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The purpose of this paper s to determine whether or not the influence and 

involvement by countries outside a conflict are helpful or detrimental to those directly 

involved. The problem in this scenario was the multitude of parties and underlining 

ulterior motives each may bring to the table. In other words, the Arab-Israeli conflict 

was not only a struggle between the two sides but rather a debate inclusive of 

countries with unique approaches and, unfortunately, the lack of a single 

compromising resolution. The approaches included proposed solutions such as the 

two-state solution, 2+1 solution, the multilateral solution, the one-state solution and 

the ultimate deal. Not one of these solutions worked for the nearly 70-year old 

conflict between the two nations of people. This paper concludes that the best course 

of action is to encourage the countries and their people to work together and only 

together, ignoring any outside parties that will likely halt the peace process and 

potentially further ignite a near century long pattern of war and conflict.
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CHAPTER 1: Introduction

1.1 Background

The Arab-Israeli conflict has a very long history. The conflict began well before the 

state of Israel was created in 1948. Beginning in the 1890s, and in the decades that 

followed, Jewish immigration to the British mandate of Palestine increased exponentially 

as a consequence of the growth in pogroms and expulsions across Europe.1 Later, as anti- 

Semitism and fascism gained ground across European states, the movement for a 

specifically designated Jewish state gathered pace, with the 1917 Balfour Declaration 

representing the first hope that a Jewish homeland and sanctuary would be established.2

At the time that the 1948 partition was established, the population of the region was 

1.9 million, with 68% of the population from Arab background, and the remaining 32% 

of Jewish origin.3 However, the partition plan, approved by the United Nations, 

designated 56% of the land to the Jewish population, with the remainder going to the 

Arabs.4 Following the resulting war, Israel essentially gained control over 78% of the 

partitioned land. The Six Day War precipitated in 1967, led to unification of Jerusalem, 

and the creation of the so-called green line,’ which delineates the border between Arab 

and Israeli lands.5 The resolution of the Six Day War was driven by Resolution 242, 

drafted and agreed by the United Nations, but peace was not forthcoming, as evidenced 

by continued clashes, most notably the Yom Kippur war of 1973.6

The intervening period has witnessed continued conflict as well as numerous stalled 

or failed attempts at achieving peace in the region. A key event in the history of the 

conflict was the 1993 Oslo Peace Accords, which represent the first framework for the

1 Bickerton, Ian J. The Arab-Israeli conflict: a history. Reaktion Books, 2009, p. 3
2 Ovendale, Ritchie. The Origins o f  the Arab Israeli Wars. Routledge, 2015, 8
3 Ibid, 10
4 Ibid.
5 Ibid, 12
6 Ibid.
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Palestinians to become a self-govemed people.7 It is important to note that Oslo Accords 

did not guarantee an ndependent Palestinian state, but rather outlined the parameters by 

which the Palestinians would be able to live in territory that would gradually be loosened 

from Israeli jurisdiction. The process would stop at Palestinian Statehood, however after 

seven years of meetings and conferences over peace talks, the Oslo agreements came to 

an end with the second intifada.8 Oslo was widely lauded as a significant step forward in 

the pathway towards peace. It represented the first official tabling of a proposed two-state 

solution to the conflict, but to date, in spite of some progress made at Camp David, Taba 

and the Annapolis Conferences, prospects for resolution to the problem remain low.9

Meanwhile, the region is overwhelmed by considerable economic challenges and 

troubles which are worsening the effects of partition, especially for the Palestinian 

people.10 The population for both Palestinians and Israelis increased during the years 

from 1990 to 1995.11 There were 3,946,700 Israelis in 1990 and jumped to 4,522,300 in 

1995 while the Palestinians’ population was at 875,000 and five years later was at 

1,090,000.12 Although, both populations grew rapidly, the Israelis made strict restrictions 

on economic policy, which included “foreign trade, research and training, land, 

agricultural production and the use of water.”13 In economic terms, the two major 

disputed territories, Gaza and the West Bank, have grown, in population, at 

disproportionate rates and with Israeli sanctions one of the reasons for the significant

