting interest not being 

able to put aside their differences for a national course, the British government would 

have exploited the differences of the groups, hence, forestalling the aspiration o f the Irish 

people for land reform and emancipation.

The conundrum that persists among the leadership of the Palestinians as they 

seek independence and emancipation from the Israeli government, is the lack of cohesion 

and unity, which was evident in the Irish liberation movement. And so, drawing a page 

from the Irish example, the Palestinian would be served well by coming together under
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one umbrella to forge a unified approach o f narrative to counter the Israeli apartheid state 

and occupation. Currently, the Palestinian Liberation Organization (PLO), The 

Palestinian Authority (PA), Hamas and Fatah, all want a Palestinian statehood, but with a 

different approach on how to get there. As oppose to coming together and forming a 

cohesive narrative, one that is devoid o f exploitation by the Israeli government to 

undermine the Palestinian cause for statehood. Another example, is the Apartheid South 

Africa, which became ruthless. But under Nelson Mandela leadership, who galvanized all 

available forces necessary to implode the nation into a complete anarchy and 

ungovernable, hence, forcing the Apartheid South Africa to change course by ending the 

villainous Apartheid regime.

Certainly, the dismantling o f the British rule by the Irish was a testament to the 

power o f collective narrative, which explicates, the arduous journey o f the oppressed and 

their emancipation. With everything being equal, what transpired in the journey o f the 

Irish people and their liberation, can be replicated by the Palestinians with great deal of 

circumspect and some lessons from the Irish people. In due time, if  they apply the same 

lessons from the Irish people, the Palestinians can be rewarded with a victory o f their 

own.

NARRATIVE AND THE CASE OF ALL INDIA MUSLIM LEAGUE

The great Professor Banerjee, o f San Francisco State, elucidated the power o f 

narrative and the emancipatory movement through “interaction with the committed
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groups often leads to the expected intentions.” My extrapolation from his piece regarding 

the role o f narrative in emancipatory movement is that, once a vision and narrative o f 

emancipation is articulated by the oppressed, it then becomes a national movement that 

would take a course o f its own until the intended objectives are accomplished. This was 

the case o f the India Muslim League who seeks to emancipate from the India National 

Congress. As it were, the Muslim League led by Mohammed Ali Jinnah who held a view 

that “the Muslim and Hindus were separate nations that could not be justly united with a 

single postcolonial democracy with Muslim in the minority. It sought the creation o f 

separate Muslim homeland, which came to be called the Pakistan, meaning “land o f the 

pure” (Banerjee, 179).

The case made by the Muslim minority was the likely-hood that if  the Muslim 

did not emancipate from the greater Indian communitas which has the majority of 

Hindus, they would be marginalized by the majority o f Indian Hindus. If juxtaposed with 

the case o f the Palestinian plight, the narrative o f the Palestinians meant that the Israeli 

occupation will oppress and drive them out o f their land. Although the struggle o f the 

Palestinian to emancipate from the Israelis has taken longer than anticipated, if  the 

Palestinians stays with their narrative o f nationalist movement and independence and 

continue to gain international support for their course, in due time, they will eventually 

emancipate from their oppressor, the Israelis.

In acquiring their independence from India congress, the Muslim League 

constructed and gained interaction with Indian Congress. By gaining interaction with the
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congress, it builds an element o f momentum among the international community.

Gaining such traction certainly helps accelerated the course o f the Muslim League to 

emancipate from the Indian Congress. Banerjee also indicated that the 1946 provincial 

election in which the Muslim League won 75% of the votes, provided the impetus that 

led to the creation o f the state of Pakistan. In juxtaposing the Palestinian struggle with the 

Muslim League, the question becomes, why is it that in both the Irish and the Muslim 

League whom did not weaver from their narrative, were able to gain their independence 

and yet, the Palestinian has done practically the same thing for the most part and not 

anywhere close to gaining their independence from the Apartheid Israel? The answer to 

the aforementioned question is that the impediment to a two-state peace deal is the United 

States.

The unbridled financial and military support by the United States and its U.N. 

Security veto power which it has used to block any attempt by the International 

Community to recognize the Palestinian statehood presents an enormous challenge. 

Regardless of the current U.S. impediment to the Palestinian independence and statehood, 

the United States support for Israeli government cannot endure in perpetuity. It’s only a 

matter of time when they can no longer afford to support Israel. When that happens, the 

Palestinian will certainly emancipate from the Apartheid Israel. As Banerjee argued, “not 

only do singular events becomes parts of the working sets o f concepts that shape policy—

- and in this way later policy is dependent on what occurred earlier in the historical path—

-  but what is extracted from the event and the lesson is integrated into the working
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corpus o f concepts [and] function o f the state o f political thinking at the time of the 

events” (Banerjee, 185). Simply put, policies are often derived by sets o f previous 

experiences, thus, those experiences create an impetus for an evolution o f new policies 

and strategies for the emancipatory path way. In the case o f the Palestinian emancipatory 

movement, it would mean their ability to adapt and change to new circumstances that 

impedes their effort for independence from Israeli occupation.

The process o f emancipatory movement also requires mutually understood 

knowledge and conversational implicatures among the subjects and groups. In other 

words, having common purpose and understanding could be the key in gaining once 

freedom from the oppressed. As Banerjee postulate, “verbal coordination o f  action 

among different persons is possible only if  they have certain information in common. To 

have knowledge in common means that each knows that others know it, and each knows 

that, and so on. Knowledge becomes common either by being communicated directly 

among interacting persons or through being a widely— communicated convention. 

Common knowledge is necessary if  one subject is to elicit a particular reaction from 

another. It is even necessary for one subject to defy the demand of another” (Banerjee, 

188).

In essence, the Muslim collective understanding o f the conversation o f the 

emancipatory movement and the common awareness that they were all on the same page, 

created the impetus that galvanized the Muslim League in participating in the provincial 

election that garnered 75% o f the Muslim vote that ultimately led to the creation o f the
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state of the Pakistan. Perhaps, this is the kind o f mutual understanding needed to stay the 

course in the Palestinian emancipatory movement. The narrative o f the Palestinians and 

their aspiration to emancipate from the Israelis must be maintained in order to validate 

the ethos o f their struggle within the international community. In his implicature, 

Banerjee’s argues that, “the fate o f the storyteller is affected by the credibility o f their 

story in front o f critical audience” (Banerjee, 193). Certainly, the Palestinian narrative 

and its effect would depend on its credibility to the international community, and its 

ability to persuade the United States to reverse from supporting the abhorrent Israeli 

apartheid policies, to a position o f neutrality in which it could apply sanctions and 

pressure when Israel misbehaves.
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Chapter 3

JEWISH LOBBY AND THE AMERICAN MEDIA INFLUENCE

It is one thing to assert that the United States is solely responsible for the 

Israeli/Palestinian impasse, but it is more disconcerting when media groups in the United 

States, collaborates with its government in bidding the case for Israeli aggression over the 

Palestinian occupation. As it were, the United States has succeeded in cajoling its media 

apparatus in continuing the narrative of marginalizing the Palestinian through slanted 

journalistic reportage of the historicity, and the objectivity o f events as they unfold on the 

ground. Knowing that the Palestinian does not have the financial and military backing o f 

the imperial and hegemonic America, the least that the American media could do is to 

report the conflict in an objective, and un-slanted manner. And allow the world and the 

American people to discern what the truth is and who to support.

Instead, not only did the Palestinian people have to contain the fact that they lack 

the financial and military backing that the oppressor receives from the United States, but 

they also, have to contend the media apparatus that helps to buttress the case of the 

oppressor, the Israelis. Not having a voice to make a case for the Palestinian people, 

means, that they certainly have an uphill battle to climb in terms o f persuading the world 

to see the Israeli government as an Apartheid state and as an occupier. Because we live in 

the world where the United States global media groups shapes public opinions and 

international policies. If  the American media is not exercising their objectivity in the
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reportage o f the Israeli/Palestinian contestations, it means that it would be difficult to 

persuade the International community to support the Palestinian cause o f emancipation 

from the Israeli Apartheid regime. By not getting the diabolic nature o f the occupation 

through the American media, the world community will not be able act in defense o f the 

Palestinian people.

THE ROLE OF AMERICAN MEDIA IN THE CONFLICT

In her book, “PEN AND SWORDS: How the American Mainstream Media Report 

the Israeli/Palestinian Conflict” Marda Dunsky, examines how the American mainstream 

media reports and frame key issues o f the conflict and how time and time again, the 

media bypass important contextual aspect o f the organic issues, such as, the United States 

role in the peace process, the Palestinian refugee question, and Israel settlement. Dunsky 

also, rightly questions, how is it that the United States can claim the role o f an “HONEST 

BROKER” in the conflict when it overwhelmingly favors Israel with diplomatic support 

and economic and military aid? Given that news media should be the entity that allows 

the consumers to decide who is telling the truth by way o f objective reporting o f both 

sides o f the story. Dunsky argues that “however, such an ideal balancing o f sources does 

not always occur, and in the reporting of the Israeli/Palestinian conflict it routinely does 

not. One reason for this is that the fundamental imbalance o f power between the two 

sides is reflected in the sourcing” (Dunsky, 12).
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In other words, the American media has abdicated its job, time and time again by 

aligning with its government and Israeli government in marginalizing the Palestinian 

cause through muted coverage, and according credibility to Israeli Zionist agenda. The 

inability o f the American media to question “the pattern o f U.S. foreign aid which has 

greatly favored Israel since 1967, which may have negatively affected the chances for 

negotiated resolution to the Israeli/Palestinian conflict” is disconcerting according to 

Dunsky.

Dunsky observed that, “references to international law and consensus are virtually 

omitted in reporting on Palestinian refugees and Israeli settlements, and neutral, expert 

sources are not called upon to assess the legitimacy o f the parties competing claims. The 

impact of U.S. policy on the trajectory o f the conflict is rarely, if  ever examined, and 

exposition o f American geostrategic interest in the region is virtually absent. Instead, [the 

media] reporting present empirical details of the o f the conflict that support the 

hegemonic notions that Israelis/ Palestinians alone bear the responsibility for the conflict 

and must negotiate their own way out it, aided by the good and neutral offices o f the 

United States” (Dunsky, 16). The question is, if  the U.S. media groups are aligned with 

its government and the state o f Israeli while ignoring the Palestinian plight and quest for 

statehood, what hope does the Palestinian have to actualize its cause?

So far, no country has demonstrated the willingness to repudiate the United 

States support for Israel, and the audacity to demand for the support o f the Palestinian 

right for emancipation and statehood. Because the public sees the world through the lens
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of the media, the prevailing view in the United States is that the Palestinians are 

responsible for the continuing violence and the peace impasse. These views are often 

extrapolated from the ways in which the American media portrays the Palestinians as 

terrorist as oppose to people fighting to defend their homeland and gain their 

independence from Israeli occupation.

THE DICHOTOMY OF THE NEW  YORK TIMES AND H AA R’ETZ

To appreciate how American news media has helped shape the parlance on 

the Israeli/Palestinian contestation, one needs to appreciate the dichotomy o f The New 

York Times and the H aar’etz, perspectives on news reportage o f Israeli/Palestinian 

conflict. Jerome Slater accounted for the differences in his piece “M UTING THE 

ALARM OVER THE ISRAELI-PALESTINIAN CONFLICT.” He argued that, “until 

recently, however, the Times was largely silent about the overall Israel occupation of 

which the settlements are but one manifestation and it repeatedly downplayed the 

devastating consequences o f the occupation on the Palestinian. The most important 

consequence, of course, has been the killing and wounding o f thousands innocent 

Palestinians” (Slater, 96). It is one thing to be muted and be silent when your country is 

aiding an Israeli government that has committed atrocities to the Palestinian people who 

are fighting for their independence but, it is completely abhorrent when the New York 

Times “implies that there is little connection between the violence o f the Palestinian 

intifada and Israeli occupation and repression — failing altogether to make distinction 

between the violence o f the occupier and that o f the victim, or between Palestinian
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attacks against Israel military forces as distinct from those against the civilians” (Slater, 

97).