7 El-Hasan, Hasan Afif. Israel or Palestine? Is the Two-State Soulution Already Dead? Algora Publishing, 
2010, p. 54.
8 Ibid
9 Ibid
10 Daniel C. Kurtzer et al., The Peace Puzzle: Am erica’s Quest fo r  Arab-Israeli Peace, 1989—2011 (Ithaca, 
NY: Cornell University Press, 2013), p. 201
11 Israel in the Middle East: Documents and Readings on Society. Politics, and Foreign Relations, Pre- 
1948 to the Present. Ed. by Itamar Rabinovich and Jehuda Reinharz, Brandeis University Press, Waltham, 
Mass., 2008. (pp.571-572);
Berman Jewish Data Bank;
12 Ibid
13 Hawari, Mahmoud. Fighting Palestinian Poverty: A Survey o f  the Economic and Social Impact o f the 
Israelis Occupation on the Palestinians in the West Bank and Gaza Strip. War on Want, 2003



impoverishment of the Palestinian people. According to estimates reported by Daniel 

Kurtzer and colleagues, while 18% of the population of the Israeli-controlled West Rank 

currently lives below the poverty line, the equivalent figure for the population of 

Palestinian Gaza is more than double that figure, at around 38%.14 Furthermore, while 

statistics suggest that around 9-10% of West Bankers are unemployed, the unemployment 

figure in Gaza is estimated to be as high as 50%.15 These are important points not only 

because the absence of peace, but also the contributing economic stagnation. Likely, there 

is a circular and self-reinforcing relationship between economic stagnation and a 

population increase, and politically driven violence: war is precipitated by a sense of 

economic injustice, and war itself has a detrimental impact upon economic growth and 

political development. There is, therefore, an urgent need to develop a viable solution to 

the Arab-Israeli conflict that addresses all the causal factors noted above: economic 

poverty, political violence, and political independence, which indeed makes up the Arab- 

Israeli conflict.

The failure of the two-state solution has led to the development of a series of 

alternatives, proposed by politicians, diplomats, lobbyists, statesmen and academicians. 

Although the two-state solution has failed, there are some possibilities for other solutions 

to succeed in resolving the conflict.

The 2+1 solution

The 2 + 1 solution, or modified two state solution is one example, which can be 

understood as a kind of phased strategy for ultimately achieving the two-state solution.16 

This would involve a sovereign Palestinian state first being established in the West Bank, 

but calls for the Palestinians to recognize the legitimate claims of the Israeli state.

14 Ibid
15 Ibid
16 Ferrero, Christopher J. "Sidelining the Hardliners: A 2+ 1 Solution for I srael-P alestine." Digest o f  
Middle East Studies23, no. 1 (2014): 128-155.



However, progress on this front has failed because of the persistence of Arab-Muslim 

beliefs about the acquisition of land being a validation of nationalist designaT_on.17

The multilateral solution is another proposal, involving regionally diplomatic 

efforts which such countries as: Jordan, Israel, Egypt, and Lebanon that would lead to a 

resolution of the issue of Palestinian lands.18 However, the major obstacle to this 

approach is the failure of Israel to accept the 2002 Arab Peace Initiative that commits 

both parties to the normalization of relations following Israeli withdrawal from the 

Occupied Territories.19 The Arab League proposed the 2002 Arab Peace Initiative, also 

known as the “Saudi Initiative,” not only in 2002, but also in 2007 and 2017 Summits.

The ten-sentence proposal was introduced to end the Arab-Israeli conflict.

The one state solution is modelled on the geopolitical structure of nations that 

comprised two or more socio- nguistic ethnic groups, such as Belgium.20 It is argued that 

this would be possible given the shared Abrahamic roots of both groups of people, but 

neither the Palestinian nor Israeli mainstream consider the one state solution to be a 

viable option. The issue of having the one state solution is the political aspect of 

transitioning into a democratic secular state from an ethno-nationalist rivalry. The Jewish 

Statehood or Jewish nationalism must drastically change in order for the one state 

solution to work. If the Jewish Statehood and Nationalism did change, the rights and 

privileges of housing loans, education loans, employment, and land use would all have to 

be redistributed among all, this would limit the “safeguard” of rights for the Israelis. On 

the other hand, the one-state solution would not be viable to the Palestinians because that

17 Ferrero, 142
18 Kurtzer
19 Podeh, Elie. "Israel and the Arab Peace Initiative, 2002-2014: A plausible missed opportunity." The 
Middle East Journal 68, no. 4 (2014), 584
20 Tilley, Virginia. The one state solution: A breakthrough fo r  peace in the Israeli-Palestinian deadlock. 
University o f Michigan Press, 2010; Karmi, Ghada. "The one state solution: An alternative vision for 
Israeli-Palestinian peace." Journal o f  Palestine Studies 40, no. 2 (2011): 62-76; Abunimah, A. (2006). One 
country: A bold proposal to end the Israeli-Palestinian impasse. Macmillan.
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would mean the whole apparatus of the Palestinian Liberation Organization and the 

Palestinian Authority would have to be 'icorporated within Israel's governance and 

political processes. At that time, Yasser Arafat, President of Palestinian National 

Authority, would hated to see his economic and political power he had be taken awa>

In June 2018, the special counsel to President Donald Trump, Jared Kushner 

announced the construction of the ‘ultimate deal’ for Palestine and Israel.2 ' The 

Economic Plan was made public on June 25 th, but the Thesis was completed before it was 

made public and, therefore, it could not address the Kushner Plan with a substantive 

discussion. Some commentators believe that the Plan is ‘inherently flawed and 

essentially replicating the failed plan for peace that was established in the Oslo Accords.22 

The Arabs fears of a continued bias toward Israel by the Trump Administration 

forewarned by its two biggest moves in the region: the movement of the Israeli Embassy 

to Jerusalem and the recent American recognition of the Golan Heights belonging to 

Israel have created a distaste for the Arabs towards the plan. Generally, the Arabs fear 

any and all plans endorsed by the Trump Administration due to the deep connection and 

friendship between President Trump and Prime Minister Netanyahu.

While these proposals all differ in terms of their goals and methods, what they 

share is that each have been brokered by foreign parties. Great Britain played a key role 

in the implementation of the partition in the first place, with actors from the United 

States, the European Union and the Arab World all playing roles at various points in the 

history of the conflict. With this fact about foreign interventions into the Arab-Israeli 

Conflict, it will be the aim of this Thesis to explore, analyse, and propose some

5

21 Law, Bill. Trump's 'ultimate deal' faces ultimate failure.
https://www.aliazeera.com/indepth/opinion/trump-ultimate-deal-faces-ultimate-failure- 
190303130838617.html. 2019
22 Ibid.

https://www.aliazeera.com/indepth/opinion/trump-ultimate-deal-faces-ultimate-failure-
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recommendations for a solution as well as to develop insights for future policymaking 

and diplomacy.



CHAPTER 2: Structure and Scope of the Literature Review

Following this brief introduction, the remainder of the literature review is structured 

as follows. Chapter 3 takes a historical perspective, detailing and exploring the history of 

Superpower involvement in the Middle East conflict. Attention is pe i to the roles played 

by the Superpowers, especially Great Britain, the Soviet Union/Russia and the United 

States, in shaping the conflict and peace processes, as well as their respected relationships 

with Israel and Palestine. Chapter 4 explains the varying reasons for the failure of the two 

state solution and outlines and critiques proposals for alternative arrangements, including 

the latest deal proposed by the Trump administration. Chapter 5 reflects on the roles the 

Superpowers should have played during the Cold War and discusses how they might have 

contributed to peace. Chapter 6 reaches conclusions and presents implications for 

knowledge and practice.
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CHAPTER 3: The History of Superpower involvement in the Middle East Conflict 

and the Relationships between the United States, Britain, and Russia as well as their 

respective Relationships with Israel and Palestine

3.1 INTRODUCTION

Peace is not merely a distant goal that we seek, but a means by which we arrive at that 

goal.

-Martin Luther King Junior 

A number of foreign actors have played a key role in both the Arab-Israeli conflict 

and the ensuing peace process over the course of the region’s history. In this chapter, the 

role played by three major superpowers - Great Britain, the Soviet Union, and the United 

States -  is discussed, drawing largely on the literature from the political history and 

international relations literatures.