Contrary to the New York Times, the Haaretz editorial and columnists “have 

repeatedly highlighted the moral issues created by the occupation, and its correspondent 

in the occupied territories. It regularly reports in great details, on how the Israel-induced 

humanitarian crisis destroys Palestinian lives. For example, in 2004 Meron Benvenisti, a 

columnist at Haaretz and former deputy o f mayor o f Jerusalem, wrote how the occupation 

and suppression o f millions of [Palestinian] have plunged Israeli society into profound 

moral crisis” (Slater, 100). Because o f the way in which U.S. media has framed the 

Palestinian cause in the minds o f Americans, it is very difficult for them to understand the 

Palestinian claims o f injustice under the Israeli government.

Hence, in the absence o f positive depiction o f the Palestinian in the U.S. news 

media, it is equally unlikely that the plight o f the Palestinian will resonate with the 

lawmakers and the population at large. The negative depiction o f the Palestinians in the 

U.S. news media prompted, John Noakes and Karin Wilkins to highlight in their piece, 

“SHIFTING FRAMES OF THE PALESTINIAN MOVEM ENT U.S. NEW S.” How the 

U.S. news often frames the Palestinians struggle for independence by minimizing and 

framing them as the terrorist as opposed to seeing them as the victim o f Israeli 

occupation. Thus, Noakes and Wilkins argued that “journalists reflect the norms and 

values of the cultural context in which they work and thus, draw on the tools provided by 

the hegemonic ideology when constructing news frames” (Noakes & Wilkins, 651). In
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other words, the U.S. media is mirroring the stance and position o f its government as its 

supports the position o f Israeli government by framing the Palestinian cause for statehood 

as terrorist fighters as oppose to independence struggle.

The framing and muting o f American news media in relation to the 

Israeli/Palestinian contestation makes the narrative slanted in favor o f the Israeli 

government. For his part, Seth Ackerman postulates that “in war— especially the kind of 

war that broke out between Israel and the Palestinians in late 2000— each side has its 

reasons. Not all reasons are equally valid, but in journalism  both sides must be told, 

context and balance must be provided, and ultimately the audience should decide” 

(Ackerman, 61). The observation postulated by Ackerman is that key wording such as 

“occupation” has essentially disappeared from major U.S. media and at such “with the 

context of occupation missing, [in the U.S. media analysis o f the contestation] the media 

had little difficulty depicting staggering Palestinian casualties as inevitable, though 

unfortunate byproduct o f Palestinian violence in West Bank and Gaza. O f course, [such] 

characterization was difficult to square with the broad international agreement outside the 

United States that Israel was committing grave violations o f human rights, an assessment 

that is closely connected to the consensus on Israel’s status as an occupying power. But 

the [U.S.] media simply skimmed over the subject” (Ackerman, 66).

FRAMING AND LABELING BY NEWS MEDIA
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In the first and second intifada, Annelore Deprez & Karin Raeymaeck 

instantiated how labeling favored the Israeli side o f the conflict. The authors argued, that 

when “journalist write about the plight of the Palestinians, they often described their 

plight as “disputed territories, settlements terrorist, rather than occupied territories, 

colonies o f freedom fighters. The actors cited and reported on predominantly Israeli 

actors, while Palestinian actors are rarely consulted” (Depres & Raeymaeck, 93). Part of 

the reason why there is slanted reportage of the Israeli/Palestinian contestation is because 

most international correspondence is stationed in Israel, rather than in the occupied 

territories. Because the journalists are not based in the occupied territories, the Palestinian 

side o f the story is often not told in the manner in which the Israelis are depicted. They 

concluded in their investigation that the “data reveal differences in the coverage o f first 

and second intifada. The images o f Palestinian changes from largely positive to 

preponderantly negative between the two intifadas” (Depres & Raeymaekers, 107).

Furthermore, evidence o f the slant news coverage o f the Israeli/ Palestinian 

contestation by the U.S. media, substantiates that the New York Times along with other 

major news organizations in the U.S. are biased against the Palestinians. In their piece, 

“HOW BIAS SHAPES THE NEWS: CHALLENGING THE NEW  YORK TIMES 

STATUS AS A NEW SPAPER OF RECORD ON THE MIDDLES EAST” authors, 

Barbie Zeiler, David Park, and David Gudelunas argued that “studies have proved what 

they see as the U.S. m edia’s pro-Israel perspective by examining a larger array o f features 

o f news presentation. Citing Glasgow media group which found evidence o f pro-Israel
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bias television news that derived from a failure to provide historical context. The result 

was a limited understanding of the Palestinian version of events and a simplified view 

that the Israelis were justifiably responding to random acts o f violence” (Zeiler, Park, 

&Gudelunas, 287).

One o f the ways in which the American news organizations engage in predilection 

reportage is through labeling and minimizing the plight o f the Palestinian people. For 

example, the news media would often use the word “terrorist” or suicide bombers” rather 

than “colonial fighters.” Terms like “occupation [often disappears from U.S. media] 

occupied lands became disputed lands, and Israeli settlement were often labeled as Israeli 

neighborhood” (Zeiler, Park, & Gudelunas, 290). The authors agreed that most U.S. news

media “often heralded as among the best inevitably shape and slant the story through

the mere act o f coverage. Bias thus emerges as far more embedded and complex 

dimension of U.S. print journalism than commonly assumed in popular, if  not scholarly, 

discourse” (Zeiler, Park, & Gudelunas 302).

From a historical context, going back to 20th century view in which the American 

media have written much o f the Middle East and the Israeli/Palestinian conflict, it 

appears, and that there is a uniformity in the way in which the American media and news 

organization have portrayed the region and the Palestinian plight. Dina Ibrahim, in her 

piece, “THE MIDDLE EAST IN AMERICAN MEDIA: A 20th - CENTURY 

OVERVIEW ” postulated that “The New York Times from 1917 to 1947 coverage o f the 

Arabs was mostly conflict oriented and unfavorable” describing that the Arabs were not
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presented as fighting for independence from colonial rule during this period, instead 

coverage was limited, distorted and presented from colonial viewpoint” (Ibrahim, 512). 

Juxtaposed with the current situation with the colonial Israel and the Palestinian struggle, 

we find a pattern o f American media that have continued to portray the Palestinian plight 

as benign, by labeling them as ‘terrorist, suicide bom bers’ while the Israelis are presented 

as defending their security at the expense o f the occupation o f Palestinian land. It is also 

worth noting that “due to the Israelis [proximate] cultural, ideological, and political ties 

to the U.S., news about Israel is likely to be more salient to both the press and the public 

than news from Arab countries” (Ibrahim, 516).

In his analysis “THE NEW YORK TIMES AND H A ’ARETZ AND THEIR 

PORTRAYAL OF THE PALESTINIAN/ ISRAELI CONFLICT” Matt Viser concluded 

that “New York Times has grown less and less balanced in its reporting o f the 

Palestinian/Israeli conflict. The ratio o f Israel sources to Palestinian sources has widened, 

as has the ratio o f Israel end quotes to Palestinian end quotes. Fewer stories have been 

written about the Palestinian side since 1987-88, and fewer stories are appearing on the 

front page if Israeli is the perpetrators o f violence. There has also been a sharp decline in 

the identification o f and information about Palestinian victims. Compared with the 

H a’aretz, the Times coverage provides a more one-sided version o f the Israeli/Palestinian 

conflict” (Viser, 118).

The salient nature o f the U.S. news media emanates from the fact that its media 

culture is exported and circulated around the world more than any other country in the
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world. For that reason, it would make sense that the U.S. news media engage in holistic 

and objective news reporting that accounts for the both sides o f the argument. As Amani 

Ismail indicated “in order for news to resonate with audiences, it is tremendously helpful 

when the journalist assumes the role of storyteller. By answering the well-known why, 

who, where, what, and how, journalist help place news in the story form, thus facilitating 

the reader’s job  o f understanding the given tale” (Ismail, 181). Often when journalist do 

not apply this cardinal rule when reporting the news, they tend to show predilection when 

reporting both sides of the debate. Hence, such predilection could lead to disseminating 

distorted and slanted news to the public.

One common theme among academics who have written extensively on the 

subject of the U.S. media predilection against the Palestinian is the issue o f framing the 

Palestinians violence as terrorist act. As Ismail posit, ‘associating terrorism exclusively 

with Palestinians was a running trend within examined news, even when not citing 

official or government designation o f terrorism” (Ismail, 189). Given the glim likely- 

hood that the U.S. media might show any sign of objectivity in the reportage of 

Palestinian/Israeli contestation going forward, Ismail admonishes that “judging solely 

from the news sample at hand, a media reliant public would have to look beyond the 

media information pivotal to contextualize identities involved, the Palestinian struggle for 

state, and the conflict as a whole” (Ismail, 192).

THE ROLE OF ISRAELI LOBBYIST GROUP IN THE UNITED STATES
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Regarding the Influence o f Israeli lobbyist groups, that often has been blamed 

for steering the U.S. foreign policy agenda in favor o f the Israeli government; I dissect 

the groups and their individual influence in the Parlance o f  the Israeli/Palestinian 

contestations. Among different Israeli lobbyist groups, the likes o f American-Israel 

Public Affair Committee (AIPAC), American Jewish Committee, American for peace 

now, Anti-Defamation League, and the Zionist Organization o f America, just to mention 

a few. It appears that AIPAC is the most formidable and influential on Capitol Hill and 

has the ability to sway U.S. foreign policy on Israeli/Palestinian conflict in favor o f the 

Israeli government. According to M earsheimer and Walt “In 1997, Fortune magazine 

asked members o f Congress and their staffs to list the most powerful lobbies in 

Washington, AIPAC was ranked second behind the American Association o f Retired 

People (AARP).

In fact, most scholars who has written on the influence o f Jewish lobbyist in 

America often cite the AIPAC as the dominant group. According to the website o f 

AIPAC, “The United States and Israel have formed a unique partnership to meet the 

growing strategic threat in the Middle East. The cooperation effort provides significant 

benefits for both the United States and Israel. Perhaps this unique relationship espoused 

in the website o f AIPAC would help us to understand the influence o f Israeli lobbyist 

groups in relation to U.S. foreign policy on Israeli/Palestinian conflict.

In their piece, “THE ISRAEL LOBBY AND U.S. FOREIGN POLICY” John 

Mearsheimer & Stephen Walt, describe how the activities o f Israel lobbyist group have
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shaped American foreign policy actions in Middle East. And address the lobby’s 

influence on both parties in the Congress. My concentration and the examination o f the 

group activities will be centered on AIPAC as they are the most powerful and influential 

among the groups. As the authors indicated the “key pillar o f the lobby’s effectiveness is 

its influence in the U.S. Congress, where Israel is virtually “immune from criticism.”

This is remarkable they assert, “given that Congress almost never shies away from 

contentious issues. Whether the issue is abortion, affirmative action, health care or 

welfare, there is certain to be a lively debate on Capitol Hill. Where Israel is concerned, 

however, potential critics fall silent; there is hardly any debate at all” (Mearsheimer & 

Walt, 42).

The point underscored by Walt & M earsheimer is that if  AIPAC and other 

subsidiary groups o f Israeli lobbyists can silence the U.S. Congress from criticizing the 

abhorrent, and grotesque human rights abuses committed by the Israeli government; it 

essentially guarantees that the plight of the Palestinian people will endure for the 

foreseeable future. Until some members o f Congress are willing to buck the trend and 

forcefully critic Israel and demand a change in policy by the United States, the status quo 

would remain. In fact, as the authors alluded in their piece, former Senators have openly 

admitted that no debate goes on in Senate except for what AIPAC writes as a policy.