A full historical discussion is beyond the scope of this chapter within the Thesis. 

Therefore, focus is directed to the eras of the Middle East conflict in which these 

superpowers played a pivotal role.

For Great Britain, which essentially handed over responsibility for the Palestine 

region to the newly created United Nations following the conclusion of World War II. 

During the pre-war period, Herbert Samuel played a crucial role in Great Britain’s 

important role in the conflict.23 For the Soviet Union, major activity took place after the 

first Arab-Israeli (1948) conflict, when a vacuum caused by British weakness enabled the 

Soviet Union to wield their ideological weaponry in the region. After the 1917 revolution 

in the Soviet Union, their goal of acquiring territorial lands led them to use their ideology 

of a way to exert political influence in the Middle East. For example, the Soviet Union

23 Kedourie, E. (1969). Sir Herbert Samuel and the Government o f  Palestine. Middle Eastern Studies, J(l), 
44-68. Retrieved from http://www.istor.org/stable/4282274.
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had supported the Middle East for decades, but in 1947 they completely turned against 

the Arab world and supported the Zionist movement to establish a Jewish state in 

Palestine.24 For selfish and economic reasons, the Soviet Union wanted to make sure they 

had strong connections within the Middle Eastern region. The Soviets received assurance 

from the Jews on gaining political direction from Russia for the future Jewish 

government. The Soviet Union, therefore, was more interested in supporting the Jews 

than the Arabs because they found this as a “profit on a diplomatic investment,” the 

Soviets can just dive in on.25

There is a consensus in the literature that American diplomatic and political 

leaders were relatively uninterested in the Middle Eastern region until the Cold War. 

when it was feared that an absence of British influence could enable the region to fall 

prey to Soviet influence.26 Hence, U.S. influence and intervention began in the 1950s, and 

intensified in line with the Cold War. In more recent times, it is the United States that is 

recognized as continuing to exert the most influence in the conflict, with its activities and 

goals impacted by its special relationship with Israel.27 However, as this analysis will 

show, the European Union continues to have a key influence on parties on both sides of 

the conflict.

3.2 BRITISH INVOLVMENT

It is not possible to discuss the role of superpowers in the conflict in the Middle 

East without discussing the United Kingdom/Great Britain, and specifically its pre- EU 

role as an architect of the problem. Arguably, the conflict can be traced as far back as the

24 Krammer, A. (1973). Soviet Motives in the Partition o f  Palestine, 1947-48. Journal o f  Palestine 
Studies, 2(2), 102-119. doi: 10.2307/2535483.
25 Ibid
26 Ovendale, Ritchie. The Origins o f  the Arab Israeli Wars. Routledge, 2015, 8
27 Ibid.



1920s, prior to the establishment of the Palestinian state28. The British Mandate for 

Palestine was drafted in 1922, confirmed by the League of Nations in the summer of that 

year, and was officially ratified in September 1923.29 The purpose of this legal instrument 

was to organize the Balfour Declaration’s “national home for the Jewish people” by 

creating a binational state that was both Jewish and Arab, thereby enabling British to 

fulfil their dual obligations towards the Jewish and Arab-Palestinian communities.30 Since 

Britain wanted to make sure it gained support from different groups in the Middle East, 

the British felt as though they needed to please both sides. Britain was given the Mandate 

for Palestine by the League of Nations in 1922, this “dual mandate” and “dual obligation” 

was now in the hands of Britain and it had to fulfil political, administrative and economic 

needs for both the Jews and Arabs. Britain made countless contradictory agreements, 

such as the Balfour Declaration. In the history of the Middle East, the Balfour Declaration 

was the main cause of the Arab-Israeli conflict. Almost 100 years later, the Palestinian 

Authority today has related the Balfour Declaration to a “crime,” since it had such a 

formal and world recognition, which gave the Jewish people rights to a National Home.31

While this goal was - certainly at the time, if not retrospectively - seen as 

laudable, the ambiguous and inconsistent nature of British national policy prior to the 

enactment of the British Mandate for Palestine, and during its lifetime (to May 1948), 

undermined the likelihood of reconciling Jewish and Arab-Palestinian nationalism.32 In 

this section, British policy in Palestine and its implications for the conflict and peace 

process will be analyzed. The section also discusses the current diplomatic relationships 

between Great Britain, Israel and Palestine.