The conundrum is not that AIPAC controls both chambers o f Congress but the fact 

that Congress are not only abdicating its responsibility, but engages in rouge and endemic 

corrupt practices that is rotting’s the institutions designed to render justice and fairness
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for the public good. The influence o f AIPAC does not only end with the United States 

Congress, but it also wields its power in the mainstream media as well. The authors noted 

that “the lobby’s perspective on Israel is widely reflected in the mainstream media, in 

good part because most American commentators are pro-Israel. Highlighting how 61 

columnist and commentators who can be counted upon to support Israel reflexively and 

without qualification. Conversely, finding only five pundits who consistently criticizes 

Israel behavior or endorse pro-Arab positions” (W &M, 45). The AIPAC stronghold on 

the United States government and its elected officials meant that since 1973, the United 

States has provided Israel with unbridle support that has not accorded to any other states 

in the world in the entire existence of the United States. To put it in perspective, since 

World War 11, a total direct aid to Israel is about 140 billion dollars. Currently, Israel 

receives over 3 billion in military and financial aid every year from the U.S.

This unbridle support has prompted Walt and Mearsheimer to question the 

validity of this unprecedented support, arguing that “apart from wartime alliance, it is 

hard to think o f another instance where one country has provided another with a similar 

level o f material and diplomatic support for such an extended period. A merica’s support 

for Israel is, in short, unique. This extraordinary generosity might be understandable if 

Israel were a vital strategic asset or if  there were completely moral case for such 

sustained U.S. backing. But neither rationale is convincing” (W &M, 32). Again, this 

evidence by Walt and Mearsheimer certainly substantiates my hypothesis that the



47

American government should bear the sole responsibility of the peace impasse given its 

unbridle support for the Israeli government.

A SURVEY OF PRO-ISRAELI COMMUNITY IN THE UNITED STATES

Don Waxman argued that the “domestic politics, including the activism of pro- 

Israel advocacy groups, certainly has some bearing on American policymaking. No 

administration is entirely immune from it, and members o f Congress are particularly

susceptible to it the continued vitality o f such groups offers clear evidence o f their

utility” (Waxman, 6). Waxman goes on to posit that “the informal alliance between the 

United States and Israel is considered to be the cornerstone o f Israeli security. Hence, 

maintaining this alliance is the central mission of the centrist lobby, which means that the 

centrist lobby opposes any kind o f American pressure on Israel. Moreover, the centrist 

lobby is generally hostile to public criticism of Israel in the United States or elsewhere” 

(Waxman, 11). As others have weighed in on the enormous influence o f lobby’s groups 

in the American politics, one thing is certain. The evidence o f inadvertent collusion by 

the United States government and the pro-Israel lobby groups to side with the Israeli 

government.

To further instantiate the influence o f Israel lobbyist group in the United States, 

Michael Lind, argued that “the Israel lobby is united not by a consensus about Israeli 

policies but by a consensus about the U.S. policies towards Israel. Most o f the desperate 

element o f the pro-Israel coalition supports two things. The first is massive U.S. funding
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for Israel Along with aid, the Israel lobby demands unconditional U.S. diplomatic

protection o f Israel in the U.N. and other forums. However, he argued, that the U.S. has 

been wrong to block repeatedly efforts by its major democratic allies in the U.N. Security 

Council to condemn Israel repression and colonization in the occupied territories” (Lind, 

2).

For his part, Daniel Levy o f H a’aretz posits that “the identification o f American 

with Israeli interest can be principally explained via the impact o f the lobby in 

Washington, and in limiting the parameter o f public debate rather than by virtue of Israel 

being a vital a strategic asset or having a uniquely compelling moral case for support 

beyond the right to exit. The bottom line is that defending the occupation has done to the 

American pro-Israel community what living as an occupier has done to Israel-muddied, 

moral compass and its rational self-interest compass.” Walter Russell Mead in his piece 

“DECODING THE ISRAEL LOBBY” posit that “virtually every possible policy position 

is supported by some element of [Israel lobby] the lobby never loses no matter what 

happens in Washington— like the man who always wins at roulette because he puts a chip 

on every square” (Mead, 163).

Finally, it will be fitting to encapsulate this parlance with the views of one o f the 

most respected American intellectual on this topic, a person who does not shy away from 

criticizing the Israeli and the American government policy on the Palestinian/Israeli 

conflict, even though he is Jewish. The American intellectual Noam Chomsky puts it best 

when he posits that, “it is o f extraordinary importance to the herd to protect [its] self
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image, much o f it based on deceit and fabrication. Therefore, any attempt even to bring 

up plain undisputed, surely relevant facts is either ignored, or sets off most impressive 

tantrums, slanders, fabrication, and deceit, and the other standard reactions. Very easy to 

demonstrate, and by no means limited to [the cases of Israeli/Palestinian contestation] 

those without experience in critical analysis o f conventional doctrine can be very 

seriously misled by the particular case o f the Middle East.” Noam Chomsky repudiation 

o f the United States emanate from its credulity o f the Israelis narratives and the absence 

o f the Middle Eastern cultural adherence by the United States.
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Chapter 4

THE QUESTION OF APARTHEID QUESTION AND BDS

The question whether Israel is an Apartheid state remains a robust parlance from 

both the protagonist and the antagonist. It elicits great debate depending on whose camp 

one is arguing from. From the occupier’s perspective, the Israeli government will 

vehemently deny that they are an Apartheid state. Conversely, from the occupied 

perspective, the Palestinians, without equivocation will argue that they have been 

subjected to even worse situation than the Apartheid regime o f South Africa. Without 

predilection, the question whether Israel is an Apartheid state can only be answered with 

an understanding as to what constitute an Apartheid state? And, by examining the 

international legal frame work o f what constitute an Apartheid state? And finally, by 

looking at the definition o f “Apartheid” using the international regimes, the likes o f the 

United Nations and the Rome Statue on what constitute an Apartheid state. The 

juxtaposition o f South Africa during its Apartheid regime and the current state o f 

Israeli/Palestinian contestation to determine whether Israel is in violation o f international 

law.

The conundrum with posing the question whether Israel is an Apartheid state is 

that, it often leads the supporters o f Israeli government including the United States to 

accuse anyone that poses such question o f anti-Semitic. In fact, the issue arose in the 

recent publication by the Economic and Social Commission for Western Asia (ESCWA),
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a United Nations body that represents the interest o f the Asian region. In its publication 

“ISRAELI PRACTICES TOWARDS THE PALESTINIAN PEOPLE AND THE 

QUESTION OF APARTHIED” in which the authors seek to examine whether Israel has 

established an Apartheid regime that subjugates the Palestinian people to human rights 

abuses and domination. The need by the authors to probe this question emanates from the 

protracted suffering o f the Palestinian people. In researching for the publication, the 

authors went to a great length to seek for evidence and legal argument regarding whether 

Israel has established an Apartheid regime that oppresses the Palestinian people. In the 

view o f the authors, if  there were enough evidence, to substantiate and proves such 

hypothesis (ESCWA), the international community and civil society should be alerted to 

abrogate the Apartheid regime o f Israel and address the Palestinian plight in earnest. 

Currently, the international community has abdicated its core commitment o f upholding 

the international law as it applies to the case o f the Palestinian people, in defense o f its 

rights under the international law, including the right to self- determination and 

emancipation from the occupation of Israel.

The definition o f Apartheid under article II o f the International Convention on 

the Suppression and Punishment o f the Crime o f Apartheid (1973, Apartheid 

Convention): stipulate, that “The term the crime o f Apartheid, which shall include similar 

policies of racial segregation as practiced in South Africa, shall apply to inhuman act 

committed for the purpose o f establishing and maintaining by one racial group o f persons 

over any other group o f persons and systematically oppressing them.” Now, under the
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customary international law and the Rome Statue o f the international Criminal Court, 

according to the statue, “The crime o f Apartheid means inhuman acts... committed in the 

context o f an institutionalized regime of systematic oppression and domination by one 

racial group over any other racial group or groups and committed with the intention o f 

maintaining that regime.” According to the authors o f the aforementioned report by 

(ESCWA) Richard Falk, and Virginia Tilley, “currently 177 states are parties to the 

International Convention on the Elimination of all Forms of Racial Discrimination, under 

which they commit themselves to prevent, prohibit, and eradicate Apartheid” (Faulk & 

Tilley, 12).

Under this commitment and obligation, states are required by law to oppose 

Apartheid and take measure and steps to prevent it where ever it might arise. Flence, all 

members o f the United Nations who are signatories to the Apartheid Convention are 

abdicating their responsibility to vociferously repudiate and denounce any semblance o f 

Apartheid regime in Israel. Unfortunately, members of the United Nations are 

acquiescence and muted as the United States continues to impede its ability to recognize 

the Palestinian as a viable state. Faulk & Tilley also, described Apartheid as a “racial 

discrimination where the main agent in imposing racial domination is the dominant 

group, whose members collectively generate the rule and norms that define race, enforce 

racial hierarchy and police racial boundaries. The primary enforcers o f such systems are 

private, such as teachers, employers, real estate agents, loan officers, and vigilante 

groups, but they also rely on administrative organs o f the state, such as the police, and the
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court system” (Faulk & Tilley, 19). The aforementioned quote is what Apartheid state o f 

Israel looks like. It is fitting to examine the current situation on the ground in Israel to see 

how it relates the definition of Apartheid, in the context of, “private social behavior o f 

Apartheid.”

The current situation in Israeli with regards to the demographic o f state can be 

attributed, to its policies that were designed to maintain a Jewish and democratic state 

where an overwhelming Jewish majority will prevail. In order to engineer the Jewish 

majority over the Palestinians, laws were enacted to prevent the return o f Palestinian 

refugees from the war o f 1948 and 1967. Ethnic cleansing the likes o f the forcible 

displacement in 1948 that rendered almost 800,000 Palestinian homeless to make way for 

what is today recognized as Israeli territories. Enactment o f the Law o f Return and 

Citizenship Law that granted Israeli citizenship to Jews from around the world has helped 

shaped the demographic o f the state o f Israel, where Israel hold majority over the 

Palestinians. And other instrument o f laws designed to reduce the size o f the Palestinian 

population, which includes restriction on immigration, laws prohibiting Palestinian 

spouses o f Israeli citizens from gaining legal rights in Israel.

And the law that affirms Israel as “Jewish and a democratic state” upon which the 

Jewish- racial domination is founded. It’s fair to conclude that Israel is currently 

practicing a social “Apartheid” based upon the aforementioned laws and rules, which 

were used to segregate and dominate the Palestinian people. The Israeli government 

currently restrict the Palestinians the right to freedom o f movement, by requiring IDs
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from Palestinians to cross the border. A plethora o f check points and separate road the 

such that existed in South Africa Apartheid state, the right to choose their own residence, 

and the right to leave and return to their own country. The prohibition o f inter-faith 

marriages between M uslim and Jews are in effect in Israel. Often mixed faith couple are 

prohibited from marrying in the country. Hence, they have to leave the state in order to 

get married. Over 40 percent of the Palestinian land has been expropriated from them for 

the use of Jewish settlement. And often, Palestinians are restricted from accessing their 

own land in West Bank and Gaza.

We can also see some semblance o f what Faulks & Tilley, termed 

“Apartheid through fragmentation” in which they articulate that different method o f 

administrations are used to control Palestinian population depending on where they live. 

The practical onus o f that administrative complexity benefits Israel, as fragmentation o f 

the Palestinian people is the core method through which Israel enforces Apartheid. The 

authors cited the South African case as an instance in which “different laws for Black 

South Africans living in townships and in the Bantustans and different privileges for 

Indians and Coloreds. Similarly, the Apartheid regime in Israel operates by splintering 

the Palestinian people geographically and politically into different legal categories” 

(Faulks &Tilley, 37). Sadly, the regime o f Israel was built on this geographic 

fragmentation, although it demonstrates clear violations o f ‘Apartheid Convention’ and 

yet, it has been normalized by the international community aided and fomented by the 

hegemonic United States o f America.
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Faulk & Tilley, indicated that “the architects o f South African adopted a strategy 

o f grand Apartheid to secure white supremacy in the long term through the country’s 

geographic partition into white areas and disarticulated Black areas.... in which Bantu or 

Black reserves were controlled by Black South Africans appointed by the state. That 

model so closely resembles current premises supporting a two-state solution in 

Palestinian that it calls for sober reflection, because o f the violent and destabilizing 

effects it had throughout sub-Sahara Africa” (F &T, 46). The authors are simply 

examining the current situation in Israel by juxta-positioning the Palestinian plight along 

with the South African Blacks who were subjected to an Apartheid regime. Hence, to see 

if  the juxtaposition would help to instantiate Jewish national domination over an area o f 

the Palestinian controlled by the Israeli government.

The International Convention on the Elimination o f All Forms o f Racial 

Discrimination should “recognize that deprivation o f citizens on the basis o f race, color, 

descent, or national or ethnic origin is a breach o f states parties’ obligations to ensure 

non-discrimination enjoyment o f the right to nationality” (F&T, 50). Currently, part o f 

the Israeli/Palestinian contestation constituted on the exclusion o f the Palestinians, as 

non-Jews citizens of Israeli state that has autonomy and control on the Palestinian people. 

Often the Israeli government would argue that taking these measures o f racial domination 

is a temporary fix until a peace agreement can resolves all the territorial dispute and 

governance. But Falk and Tilley, argued that “Apartheid is prohibited under international 

law irrespective of its duration.”
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THE QUESTION OF BOYCOTT, DIVESTMENT, AND SANCTION (BDS)

Because states are required by law to oppose Apartheid and to take measures to 

prevent it where ever it may arise, brings the question of boycott, divestment, and 

sanctions to bare (BDS). As a tool in which the international community could use to 

hold Israel accountable without waiting for the United States and its allies to hold Israel 

to account through sanctions. In his piece, “HEALTH AND HUMAN RIGHTS IN 

PALESTINE: THE SIEGE AND INVATION OF GAZA AND THE ROLE OF THE 

BOYCOTT, DIVESTMENT AND SANCTIONS MOVEMENT: edited by Mahmood 

Monshipouri, Jess Ghannam, argued that “it can be established that nations-states, 

nongovernmental organizations, and judicial bodies have failed the people o f Palestine. 

All attempts to hold Israel accountable for its actions, which includes its occupation o f 

Palestinian land [has failed]. The governing bodies that are used to hold nations-states 

accountable includes the United Nations, the International Criminal Court, as well as the 

political will o f various stakeholders and other nations-states [have failed]. It will be easy 

to conclude at this time that these international entities and nations-states have failed to 

hold Israel to account and have failed Palestinian in their attempt to achieve a just 

solution” (Ghannam, 254).

Because the international community have failed the Palestinians in their quest for 

independence, Ghannam argued that BDS as was used to pressure the Apartheid state o f 

South Africa to capitulate should be applied to the Israeli government in order to bring 

the state of Israel to its knees. Hence abrogate the Apartheid regime and liberate the
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Palestinian people. The BDS call as articulated by Ghannam, was based on the primacy 

o f “the right to self-determination and the addresses the fundamental rights o f three major 

component o f the Palestinian people: 1). To live free from Israel occupation in the Gaza 

Strip and West Bank; 2). To end Israel’s system o f institutionalized racism and 

discrimination against the Palestinians citizens; and 3). For the Palestinian refugees and 

internally displaced great majority of Palestinian people to exercise their U.N. sanctioned 

right to return to their homes o f origin and to receive reparations” (Ghannam, 255). 

Furthermore, BDS movement not only encourages nations- states to use their leverage to 

boycott Israeli business and its government from profiting from Apartheid regime, but 

also to, encourages progressive academics around the globe from engaging with and 

collaborating with Israeli institutions.

The BDS which was a brain child o f the Palestinians since 2005, has been 

endorsed by the majority o f the Palestinian civil society. And in 2010, for the first time, 

campaigners all over the world took part in the global day o f BDS action o f all aspects o f 

the BDS movement, according to Ghannam. In referencing to BDS, Desmond Tutu 

argued that “the end o f Apartheid stands as one o f the crowning accomplishment o f the 

past century, but we would not have succeeded without the help o f international 

pressure— in particular the divestment movement o f the 1980s. Over the past six months, 

a similar movement has taken shape, this time aiming at an end to the Israeli occupation.” 

The BDS movement that helped galvanized the world against the South African 

Apartheid state, culminating in its demise, is needed more than ever to help end the
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elongated contestation and the peace impasse between the Palestinian and the Israeli 

Apartheid regime.

THE ROLE OF ROME STATUE AND THE APARTHEID STATE OF ISRAEL

In a reply to John Dugard and John Reynolds piece on “APARTHEID, 

INTERNATIONAL LAW, AND THE OCCUPIED PALESTINIAN TERRITORY.” An 

opposing intellectual parlance in support o f the Israeli government, Yaffa Zilbershats, 

“accepted the premise that Apartheid as practiced in the former South African regime 

remains today a crime against the law of nations applicable to states practicing a similar 

regime. He further agrees that since the concept o f Israel, following the 1967 war, most 

o f the territories have been under belligerent occupation [of Israel]. The term belligerent 

occupation refers to a legal status where, following a war, territories beyond a state’s 

border remains in its control until a settlement is reached between the belligerent parties” 

(Zilbershats, 916).

Zilbershats, position is that because Israel won the war o f 1967, it is within its 

rights to occupy the Palestinian people under the auspices o f “belligerent occupation” 

until a settlement is reached. But evidence put forth by Faulks and Tilley demonstrates 

that any kind o f occupation is woefully in violation o f international laws regardless o f its 

duration. Zilbershats, is echoing the sentiment that Israeli occupation o f the Palestinian 

people is “acting in self-defense.” Even though it’s clearly in violation o f Apartheid 

Convention. In fact, Zilbershats, hold opposing views from Dugard and Reynolds, by
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arguing that, “Israel practices regarding settlements is not a violation o f the crime of 

apartheid.... inferring that the separation is not along racial lines but between Israeli 

citizens and the Palestinian” (Zilbershats, 921). Although Zilbershats would agree that 

Israel’s actions, sometimes are repressive, but at the same time, he legitimizes such 

behavior as “caused by clear and legitimate security concerns” for the Israeli government. 

In Israel today, there is a segregated transportation system in which the Palestinians are 

not allowed to use the same roads with the Israelis. This was exactly the same situation 

during the regime o f Apartheid South Africa.

Although this is a flagrant violation of the Rome Statue and extreme form o f 

racism but Zilbershats does not see it that way, as he argued that, “even if we take into 

account the fact that absolute segregation o f the population groups traveling on the roads 

is an extreme and undesirable outcome, we must be careful to refrain from definition that 

ascribe a connotation o f segregation , based on improper foundations o f racist and ethnic 

discrimination, the security means enacted for the purpose o f protecting travelers on the 

roads” (Zilbershats, 923). The fact that Zilbershats is defending the policies o f Israeli 

government that segregates the Palestinian and the Israeli is certainly abhorrent given 

that, this was the same situation that the Black South Africans was put through under the 

Apartheid regime. I would argue that the Apartheid South Africa segregated the Blacks 

from having contact with the white for the same reason that the Israeli are segregating 

from the Palestinian under the auspices o f “security” reasons. No matter what the reasons
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and excuses for segregation between the Israelis and the Palestinians, the bottom line is 

that the act itself is against the International Law.

Like most protagonist of Israel, like Zilbershats, the Israeli government would 

always disagree that their policies are different from that o f the Apartheid South Africa 

and therefore, comparing Israel with South Africa does not warrant the same merit. The 

conundrum with that argument is that even during the Jim Crow era o f segregation and 

Apartheid America, the United States did not accept that its policies against the African 

Americans was comparable to Apartheid South Africa. The South African government at 

the time o f its Apartheid regime thought that it was within its rights to segregate from 

Black South Africans. The protagonists o f Israeli government the likes o f Zilbershats, 

might think that Israel is enacting these policies for the purpose o f self-defense, but that 

does not obscure the fact that these policies were the exact same policies during the 

Apartheid regime o f South Africa.

To counter the narrative that Israeli policies o f Apartheid are strictly for the 

purpose of Israeli security. Mark Marshall in his piece, “RETHINKING THE 

PALESTINE QUESTION” argued that, “it is true that the Arab Palestinians have never 

been victims o f what was called in the South African context petty Apartheid. There were 

never park benches, bus shelters, or public toilet labeled Jews only. However, the Arab 

Palestinians have been and remain to this day victims o f what was called in South Africa 

“Grand Apartheid.” In South Africa, “Grand Apartheid” took the form o f series o f laws 

designed to ensure that the Africans and European populations were kept physically apart
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as much as possible and to ensure that the Africans had no power. In the context o f the 

Palestinian struggle, Zionism disenfranchises the indigenous population at three levels, 

banishment, occupation, and second-class citizenship” (Marshall, 19). If the Palestinian 

case is juxtaposed with the “Grand Apartheid” as alluded by Mark Marshall, we see the 

semblance o f what took place in South Africa during the Apartheid regime.

The Palestinians situation is exactly the same situation with the South African 

Blacks, who were subjected to the same second-class-citizenship by the European in their 

own home land. Another example o f the, “Grand Apartheid” is the argument often made 

by the Israelis that the Palestinians are not subjected to second-class citizen because they 

have the right to vote. Well, if  we use the Palestinians right to vote as an evident and 

reason why they are not subjected to an Apartheid regime, then let’s compare both 

situation. After the war, “Arab who were allowed to stay within the areas controlled by 

the Israeli army after the 1947-49 war were given citizenship but at the same time, were 

referred to as Israeli Arab. They were at that time the Palestinian equivalent of the 

“Section 10” o f South African Blacks, the privileged minority o f Blacks who were 

allowed to live in White areas. True, Arab citizens o f the State o f Israel have the right to 

vote, which is something like the “Section 10” South African Blacks, who were a 

minority o f Blacks citizens that has the right to vote during the Apartheid regime o f 

South Africa. [Under the Israeli Apartheid, minority o f the total Arab population o f 

Palestine are allowed to vote. The comparable analysis o f both cases is the same]. They
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may also be compared to the mixed-race Cape Coloreds who had the right to vote in Cape 

Province in the early years o f the Union o f South Africa” (Marshall, 20).

Marshall elucidated that the Israeli Arabs (Palestine) that are allowed to vote in 

Israeli elections are the minority just as the same situation was in South African 

Apartheid which accorded certain privileges to some Blacks. By according certain 

privileges to a small population in a regime o f an Apartheid state does not in any way 

validates the regimes o f Apartheid, whether as it was practiced in South Africa or the 

current state o f Apartheid regime in the state o f Israel.

THE CASE OF RUSSELL TRIBUNAL

In her piece, “APARTHEID OR NOT APARTHEID? The Russell Tribunal 

on Palestine, South Africa Session, November 2011” Barbara Harlow elucidated how the 

question o f Apartheid was addressed by experts witnesses in a deliberation to find out 

“whether Israel’s policy and certain practices affecting the Palestinian population in 

Israel territory and Palestinian territories occupied by Israel could be taken to have 

amounted to a breach on the international legal prohibition o f Apartheid and whether 

these policies and practices constitute persecution as a crime against humanity?”

(Harlow, 412). According Harlow, one o f the participant o f “The Russell Tribunal” on 

Palestine that took place in Cape Town’s historic Six Museum, Archbishop Emeritus 

Desmond Tutu “described to the audience a deep sadness on his part in noting the 

recognition o f deja vu in contemplating the situation of Palestinian in the state of Israel,
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citing that unfortunately, for many o f us in South Africa, what we see in the Holy Land 

has a sense o f replay of things we experienced in our part o f the world” (Harlow, 417).