28 Ovendale, Ritchie. The Origins o f  the Arab Israeli Wars. Routledge, 2015, 8
29 Ibid
30 Ibid
31 “Palestinians prepare to mark 100 years for Balfour Declaration,” October 24,
2016, WAFA http://english.wafa.ps/page.aspx?id=G8NFN5a50719869123aG8NFN5
32 Louis. W R. The British Empire in the Middle East, 1945-1951 Arab Nationalism, the United States, 
and Postwar Imperialism. Oxford University Press, 1984
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The development of the British Mandate cannot be severed from events that 

occurred during the First World War. according to Michael Jones.33 After the conclusion 

of the War, Zionists, the Arabs and the French each independently entered into 

negotiations with Great Britain over the rights to former Ottoman Empire lands.34 During 

the course of these negotiations, the British made a number of promises pertaining to 

rights over Palestine. One of the most important promises from Britain to the Arabs was a 

unified, independent Arab state once they revolted under British direction against the 

Ottoman Empire.35 After the Arab revolt and defeat against the Ottoman Empire, the 

British walked away from its promise and sided with the French in taking control over the 

rest of the empire. The tangible result of these negotiations was the drafting of the 

Mandate, but a complex chain of events preceded its commencement.

As the First World War was imminent in 1914, both the British and Ottoman 

Empires sought to secure strategic alliances that would benefit their campaigns.36 The 

Ottoman Empire was ideologically divided; Arabism was a nationalist ideology that 

served as a direct challenge to the dominance of Ottomanism.37 As part of their efforts to 

mobilize the Muslim population, the Ottomans tried to leverage Islamic symbols, with 

Sultan Mehmed V Reshad calling, for example, for jihad  against the Triple Entente in 

1914.38 The British, under the guidance of the High Commissioner Sir Henry McMahon 

responded by seeking to align themselves with the Amir of Mecca Husayn ibn Ali, who 

promised a revolt against the Ottoman Empire as long as an independent Arab state could

33 Jones, Michael. Failure in Palestine: British and United States Policy After the Second World War. 
Bloomsbury Publishing, 2016
34 Ibid
35 Ibid
36 Jones, 70
37 Kimmerling, Baruch. "The formation o f Palestinian collective identities: The Ottoman and Mandatory 
periods." Middle Eastern Studies 36. no. 2 (2000), 50.
38 Mac fie, Alexander Lyon. The end o f  the Ottoman Empire, 1908-1923. Routledge, 2014.



be established following the conclusion of the war.39 The 1915 Husayn-McMahon 

correspondence solidified the deal, through which Great Britain guaranteed to "’support 

the independence of the Arabs in all the regions within the limits demanded by the Sharif 

of Mecca.”40 The ambiguity of this sentence meant that the deal was never fulfilled by the 

British, and following this agreement, there was considerable confusion as to what 

precise lands had been promised to the Arabs.41

Given that they were distracted on the Western front, the French were struggling 

tending to their interests in the Middle Eastern region.42 The French, like the British and 

the Russians had long anticipated the collapse of the Ottoman Empire. However, 

domestic revolts, eventually culminating in the Russian Revolution, occupied the 

Russians, and so at the turn of the 20th century, division of the Middle East region was 

expected to fall to Britain and France as the two major superpowers.43 In Mav, 1916, 

negotiators from both countries reached the Sykes-Picot Agreement, which designated the 

Arab Middle as a state or “lying in the two zones of British and French indirect 

influence”44 -  a direct contradiction of the promises made to Sharif Husayn. Under the 

Sykes-Picot Agreement, Syria, Iraq and a part of Palestine were apportioned to the West, 

while the Arabs were allocated the Trans-Jordan area. As later discussion will show, this 

act opened the way for the Western superpowers to make further promises that would 

complicate an already complex situation.