If anybody would recognize what Apartheid looks like, it would be Desmond 

Tutu. Because he knew and experienced it first hand and thus validates the argument that 

the policies and practices o f Israeli government to the Palestinians amounted to the 

similarities o f the Apartheid regime of South Africa. Apart from Desmond Tutu’s 

testimony at the “Russell’s Tribunal” the tribunal findings after testimonies were lay to 

bare by jurors and expert witnesses who testified that, “the operative term to describe 

Israeli practices in occupied Palestine was, finally, Apartheid at least in terms o f 

international law, arguing that Apartheid’s legal definition applies to any situation 

anywhere in the world where the following three core elements exist: (i) that two distinct 

racial group can be identified; (ii) that inhuman acts are committed against the 

subordinate group and (iii); that such acts are committed systematically in the context o f 

an institutionalized regime of domination by one group over another.”

The Russell Tribunal argued that “the status o f prohibition o f Apartheid is 

universal prohibition, which although formulated in response to the situation in South 

Africa was always intended to apply beyond South Africa. The Tribunal nine 

international recognized jurors (diplomats, jurist, writers, Nobel Prize laureates) relied 

importantly on the testimonies presented by similarly credentialed witnesses, from 

Israel/Palestine, South Africa, and the European Union” (Harlow,417). Obviously, the 

experts accounts in the Russell Tribunal, including Israelis and Palestinian witnesses that
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gave the accounts o f their experiences in current situation in Apartheid Israel, which 

mired the semblance o f what took place in Apartheid South Africa. Hence, whether the 

protagonist o f the Israeli government want to recognize that their policies and practices 

are similar to that o f the Apartheid South Africa or not, the truth remains that all these 

witnesses at the Russell Tribunal could not be making up stories.

Uri Davis argued that, “Israel today and South Africa until 1994 represents two 

forms o f Apartheid. Either form o f Apartheid, South Africa or Israeli version represents a 

flagrant violation o f international law, notably the Covenant on the Suppression and 

Punishment o f the Crime o f Apartheid o f 1973, a crime that ought to be corrected by the 

International Community applying all legitimate means available to the U.N. Security 

Council, notably the imposition o f sanctions” (Davis, 84). Noticed that Uri Davis, 

recognized that the United Nations has been abdicating its responsibility to address what 

appears to be the role o f  the U.N. and the international community. Because the United 

States has a strangle hold on the United Nations; it has not been able to administer its 

duties with regards to the Palestinian/Israeli contestation.

Also, Uri did observe that the context o f Apartheid regime for these two 

countries are significantly different from one another and yet serves the same purpose. 

Instantiating that, “classifying Israel as an Apartheid state does not mean equating Israel 

with South Africa. Israel Apartheid is significantly different from South Africa 

Apartheid; just as Israeli occupation of Palestine is significantly different from Nazi 

occupation o f Europe. But the relevant differences for example, that one million
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Palestinian Arabs in Israel are citizens, though not equal citizens, in the first case do not 

imply that the one (South Africa) is Apartheid and the other (Israel) is not, just as the 

relevant differences in the second case for instance, there is no Auschwitz under Israeli 

occupation do not imply that the one (Nazi occupation), is a crime against humanity and 

the other the Israeli occupation is not” (Davis, 84).

Often the protagonist o f Israeli government will make the argument that Palestinian 

citizens o f Israel has the right to vote and therefore comparing the Palestinian situation 

with the South Africans during the Apartheid regime is uncalled for. But that argument 

does not hold water with Davis because, the overriding principle with both situations in 

South Africa Apartheid regime and the current situation in Israel is that both situations 

are in clear violation o f human rights and the Apartheid Covenant o f Suppression and 

Punishment o f 1973, as instantiated by Uri Davis. W hether one is a protagonist o f Israel 

or an antagonist o f Palestine, or the antithesis, one thing is clear, the Palestinian people 

are under an Apartheid regime o f the Israeli government. Hence, the only solution is the 

removal o f the institution of the Apartheid regime in Israel along with its occupation, 

disposition, colonization and the subjugation o f abhorrent human right abuses by the 

Apartheid regime o f Israel.

HISTORICAL CONTEXT OF APARTHEID REGIMES

From historical perspective o f the Apartheid, Jon Soske and Sean Jacobs recounted 

the similarities o f both Apartheids in their book “Apartheid Israel: The Politics of an
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analogy” in which the authors recounted a piece written by Alfred Tokollo Moleah a 

professor in Pan- African studies at Temple University in Pennsylvania, in which he 

argued that “the manifestation o f a shared ideology, a common world view. Both Israel 

and South Africa feel they have a religious calling; both see themselves as Western 

outpost in a sea o f barbarism. They both see their states and the political programs as the 

unfolding o f a divine dram a.... When an injunctions rests on privileges, floats on oil, 

gilted, as well as festooned with diamond, and is girded by uranium, chrome and 

platinum group metals, you then have a most explosive mixture” (Soske, and Jacobs, 82). 

By using professor M oleah’s piece to highlight the historical context o f the two regimes 

o f Apartheid, Soske and Jacobs are compelled to use a pattern o f historical context to 

analyze the concept and the creation o f both regimes o f Apartheid states, although 

divergent in context but similar in concept and origin.

Soske and Jacob were able to make the historical connection o f “settlers regime 

and oppressive violence” linking Israel to United States in the “brutal killings o f Michael 

Brown an unarmed Black teenager in August 2014, in the streets o f Ferguson, Missouri,

shocked by the system state brutality against people o f color While the United States,

Israel, and Apartheid era o f South Africa all have significantly different historical origin, 

the rhetoric o f settler rule and hyper-militarized repression is shared between them. As 

the case in St. Louis demonstrates, these regimes shared and continue to share 

information, building their logic o f oppression and violence in relation to each other. Due 

to this shared logic o f oppression, analogy is useful tool to critique and response. It
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allows us to see how certain systems are oppressive and how they relate to and inform 

others” (Soske, & Jacobs, 85). Every Apartheid that have existed from the era o f South 

Africa Apartheid regime, to the era o f Jim Crow Apartheid o f America, and the current 

Apartheid situation in Israel have one thing in common, the historical thread of 

oppression, repression, brutal violence, and outright abuses o f human dignity. That 

historical fact is undisputable.
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CHAPTER 5

IS THE UNITED NATIONS AN INSTRUMENT USED BY THE UNITED STATES 

TO DENY THE PALESTINIANS STATEHOOD AND EM ANCIPATION?

Following the end o f the Second World War, the United States and its allies came 

together in October 25th, 1945 to form what was then known as the League o f Nations. 

The institution was meant to prevent the carnage o f war between states. As the agent 

assigned with the responsibility o f preventing wars and building a peace order and 

tranquility, it appears that the United Nations has lost its role as an interlocutor between 

states in times o f disputes. Sarsar in his views thinks that, “the United Nations, as 

constituted in the Charter, is as good as the will, policies, and deeds o f its member states. 

Since its founding in 1945 out o f the ashes o f World War II, the UN has embodied the 

hope that the albatross o f war could be permanently removed and that conflicts between 

nations, like the Palestinian Arab and Israeli Jews, could be settled without violence” 

(Sarsar, 458). If  this is the true intention of the founding o f this institution, then the 

question is, why has the United States impeded virtually all attempt by this body to 

resolve the Palestinian question?

It also, begs the question whether the United Nations is an instrument used by the 

United States to prevent the Palestinian statehood and emancipation? And whether the 

Institution is indeed an independent body designed to be neutral and responsive to the 

need o f the marginalized in times o f war and dispute? I asked these questions in view of
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the litany o f the veto’s that the United States has wielded at the United Nations for the 

sole purpose o f denying the Palestinian recognition from the rest o f the world and their 

right for independence. Even in the recent times, the United States has gone to the extent 

o f cajoling the United Nations not to recognize a recent publication by the United Nations 

Economic and Social Commission for Western Asia (ESCWA), a sister body o f the 

organization representing Western Asia. They did so because the authors, Richard Falk, 

and Virginia Tilley delineated a wealth of physical evidence that suggests that Israel is 

indeed practicing an Apartheid regime in West Bank and Gaza Strip. The fact that the 

United Nations took down the publication from its websites due to enormous pressure 

from the United States, demonstrates that the United Nations is no longer an independent 

body, but rather an instrument o f choice, used by the United States to impede Palestinian 

emancipation and statehood.

To validate this view, Phyllis Bennis in his piece argued that “the United Nations 

chosen by the U.S., the Soviet Union, Britain and their allies in 1947 to enact the partition 

o f Palestine through the General Assembly Resolution 181. It bestowed international 

legitimacy on the nascent, borderless and still expanding state o f Israel, postulating an 

abstract Palestinian state and protected international status for Jerusalem, neither o f 

which were ever allowed to come into existence. But the U. N ’s own power remained 

derivative, limited to what was granted or withdrawn, imposed or suspended, by the 

major powers whose creation the global institution was. Those powers had won World 

War II; the United Nations would assure they could continue to rule the peace. O f them
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all, from the beginning, Washington remained the paramount authority” (Bennis, 47).

The account delineated by Bennis is that, from its inception, the United Nations was 

never designed by the United States and its allies to be independent and truly maintain 

peace and order around the world, but rather as an instrument to control the agenda o f the 

world order and ultimately calls the shots.

The most important case that demonstrated the evidence that the United Nations 

is an instrument o f choice used by the United States to deny the Palestinian the right for 

statehood, was the recent removal from it’s website, the publication written by a member 

body [ESCWA] holding Israel accountable to its Apartheid regime and human rights 

violations o f the Palestinian people. As Bennis further argued, “despite a myriad o f 

largely unenforced resolutions over the years (those that were not vetoed outright in the 

Security Council), the U.S. has managed quite successfully to keep the UN out o f the 

decision-making side o f Middle East diplomacy [specifically with the question o f the 

Palestine]” (Bennis, 48). The reason why one should question whether the United Nations 

is an instrument o f choice by the United States to deny the Palestinians emancipation and 

statehood is because, going back to the 1970s, which represents the zenith o f the 

contestation between the Palestinian and the Israelis. The United Nations has passed 

countless resolution o f which none was ever implemented even as Israel was flagrantly 

violating the Security Council Resolution 338 that called for a cease-fire and for a full 

implementation o f the Resolution 242.
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As Israel woefully ignored these resolutions neither the United Nations nor the 

United States, and its allies applied a modicum o f sanctions used to hold Israel 

accountable for its actions. The inability by the U.N. to apply a modicum o f sanctions on 

Israel that make the world community question the fidelity o f the United Nations. As 

Bennis rightfully argued, “the continuing U.S. and Israel rejection of the UN resolutions 

and the global consensus supporting an international peace conference under the auspices 

o f the United Nations, and the absence o f any sanctions being applied, brought the issue 

o f U.S. double standards to the front o f the agenda— the agenda o f the UN and the 

international community in general, but especially of the South. But U.S. was willing to 

take the risk inherent in the double standard accusation rather than pressure Israel toward 

greater accommodation” (Bennis, 54).

THE VETO POW ER OF THE UNITED STATES

In his piece, “THE QUESTION OF PALESTINE AND THE UNITED STATES 

BEHAVIOR AT THE UNITED NATION” Saliba Sarsar quoted, Noam Chomsky who 

rightfully observed that “from 1971, the United States systematically blocked a peaceful 

resolution in terms of the international consensus” (Sarsar, 459). The reasons why the 

United Nations Security Council (UNSC) has been effective in sabotaging its resolutions 

and the effectiveness o f the United Nations is because “the power o f the veto assures that 

each member o f the Big Five can never be reprimanded or condemned in a resolution and 

that allies are protected and free from enforcement action. In addition, the veto prevents 

major disagreements in the UNSC and enables it to act, when there is full agreement,
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with the backing o f the Big Five” (Sarsar, 459). The fact that this institution was by 

design meant to impede and affect the effectiveness o f the body certainly explicates, why 

over a few decades ago, beginning in the ‘70s the preponderance o f the United States 

veto’s that impeded Palestinians question at the U.N. is absurd.