The First World War, which the British expected to be concluded “by Christmas,” 

dragged on longer than they had hoped, and the Turkish Ottoman Empire and Germany

39 Teitelbaum, Joshua. "Sharif Husayn ibn Ali and the Hashemite vision o f the post-Ottoman order: from 
chieftaincy to suzerainty." Middle Eastern Studies 34, no. 1 (1998): 103-122.
40 Cited in Ross, Stewart. Causes and Consequences o f  the Arab-lsraeli Conflict. Vol. 3. Evans Brothers, 
2004, 15.
41 Ibid.
42 Ovendale, 60
43 Ross, 15
44 Fitzgerald, Edward Peter. "France's Middle Eastern ambitions, the Sykes-Picot negotiations, and the oil 
fields o f Mosul, 1915-1918." The Journal o f  Modern History 66, no. 4 (1994), 700
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seemed resistant to defeat. Thus, Britain needed to find overseas strategic allies to bolster 

their military actions and looked to the United States in this regard.45

Furthermore, the Jewish lobby in both Russia and the United States were in a 

sufficiently strong position to be able to persuade Britain s allies to enter the war. It 

followed, therefore that in November 1917, Arthur Balfour, the British foreign secretary, 

drafted a letter to Lord Baron Rothschild, a British Zionist, assuring him of the intent to 

establish a home for the Jews in Palestine:

“Foreign Office, November 2nd, 1917 

Dear Lord Rothschild,

I have much pleasure in conveying to you, on behalf of His Majesty's 

Government, the following declaration of sympathy with Jewish Zionist 

aspirations which has been submitted to, and approved by, the Cabinet 

His Majesty's Government view with favour the establishment in Palestine of a 

national home for the Jewish people, and will use their best endeavours to 

facilitate the achievement of this object, it being clearly understood that nothing 

shall be done which may prejudice the civil and religious rights of existing non- 

Jewish communities in Palestine or the rights and political status enjoyed by Jews 

in any other country.

I should be grateful if you would bi tig this declaration to the knowledge of the 

Zionist Federation.

Yours,

Arthur James Balfour.”46

The document, which became known as “The Balfour Declaration,” promised that 

through their “best endeavours,” the Jews would be allocated a national home in

45 Ross, 15
46 Cited in Jewish Virtual Library, n.d., n.p.



Palestine. Political exiles and refugees such as Chaim Weizmann, Theodore Herzl, Leon 

Pinsker and Vladimir Jabotinsky led the global movement for Zionism which argued that 

the only possible way that the safety of the Jewish people could only be guaranteed would 

be if there was a strategic, independent Jewish state that could act as a means of providing 

the Jews with self-protection.47

At the same time, however, the letter also claimed that actions would not be taken 

because it would “prejudice the civil and religious rights of existing non-Jewish 

communities in Palestine.” Angela Clifford,48 among other political historians has pointed 

out the contradictions and profound falsities that are contained in this letter. Essentially, 

Britain was giving away territories it had not yet won. Great Britain was giving away 

territories to secure its military allegiances. Great Britain had to offer the territories they 

have not even won yet so it needed to win that very same territory and the Declaration 

was a means to win over allies to create the reality the Declaration assumed.

The British made three different agreements, a promise to the Arabs of 

independence from the Ottoman Empire, a promise to the French that most of Palestine 

would be under international administration and the rest of it would fall under both 

British and French power after World War I, and a promise to the Jews that they would 

have a national home. Michael Cohen adds that through these three different agreements 

led by different negotiators, Britain not only established itself as a colonizer of the Arab 

Middle East, but it also spurred the nationalist ideologies of both Arabs and Zionists and 

identified, geo-politically, a focal point for those sentiments.49 When Britain, with its 

allies, did eventually win the First World War the Mandate Committee of the League of

47 Cohen, Michael J. "British strategy and the Palestine question 1936-39." Journal o f  Contemporary 
History 1, no. 3 (1972): 157-183.
48 Clifford, Angela. Serfdom or Ethnic Cleansing, A British discussion on Palestine: Churchill’s evidence to 
the Peel Commission. Belfast: Athol Books, 2003
49 Cohen, Michael J. Britain's Moment in Palestine: Retrospect and Perspectives, 1917-1948. Routledge, 
2014, 99
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Nations, the United Nations’’ early predecessor adopted the Balfour Declaration, an act of 

betrayal to Arab leaders who had supported British military efforts under the misguided 

understanding that this would secure for them an independent Arab state in the region,50 

this is not explicitly stated in the Balfour Declaration. In 1920, at the San Remo 