Sarsar also indicated that, “the first US veto of a UNSC resolution on the 

Palestine was on July 24th, 1973. The resolution declared that in the occupied Territories, 

no changes which may obstruct a peaceful settlement or which may adversely affect the 

political and other fundamental rights o f all inhabitants in these territories should be 

introduced unrecognized. This was followed by 23 other vetoes o f UNSC resolutions on 

Palestine, particularly the conditions in the Occupied Territories and called upon Israel to 

abide by the Fourth Geneva Convention. In June, the US blocked another resolution that 

demanded that Israel not only desist from deporting Palestinian civilians from the 

Occupied Territories, but also ensure the safe and immediate return o f those already 

deported. In November the US blocked a third resolution, which not only deplored 

Israel’s policies and practices o f confiscating the property and valuables o f the 

Palestinian in the Occupied Territories, but also requested the UN Secretary General to 

conduct on-site monitoring o f the situation in the Occupied Territories, including East 

Jerusalem” (Sarsar, 464).

Given the preponderance o f veto’s wielded by the United States over the Palestinian 

question in 1973 alone, one could certainly estimate that over the course o f 47 plus years 

that the United States started using its veto privilege against the Palestinian question, the
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numbers o f veto votes by the United States could be easily in the neighborhood o f over 

90 veto votes regarding the question of the Palestinian emancipation and statehood. 

Assuming the United States vetoed 2 resolutions a year since 1973. [Point o f disclaimer, 

the 90 veto votes are not empirical number but rather an estimation using two vetos’ 

every year].

The long list o f veto’s by the United States continues to express itself in different 

dimension even as the situations continue to deteriorate in Gaza Strip and West Bank. It 

certainly makes one wonders how is it that a country the [United States] that pronounces 

its believes and ideals for human rights, the right for equality and the inalienable rights 

for states and individual to pursue their dreams and aspirations continues to support 

Israel’s abhorrent behaviors against the Palestinians. And the idea that, Israel continues to 

expropriate Palestinian land, subject them to inhumane living condition, deny them the 

dignity o f life, and yet the United States could not find it in its heart to come to the aid o f 

the Palestine. It is absurd to say the least. In his piece “LIVING IN LEGAL LIMBO: 

ISRAEL’S SETTLERS IN OCCUPIED PALESTINIAN TERRITORY” John Quigley 

posits, that the United States have used it veto to allow Israel to commit atrocities against 

the Palestinian, highlighting that “in 1995 when Israel announced that it would 

expropriate new tracts o f land in East Jerusalem to build housing for the Jews, the UN

Security Council met regarding the m atter delegates expressed a concern that the

land seizure was intended to preempt the Palestinian claim to East Jerusalem. Fourteen o f
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the Council’s fifteen members voted in favor o f a draft resolution condemning the plan, 

but the draft failed due to a United States veto” (Quigley, 8).

A couple o f years later, in 1997, “Israel settlers in Gaza Strip and West Bank, 

including East Jerusalem, reached 300,000. Yet, Israel’s government announced plans to 

construct 6500 units o f housing for Jews in the Jebel Abu Ghneim section o f East 

Jerusalem .... Again, the UN Security Council met. A European sponsored resolution was 

proposed to condemn Israel’s settlement plan as illegal and a major obstacle to peace. 

Again, fourteen o f the Council’s fifteen members voted in favor of the draft resolution, 

but again the United States vetoed” (Quigley, 9).

Interestingly, after the veto, the United States expressed that its opposition to the 

veto was not based on the support o f the construction and the settlement activity. Instead, 

that the proper channel to address the matter is by having both entities deal with this issue 

themselves as oppose to using the United Nations as a channel for settling the disputes. 

But this certainly is a lame argument by the United States when in fact the United 

Nations was the body set up to settle disputes once it can no longer be accomplished 

within the parties involved. And the idea that the United Nations as an interlocutor can no 

longer do the same assignment that it was original envisioned by the same [country, 

namely, the United States] who engineered the founding o f the United Nations in the first 

place for the sole purpose o f settling and mediating disputes among nation states is 

preposterous.
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It would be one thing to argue that the United States is using its veto power to 

impede the Palestinian emancipation, but w hat’s disconcerting is the hypocrisy by the 

United States who often would publicly ask Israel to stop the expansionist policies 

“however, at the same time, refuse to take the steps necessary to apply pressure and 

withhold aid from Israel, but rather bankrolls Israeli expansionist and settlement policies. 

In connection with the Israel 1997 plan to construct the Har Homa settlement in East 

Jerusalem, the General Assembly and Security Council have met repeatedly [only to be 

blocked by the U .S.]” (Quigley,28). Given the number o f veto votes that the United 

States has used to obstruct the peace process between the Palestinian and the Israelis, 

without equivocation, the evidence lends credence to my hypothesis that, the United 

States is solely responsible for the peace impasse.

What is threating the Palestinians is, “the cause [and] fear that Israel colonization of 

the occupied territories, especially in East Jerusalem, was fast reaching a point o f no 

return. The settler’s project is reaching a critical moment, threating the possibility o f a 

two-state solution. That’s why we want the Security Council to adopt a resolution to stop 

the project and keep the two-state solution alive” said Palestinian UN Ambassador Riyad 

Mansour in an interview on January 10th, 2011. Riyad goes on to articulate the reasons 

why the PA is reaching out to the Security Council. “We were flexible, the Palestinian 

and the Arabs. We gave the Americas all the time they wanted in order to bring the 

Israelis into compliance with regards to stopping settlement activities. But recently the 

Americans abandoned that exercise. So, we felt that it is the duty o f the Security Council
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to undertake that responsibility and stop Israel from continuing their illegal activities.” 

The parlance about the American support for Israel is about the strong relationship 

between the two states and how it has grown over the years.

THE INCONGRUENCE OF OBAMA RHETORIC AND POLICIES

What is missing in this parlance is the question, about what else besides politics is 

guiding the Israeli/United States relationship regarding the question o f Palestinian 

statehood? Graham Usher indicated in his piece, ‘LETTER FROM THE UN: AFTER 

THE U.S. VETO ON SETTLEMENTS” that, ‘three times in eighteen months Obama 

reportedly asked Netanyahu to freeze settlement; three times Netanyahu said no. and each 

time his stock in Israel opinion rose. As for Obama, each time he caved, the screws were 

tightened on Abbas to return to negotiations on Israel’s terms. Obama final abandonment 

o f his insistence on the freeze came last November after the Democratic party losses in 

midterm congressional election, told by various aides that any assertive diplomacy 

towards Israel would hurt domestically, Obama apparently waived any U.S. policy 

towards the Middle East conflicts that went beyond mere management” (Usher, 76). This 

certainly demonstrates that political influence often is the key to the United States 

diplomacy regarding the Palestine whether from the Jewish community or in the case of 

Obama, losing the majority in the House o f Representative meant losing political capital 

to cajole the Netanyahu to change or stop his expansionist policy over the Palestinian 

land.
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Khaled Elgindy argued that, “the [Palestinian] strategy did not come about in a 

vacuum or overnight. Its roots lie in the belief, long held by ordinary Palestinian and 

more recently adopted by the Abbas leadership that two decades o f peace processing 

have failed to realize Palestinian national aspirations and have helped prolong and deepen 

Israel’s occupation while weakening Palestinian political institutions. Twenty years after 

the launch o f face-to-face talk between Israel and the PLO, the West Bank is more 

cantonized, Gaza’s population is poorer and more besieged, and Israel settler are more 

numerous and bolder than ever” (Elgindy, 104). W hat’s disconcerting to the Palestinian 

leadership headed by Abbas is the great hope they had in Obama’s administration that 

they thought had real intention of changing the Palestinian paradigm, given his famous 

speech in Cairo in which he articulates the arduous struggle o f the Palestinian youth who 

continues to hope for a day o f emancipation and liberation.

Instead, the O bam a’s rhetoric did not match his deed as he was “reluctant to use his 

substantial leverage with Israel to secure a construction freeze dashed, any hope among 

Palestinians [who believed] that Obama might not do better than his predecessors. As if 

to confirm their disappointment, in February 2011 the United States vetoed a UN 

Security Council resolution condemning Israeli settlements. The vote was a sort o f dry 

run for the UN vote in September, and for Abbas, the U.S. veto was a clearest indication 

yet o f both the Obama unwillingness to pressure Israel on even matters o f long-standing 

U.S. policy and its inability to appreciate the Palestinian needs” (Elgindy, 105).
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But despite the obstruction o f the Palestinian question by the United States, 

Elgindy, thinks that the U.S. current policy on Palestinian question might be a self- 

defeating policy, arguing that “this game o f chicken presents some serious risks for Israel 

and the United States as well. Defeating a UN vote on Palestinian statehood might 

present a kind o f victory for both countries in the short term, but the long-term 

consequences could prove far more-costly for them than the Palestinians. Having 

identified Palestinian statehood as a vital national security interest, Washington would 

again be in the awkward position o f voting down its own stated policy if  it actively 

worked to prevent or defeat the UN vote, particularly at such a sensitive moment in 

history o f the Middle East. And that might further undermine its international standing” 

(Elgindy, 112).

For over 20 years, the peace process, under the stewardship o f the United States to 

engineer an enduring and lasting peace between the Israeli and the Palestinian. Instead, 

what has transpired is ever more Israeli expansionist policy in West Bank and Gaza Strip, 

an emboldened Israeli Prime Minister Netanyahu whom had often defied the Obama 

administration time, and time again. Frustrated with the same result year after year, the 

Palestinians have chosen to take their case to the UN because “they are refusing to allow 

Washington to kick the can endlessly down the road.” As Ahmad Tibi argued “the 

international community, the Obama administration and the U.S. Congress are likely to 

be looking at train w reck.... as the United States and Israel stand in the way o f the 

statehood effort. President Obama is delaying another people’s freedom. H e’s joined by
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Congress following the lead o f Majority Eric Cantor and many members o f both parties 

that implicitly and sometimes explicitly back Israeli colonization o f West Bank and East 

Jerusalem” (Tibi, 1).

The excessive use o f veto by the United States to impede the Palestinian 

emancipation and statehood is what prompted a former U.S. Ambassador to Niger to 

criticize its country, arguing that the United States “are hypocrites when [it] claim to 

want justice for the Palestinians but do nothing meaningful to help achieve [the piece]. 

And if  the United States vetoes the Palestinian request for the statehood, we will damage 

our position in the Islamic world not merely the Arab world for untold years to come. We 

will become the object o f retribution throughout the Muslim world, and we will give new 

energy to the lagging effort o f al-Qaeda to retaliate against us. I served my country 36 

years in the Foreign Service of the United States, 10 assignments in 10 Muslim countries. 

I know the power o f this issue. Why would we want to give new impetus to anti- 

American sentiment throughout the Muslim world” (Charles O. Cecil, retired U.S. 

Ambassador).

Although most o f the impediment regarding the Palestinian question has been 

centered on the use of the American veto to deny Palestinian statehood, others think that 

the Palestinian question has been delegated to others by the UN. Arguing in his piece, 

“WHEN THE UN DROPPED THE PALESTINIAN QUESTION” George Tomeh posits 

that the, “most important is the fact that the people directly concerned, namely the Arab 

people o f Palestine, have been absent from the process o f decision-making in U.N. The
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role of making decision concerning them has been delegated to others speaking and 

deciding on their behalf, while their real interest have at best derived from and contingent 

upon the interest o f other parties” (Tomeh, 17). Not only has the UN delegated the 

Palestinian question to others to decide their faith, but worse is the fact that “Israel’s 

insistence on direct negotiations with the Arab states has often obscured its determination 

not to enter into any negotiations that would culminate in the implementation o f UN 

resolution on the problem. Israel’s record at the United Nations shows that it jeopardized 

as early as 1951 all UN machinery, such as the UN Mixed Armistice Commission” 

(Tomeh, 22).

For his part, Phyllis Bennis, thinks that the UN has been ineffectual citing 

that “earlier, during the long years o f decolonization and the East-W est split, the Security 

Council was largely paralyzed, and the UN had been delegated to the margins o f U.S.

policy the UN was routinely excoriated as a bastion o f third Worldism and a center

o f socialist bombast” (Bennis, 12). Certainly, nothing has changed since Bennis 

postulated this view back in 1996, when he wrote the book, “CALLING THE SHOTS: 

HOW WASHINGTON DOMINATES TODAY’S UN.” As much as the world would 

like to believe that the United Nations is a legitimate and an independent instrument 

charged with keeping peace and tranquility around the world, the truth as has been 

brought to bare by scholars, is that the UN has lost its legitimacy given that it’s covertly 

run by the United States at the expense o f the rest o f the world. If  the United Nations is 

the chief law enforcement agent o f the world, why is it that Israel has routinely violated
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its own resolutions and the Geneva Convention on Apartheid with impunity without any 

sanctions or reprimand? The fact that the United Nations has been coerced and pressured 

by the United States regarding the Palestinian question to capitulate time and time again 

demonstrates, that the agency is simply an instrument used by the United States, 

disguised under the umbrella o f an international body charged with maintaining peace 

and order around the world. That pronouncement is antithetical to what the United 

Nations does, especially as it relates to Israeli/Palestinian contestation.
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Chapter 6

SOVERIEGNTY OR TWO- STATES AS THE ONLY ENDURING AND LASTING 

SOLUTION

Regarding the Palestinian question and the Israeli occupation, I believe that it 

should be peacefully resolved. And the two peoples should live side-by-side with each 

other in peace. I have faith that it can be done. Given the Jews Hitler N azi’s experience, 

the Israelis should find it in their heart not to repeat the grotesque and abhorrent condition 

they were subjected to by the N azi’s in Europe. Instead, the Israeli government is 

repeating the same grotesque experience they encountered during the holocaust era of 

Hitler in Europe.

Like Daniel Abraham who articulated the same view in the introduction of his 

book “PEACE IS POSSIBLE” he posits, “I am an uncompromising optimist, particularly 

about a region o f the world that usually brings out people’s pessimistic inclinations— 

Israel and its neighbors. Pessimism belongs to those who have given up. I belong to 

neither the camp of pessimists nor the camp o f the vengeful. I am committed, passionate 

Jew, who believes deeply in Rabbi H illel’s age -o ld  one sentence definition o f Judaism ’s 

essence: What is hateful unto you, don’t do unto your neighbor. The rest is commentary. 

We as Jews don’t want to be occupied by others, and so we should not occupy others. It 

is not only bad for the people under occupation, it is also bad for the occupier, 

economically, morally, and in other, surprising ways as well” (Abraham, 28). Yes, I
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might have adopted the same views as Abraham, but there are many Israelis on all 

political spectrum who certainly believes that peace is within reach, as well.

If  leaders o f good will, ethical proclivity, and due diligent not to repeat past 

mistakes, the world will be a better place and the contestation between the Israelis and the 

Palestinians will be resolved peacefully. And so, my hope and intention o f pursuing the 

academic question o f the Palestinian plight is that, within my lifetime, the narrative and 

the page of deceit can be turn by the United States by using its leverage to compel the 

Israelis to capitulate and do the right thing and end the occupation. It’s true that the 

Palestinians had given the United States and its agency namely the United Nations plenty 

o f time to solve their long quest for statehood and emancipation. Like most good things 

in life that is what fighting for, the cause o f the Palestinian statehood certainly deserves 

whatever amount o f time necessary to resolve this issue. The key is persistence and 

unrelenting pressure and plea to the rest o f the world to help make the case to like- 

minded leaders who believed that the Israeli occupation should end. With continue outcry 

to the rest o f the world to make their case, it’s only a matter o f time when the tide will 

begin to turn and the narrative will shift to the Palestinian side.

It is always easy to give up when things are not going the right way, especially, 

after decades o f endless and unfruitful negotiations. With steadfastness, keeping the eyes 

on the prize and the ultimate goal o f delivering the Palestinian statehood and 

emancipation, in due time, the Palestinians will achieve their goal o f independence. 

Posters in recent times have conducted polls in which 68 percent o f Palestinian people in
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West Bank and Gaza want peace with Israel. In Israel, polls show that 78 percent o f 

Israelis want peace with the Palestinians. Given that people on both sides wants peace 

with each other, the question then becomes, what is missing? The lack o f candor and 

leadership by the U.N., the United States, and to some degree the leadership o f both the 

Palestinians and the Israelis; and most importantly, the United States who holds the card 

that could turn the tide and force the Israelis to end the Palestinian occupation is the 

reason why we are where we are today.

Following his inauguration in 2001, President George Bush subsequently “argued 

that the creation o f a peaceful Palestinian state alongside Israel will bring an end to years 

o f conflict. He articulated that two-state solution is the best path to peace, and maintains 

that ending the conflict will benefit the entire region.” He also argued that “the United 

States supports the establishment of a Palestinian state that is viable, contiguous, 

sovereign, and independent, so that the Palestinian people can build their own future in 

accordance with vision [he] set forth in June 2002 and with the path set forth in the 

roadmap. The United States will join with others in the international community to foster 

the development of democratic political institutions, the reconstruction of civic 

institutions, the growth o f  free and prosperous economy, and the building o f capable 

security institutions dedicated to maintaining law and order” (George Bush). It’s certainly 

great to hear president’s Bush vision of a viable and prosperous independent Palestinian 

state. The conundrum with president Bush and his successor, president Obama, is that 

both articulated the same rhetoric with actual teeth of action lacking.
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The world knows that the only reason why the Israeli government is still 

occupying Palestinians today is because o f the American military and financial support. 

Until when the United States is ready to use its leverage to pressure Israel to end the 

occupation, the status quo will certainly remain. In his article, “PEACE BETWEEN 

ISRAEL AND THE PALESTINIANS IS POSSIBLE” Ziad Asali, postulates that “peace 

between the Israel and the Palestinians is possible if  both sides compromise. He offers a 

plan for such compromise that would create Palestinian state alongside Israel based on 

the borders in existence in 1967 and a divided Jerusalem. [Cautioning] that peace can 

only be achieved if the United States acts as a forceful broker and the North Atlantic 

Treaty Organization or other forces provide security guarantees. [And that] a state of 

Palestine alongside the state o f Israel, with both peoples living in peace, would fulfill the 

basic aspirations o f both people” (Asali, 107).

A contour o f a compromise as articulated by Asali

1). Establishing a state o f Palestine alongside Israel based on the borders o f 1967

with mutually agreed border modifications.

2). A shared Jerusalem with Arab East Jerusalem serving as capital o f Palestine

West Jerusalem serving as capital o f Israel.

3). A fair solution of the refugee problem based on international law and relevant

United Nations resolutions to be negotiated between the parties.
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4). The end o f occupation and evacuation o f settlements.

5). Signed peace treaties between Israel and all Arab states based on the Saudi

Proposal adopted by the Arab League 

6). A plan to rebuild Palestine and the new Middle East (Asali, 110).

In order to accomplish what Asali articulated in his plan for a two-state solution, 

the widely held view by scholars is that the United States should stop supporting Israel.

In her piece, “THE UNITED STATES SHOULD NOT SUPPORT ISRAEL” Sarah 

Helm, argued that Am erica’s financial military and political support for Israel fuels 

militancy in the Muslim world. In order to maintain an effective coalition against 

terrorism, she claims, that America must end its unqualified support for Israel, which 

breeds anti-Americanism in the Middle East” (Helm, 162). She goes on to argue that “the 

U.S. needs to seize the moral high ground as it builds its coalition against terrorism.

Yet how can it preach the values of the free world to a Middle East where more 

than two million Palestinian are caged within enclaves by Israel military machine that is 

bankrolled by American taxpayers? How can the U.S. preach about democracy and 

human rights to more than three million Palestinian refugees who are scattered around the 

world, many in camps, without even the right to return to their homes? And how can the 

U.S. expect the Muslim world to listen to its condemnation o f religious fanaticism 

without at least paying heed to the policies of Israel that encourage extreme and fanatic 

Jewish settlers to seize Arab land?” (Helm, 166). The truth is that peace between the
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Palestinian can indeed be achieved only if  the United States followed its rhetoric with 

actions and deeds. And stop deceiving itself to think that it can continue to fund Israeli 

occupation and achieve a peace deal with the Palestinian at the same time.

To that extent, I strongly believe a peace deal can be actualized only when the 

United States stop funding the occupation and the militarization o f the Palestinian space. 

In fact, an enduring peace with the Palestinian and the Israelis would bring much needed 

peace in the region, which in turn would reduce anti-Americanism in the region that has 

endured due to its support of Israeli government. It is true that most o f the world leaders 

including successive Israelis and American leaders who in rhetoric have pronounced their 

proclivity for a two-states solution between the Palestinians and the Israeli. But their 

rhetoric was never sustained with any meaningful action. What is evident in 

Israeli/Palestinian conflict is that the survival o f Israel as a Jewish and a democratic state 

is dependent on the creation o f a Palestinian state. If that fails to materialize, that means 

that Israel would find itself as a minority governing over a majority o f non-Jewish 

Palestinians, which was the exact same situation in South Africa Apartheid regime, in 

which the minority whites governed over the majority o f Blacks. If  this prevails, Israel 

would be a full-blown Apartheid regime, which would make it incredibly difficult for the 

United States and the rest o f the world community to continue to support such an overt 

Apartheid regime.

A POSSIBILITY OF A BINATIONAL STATE
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Although the United States, and the European Union and the international 

community all believed in the promise o f a Palestinian state, the truth remains that now is 

the time to rethink and pause for a different way forward, given the elongated peace 

impasse. In their piece, “ONE LAND TWO- STATES: ISRAEL AND PALESTINE AS 

PARALLEL STATES” Mark Levine and Mathias Mossberg argued that “two parallel 

state structures could [be the solution], with separate heartland but soft and porous 

borders between them. Israelis and Palestinians could each claim their own state with its 

own special character and identity, but they would complement each other and not be 

mutually exclusive. In such a structure, both states would keep their own national 

symbols and their own government and parliament, as well as maintaining distinct 

foreign policy and foreign representation. They could choose to join in a defense union, 

an economic union, or a custom union, or any combination o f these, with one currency, 

one labor market, and joint external border management. Elements o f this can, to some 

extend and in practical terms, be said to be in place today, even if one-sidedly and strong 

forces pulling in different directions” (Levine & Mossberg, 5).

I concur with Levine & Mossberg because Israel has expropriated much of 

what is left o f the Palestinian land to the extent that it appears that nothing is left for the 

Palestinians to make a state out of. Unless, the Israeli government are willing to give 

back some o f the land it has expropriated from the Palestinians, we are definitely looking 

at either a full-blown Apartheid state or a bi-national state where Israel would be 

governing the majority o f non-Jewish Palestinians. The alternative would be having the
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international community along with Israel supporters the likes o f the United States, and 

the European Union apply the recommendation outlined by Levine and Mossberg. It’s 

either the Palestinians are given their sovereignty within the state o f Israeli, or given a 

state and land o f their own with demarcated borders. As it is becoming increasingly 

difficult for the international community to create a Palestinian state in which the two 

parties can live side-by side in peace. Anything shot o f a Palestinian state would be a 

compromise that would allow them the opportunity o f a sovereign state within the state o f 

Israel.