Conference, the League of Nations formally sanctioned the mandate and commenced 

implementing the Zionist elements of the Balfour declaration 51 Key actions involved the 

appointment of Sir Herbert Samuel, a Jew, as Governor of Palestine, and the facilitation 

of Jewish immigration on a vast scale.52 The British had to decide how to move Arabs out 

of the regions where they would migrate the Jews. In order for this to happen, they 

proposed an ethnic cleanse of the Arabs, forcing them out of their homes and into other 

regions where the rest of the Arabs lived.

These actions presented Britain with a major dilemma as regards its dual 

obligation to the Arab and Jewish communities. It would be challenging to protect the 

civil rights of the Palestinians, while simultaneously constructing the Jewish state that had 

been promised.53 More specifically, there were two challenges that diplomats were 

required to overcome. First, governance of the region should be undertaken in such a way 

that the varying interests of both the Palestinian and Jewish communities were balanced.54 

In addition, Britain would need to establish the political infrastructure and instruments 

that would eventually allow for an independent bi-national Jewish and Arab state to self- 

govem. Samuel’s view was that “the most desirable outcome was the creation of an 

integrated political community.”55 Thus, adopting a confessionalist framework, system of 

governance that holds a variety of religion and politics in order to have a peaceful

50 Clifford, 18
51 Haim, Sylvia G., and Elie Kedourie. Zionism andArabism in Palestine and Israel. Routledge, 2005.
52 Cohen, 1972, 164
53 Cohen, 1972, 164
54 Haim, Sylvia G., and Elie Kedourie. Zionism and Arabism in Palestine and Israel. Routledge, 2005.
55 Cleveland, W. L., & Biinton, M. A history o f  the modem Middle East. Hachette UK, 2016, 51
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community with different ethnic groups. Therefore, Samuel proposed a legislative council 

that would consist of all three major religions, Christian, Muslim, and Jewish 

representatives. Although Samuel’s proposals never materialized, some commentators 

have presented this as evidence that prior to British influence, Jews and Arabs were able 

to co-exist in a manner that would have mitigated the Palestinian concern of Jewish 

influence rising in line with mass immigration, and Zionist demands for a national Jewish 

home.56

As it was, the mass levels of immigration that the Arabs feared continued to rise. 

In May of 1921 ethnic riots emerged between the two communities ana escalated in 

Palestine.57 As part of his efforts “to calm Arab tempers and appease Arab grievances,” 

Samuel suspended Jewish immigration, yet another act that seemed to be inconsistent 

with its earlier promises.58 Samuel proposed the idea of a British protectorate to Prime 

Minister Asquith, this would support an increase to Jewish settlement, but when he placed 

immigration restrictions on the Jews, the Zionists were extremely disappointed and felt as 

though Samuel did not live up to his intentions. In June of 1922, Churchill issued a 

“White Paper” designed to clarify the Balfour Declaration.59 According to the “White 

Paper,” “the status of all citizens of Palestine in the eyes of the law shall be Palestinian, 

and it has never been intended that they, or any section of them, should possess any other 

juridical status.’’60 Nevertheless, no real efforts were made to suppress Jewish migration, 

and between 1919 and 1929, over 100,000 new migrants entered the country, further 

deepening hostilities between the Arabs and the Jews. The Arabs blamed the British for 

overwhelming the Arab population. In Clifford’s exact words, “ii became clear in the
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1930s that Britain would not give Palestine its independence until there was a Jewish 

majority.”61 However, the Zionists were also dismayed with British ambie ties, because 

they were promised in the Balfour Declaration not only a home, but a Jewish nationality 

and state. The “White Paper,” stated that there would not be a Jewish nationality on the 

Arab regions of Palestine. As a consequence, the inter-religions conflict evident in the 

region can cause the participants to turn its attention to the British Mandate itself.