As affirmed by Levine and Mossberg “sovereignty is an expression of identity. It 

is a statement [of citizenship]. It provides respect to citizens, and some degree o f 

protection when citizens are moving around the world. The granting o f passports, for 

instance, is an act acknowledging which individuals are citizens whom a state is 

committed to protect. At the same time, the recognition o f this passport means a 

commitment by other states to respect these citizens. This action has distinct legal 

consequences. Both o f these points suggest that sovereignty is an unavoidable issue in 

resolving conflict that deals with the formation of new states; that is, in what can be 

called state formation conflict” (Levine & Mossberg, 45). Also, there is a sense o f dignity 

and the allegiance that is associated with one’s birth place or the place o f origin. Hence, 

in the absence o f a homeland, there is an inherent void in the human-hood o f all people. 

Sovereignty is what allows individuals and groups to be independent and are able to 

pursue their dreams and aspirations.
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The reason why the contestation has endured for this long is because both parties 

are aware o f the role of sovereignty and homeland plays in the identity and formation of 

any group o f people, that’s why, countries around the world fought to gain their 

independence at the zenith o f colonial rules. The situation between the Israeli and 

Palestinians is comparable to a colonial conquest, in which, the Palestinians are fighting 

for their emancipation and sovereignty. The difference is that the occupier [Israel] does 

not have a place of origin to retreat back to, hence, has driven the Palestinians away from 

their land by brutal means as they are not willing to share the land with the Palestinians. 

This was the exact same scenario with the Dutch when they occupied the land o f South 

Africans by the same brutal means, but in end, they were willing to share the land with 

South Africans with both claiming their own dignity with the rights o f statehood and 

sovereignty. And so, either the two parties can compromise with land solution that could 

demarcate two states, or they both have to find a way to accord sovereignty to each other 

while sharing the same land with their individual national identities.
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Conclusion

I have made a scathing and audacious claim that the United States is solely to be 

blamed for the peace impasse between the Israelis and the Palestinians. I have also, been 

able to substantiate my hypothesis with credible evidence to support my argument. Now,

I am not naive to think that the protagonist o f Israeli government both from the academia, 

and foreign policy arena, would not poke holes on my argument regardless o f my 

substantive evidence. The truth still remains that the unspoken word between most of the 

international community is that the United States is the one single impediment that 

continues to obstruct a viable peace option by its unqualified support for Israel. It is also 

true that over the years, the impasse created by the U.S. and the United Nations has led 

diplomats, scholars, observers, and the international community to question the value o f 

the United Nations and its Charter.

In fact, the dissolution culminated by the impasse has also led Jordanian 

diplomat Hazem Zaki Nuseibeh to affirm this view about the United Nations. “The U.N. 

Charter is a masterpiece in utopia. It makes exhilarating reading, and its basic principles 

and precepts are unassailable.. .But a proviso might be added that, in the most crucial 

issues, the voices, conscience and votes o f the overwhelming majority of mankind remain 

unheeded and ineffectual, because power evidently lies somewhere else” he said. Simply 

put, Hazem Zaki Nuseibeh, although did not overtly mention the name o f the United 

States as the one that holds the power, but without equivocation he asserted that “the 

conscience and votes o f the overwhelming majority o f mankind remain unheeded,
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because evidently power lies somewhere else” he is evidently speaking about the United 

States. In fact, there is nothing clandestine about the fact that the United States has for 

some time holds all the cards regarding the Impasse in the peace process between these 

two parties, the difference is that nobody dears to publicly accuse the United States for 

the impasse.

In essence, I have just accused the ostensibly, self-proclaimed leader o f the free 

world, namely, the United States as the only nation that is responsible for the peace 

impasse between the Israelis and the Palestinians. Whether the United States would in 

earnest be humble enough to accept its mistakes, and redress them in order to negotiate a 

peace deal between these two parties is another matter. As I have written in the past 

regarding this issue, the Apartheid South Africa at its zenith was powerful in part because 

of the United States supported the regime. But that regime started to crumble only when 

the United States receded its support for the Apartheid state o f South Africa. Hence, 

following the same precedent, I am Pollyannaish that when and if  the United States 

recedes it financial and military support for Israel in exchange for a Palestinian statehood 

an enduring peace deal will prevail, the status quo would be abrogated and the two-states 

solution would be realized. And so, the United States cannot eat its cake and have it.

Regarding the parlance, the United States can no longer espouse the views that 

the Israeli/Palestinian impasse is hindered by the inability of the two entities to come 

together and negotiate a lasting peace deal. It is not only hypocritical, but pure mendacity 

for the United States to pronounce such views to the rest o f the world, when in reality it
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knows that the bus stops with its clout. The United States know that it holds the military, 

financial, veto power at the U.N. that enables the Israelis government to be emboldened 

and violates the human rights o f the Palestinians. As indicated in the aforementioned 

chapters, the Obama administration ended its presidency by signing what appears to be 

the single largest pledge o f military and financial aid said to be 10 years, $38 billion 

dollars to the state o f Israel, according to Reuters. If  this unqualified financial and 

military support continues to be rendered to the Israeli government, then, the status quo 

will remain and the peace impasse would endure in perpetuity. If  the United States 

refuses to use all these clout and leverage that it has on Israel, nothing will ever change; 

the situation would remain the same. To actualize a Palestinian statehood, the antithesis 

o f what is happening right should be the narrative.

It is true that the Israeli occupation o f the Palestinian land has endured in part 

because, o f the Jewish lobbying group in America that hold both political persuasion, and 

the American media hostage to the Zionist agenda o f Israeli government. But it is the role 

o f the conscience minded academic, media groups, and politicians who truly believes in 

the unalienable rights o f all people to acclaim and pursue their sovereignty, aspiration, 

and statehood, to speak truth to power and defy the odds and status quo regarding the 

Palestinian question. Hence, those who truly believe that in the 21st century, no state 

should be occupied or governed by another, should boldly write and speak truth to power 

regardless of pressure or intimidation. Because if we collectively write and speak truth to
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power, we can really affect the change we want to see with the Palestinians as the 

oppressed who are fighting to emancipate for statehood and sovereignty.

Given the absence o f the United Nations in discharging its mandate enacting and, 

implementing resolutions forbidding the Israeli government from perpetual expropriation 

o f Palestinian land, and the United States veto power from the Security Council; a 

vociferous condemnation by the international community is needed; along with the 

repudiation o f the opposition of the United States to constantly undermine the voices, and 

the will o f the international community with its veto votes, is the only way to force the 

U.S. and the Israeli government to capitulate.

For its part, the Palestinian people have to tell and a united story about their plight 

to the world without relenting. The division among the Palestinian people and the lack of 

a united voice o f opposition to the occupation by the Israeli government certainly 

undermines their cause for liberation and independence from the Israeli government. As I 

indicated in chapter two, the Palestinian should apply the lessons from the Irish people by 

using narrative to explicate and undermine the Israeli government that has for decades, 

subjugated them to a life o f misery and hopelessness. It is incumbent upon the Palestinian 

to take a page from how the Irish used the power o f  narrative to undermine the British 

occupation and dominance. It is evident that the Irish were united in their cause to 

liberate and emancipate from British occupation. The missing link in the Palestinian 

cause for liberation and emancipation is the power o f unity and one voice as a nation 

regardless o f differences. Drawing a page from the Irish example means that, the



95

Palestinian would be served well by coming together under one umbrella to forge a 

unified approach, in terms o f narrative to counter the Israeli denial of apartheid state of 

occupation. Hence abrogating the division between the PLO, the PA, Hamas and the 

Fatah is essential, if  the Palestinians are serious about counter narrative in order to 

neutralize the lies and deceits by the Israeli government and the treatment o f its people.

The Palestinian must continue to put pressure on the United Nations by putting 

forward new resolutions at the United Nations and other international regimes the likes of 

the Rome Statue. Palestinian must use the power o f narrative to influence the American 

political apparatus, the American Jews, the public at large and the international 

community in order to help them change the narrative regarding their plight with the hope 

o f liberation and emancipation. They should also move toward to creating a semblance o f 

a nation with military apparatus and institutions and articulated policies geared toward 

the improvement o f quality of lives o f its citizens. Simply put, a cohesive narrative, one 

that is devoid o f exploitation by the Israeli government is needed from the Palestinian in 

order to avoid the strategic plot o f Israeli government to undermine the Palestinian cause 

o f emancipation, sovereignty, and statehood.

With regards to the United Nations, given the elongated subjugation o f  the 

Palestinian people to great deal o f indignity and suffering. It is certainly irresponsible and 

opprobrium by the United Nations to allow the United States to make a buffoon o f its 

independence and to abdicate its responsibility to hold Israeli government accountable for 

its Apartheid regime that oppresses the Palestinian people and denies them their human
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rights and self- determination. As a regime charged with upholding international human 

rights laws, uphold and strengthen international criminal laws, the United Nations is 

within the bound to ensure the collective responsibilities o f its member states to adhere to 

these laws, hence, rise in defense o f the rights o f Palestinian people under international 

law, including the right o f self-determination. Currently, over 177 states are parties to the 

International Convention on the Elimination o f All Forms o f Racial Discrimination, 

under which they commit themselves to prevent and eradicate apartheid. Hence, states 

have the legal backing to oppose Apartheid wherever it may arise. That responsibility o f 

opposing Apartheid means that, states can arbitrary take action to boycott any member 

state that is practicing Apartheid regime resulting to the violation o f human rights as it 

poses threat to international peace and security.

Given that the instrument o f the International Convention on the Elimination o f All 

Forms of Racial Discrimination elucidated the prohibition in great details, hence, the 

United Nations are obligated to abide by the prohibition o f Apartheid whether or not they 

are parties to the Apartheid Convention. So far, the United Nations along with its member 

have failed the Palestinian people by not standing with the Palestinians to abrogate the 

Apartheid regime of Israeli government, and emancipate the Palestinian people from the 

diabolic regime, as was the case during the Apartheid regime o f South Africa.

For the Israeli government, it must understand that its security is dependent on 

granting the Palestinians their independent not by power and strength. Hence, one 

nation’s bellicosity of another often results in the insecurity o f one’s own security.
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Therefore, Israeli defense and national policy and security must be guided by a strong 

defense and diplomacy not by belligerent offense and expansionism. “If history is a 

guide, nothing is permanent. Fourteen or so empires and states have ruled the Holy Land, 

and all that is left o f them are archeological sites and mixed memories.” The viability and 

security o f Israel as a state in the Middle East is dependent on its ability to foster and 

build sustainable relationships with states in the region. And also, the ability to an 

extension o f good will and mutual recognition o f nations states in the region is required 

for the security o f Israel. Most importantly building a relationship that is based on mutual 

respect for one another and reciprocity.

For its parts, the United States must abrogate its interlocutor that is based on one

sided approach o f unqualified and unrestricted military and financial support o f Israeli 

government. Its economic and military assistance must be tied to the respect for 

International Convention, resolutions, and the rule of law. In order words, the United 

States should compel Israel to implement basic principle o f justice and human rights. It is 

in the interest o f the United States to practice what it preaches. It is one thing to make 

pronouncement and lecture nations states to uphold and promote the international rule of 

law and the respect for basic human rights of all people, and at the same be the one that 

enables states to violate the same principle you advocate. That is hypocritical on the part 

o f the United States. The world is aware that the only reason why the Israeli government 

has violated the human rights o f the Palestinian people time and time again is solely 

because o f the American support with its military, financial, veto vote at the United
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Nations. Without equivocation, in the absence o f American support, Israeli government 

cannot sustain its occupation and subjugation o f the Palestinian people to a grotesque and 

abhorrent conditions. Therefore, the United States should stop deceiving itself and the 

rest o f the world that this can go on in perpetuity. Because history is on the side o f the 

Palestinian, the Apartheid regime o f Israeli government will eventual crumble as did the 

Apartheid regime of South Africa, and Jim Crow Apartheid of America. As history has 

shown. It is just a matter o f time before the narrative will shift to the Palestinian cause 

and their liberation will ensue. It is my hope that I will be alive to see that day come.
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