Although Samuel’s multi-ethnic legislative council did not come to fruition, he 

did manage to create some political instruments during this period. His actual goal was to 

support the Jews in creating an independent nation in Palestine that would not affect the 

Arab communities, but this had completely failed. In 1921, the Supreme Muslim Council 

was created under the leadership of the Mufti of Jerusalem Hajj Amin al-Husayni.62 

Although Husayni had vocalized his opposition to the Balfour Declaration, he did appear 

to acknowledge the personal (career) benefits of working with the British. Without any 

international authority over the Arabs in the Middle East, he pursued public recognition 

from the Axis Powers (Great Britain, United States, Soviet Union and China) to become a 

leader for the Arab nation. From there on, he sought public approval for an independent 

Arab state by “removing” and/or “eliminating” Jewish settlements in Palestine. 

Nevertheless, as noted by Mattar63 the Mufti withdrew his cooperation following the 

Wailing Wall riot of 1929, riots that occurred between Muslims and Jews over access to 

the Western Wall in Jerusalem, and the Arab revolts of 1936 through 1939, when the 

Arabs revolted against the British for the vast Jewish immigration into Palestine.

The struggles that occurred over the Western Wall between 1928 and 1929 were 

acknowledged by the British as having direct roots in the Mandate. For example, a Royal
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Commission dispensed by the British Prime Minister Ramsay MacDonald, in 1929, 

concluded that the “the main source of tension within the mandate was the creation of a 

landless class of discontented Arabs” -  a conclusion with which the Passfield White 

Paper, the Shaw Commission, the Hope-Simpson Commission, and other commissions 

dispensed, but at the same time agreed with one another.64 Due to the vast Jewish 

immigration in 1929, the Palestinians rioted violently opposing the Jews from settling 

into their lands. The Shaw Commission was a to report to investigate the Palestinian 

uproars, which was ordered by Sir Walter Shaw. This led to the Hope-Simpson 

Commission, led by British Commission, Sir John Hope Simpson, to address the issues of 

immigration, land settlement and the development of the Mandate. The Passfield White 

Paper resulted from the Hope-Simpson Commission was to limit the Jewish immigration, 

this was when restrictions were put on the Jewish immigration. These Commissions are 

important to note because it shows that the British took efforts in investigating the 

problem, which all started over access to the Western Wall, and tried to solve the issues 

through the ] nitations on Jewish immigration. However, as a response to lobbying 

efforts by Chaim Weizmann and other prominent British Zionists, the conclusions of 

these commissions were either suppressed or overturned. A couple of reasons why these 

Commissions were suppressed was the 1929 Stock Market Crash, budget concerns, and 

pressure from the Americans. Ramsay MacDonald himself retracted the Passfield White 

Paper in 1931, a further act that indicated to the Arabs the desire of the British to 

facilitate more Jewish migration. In order to satisfy Zionist criticism, Macdonald 

overturned the “White Paper, ’ known as the “Black Letter” to the Arabs. This specific 

political act and many others had sparked the Arab Executive Committee’s boycott of the
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Mandate, and later on led to the Arab Revolts of the 1930s in Palestine, which concluded 

with killings of two British police officers.65

The actions of the British during the Revolts further angered the Arab leadership. 

The British response to the Arab Revolts was to supress them militarily, killing one 

thousand Arabs as well as arresting and deporting several prominent members of the Arab 

leadership.66 However, Ian Bickerton does explain that the British had to handle such a 

situation in a violently way because they feared it getting out of hand. Because of civil 

unrest in the region, British leadersh p did attempt to enforce land purchase stipulations 

that would distribute land from the Jews to the Arabs.67 For obvious reasons, this was not 

a great idea because the Zionists then arose and responded to such efforts with attacks of 

their own, including the bombing of the British government buildings in Tel Aviv and 

Jerusalem and the assassination of British politician, Lord Moyne in 1944.68 At this point, 

Great Britain was not in a good standing with either side. Clifford argues “the Jews took 

any sign of even-handedness in the Palestine administration as a breach of the Balfour 

declaration... their position was that there had to be unrestricted immigration.”69 Britain s 

response to Jewish attacks was collective fines and curfews imposed upon the Jewish 

community, actions which further exacerbated tension between Palestinians, Jews and the 

British Mandate (British Mandate for Palestine was internationally authorized for British 

rule in Palestine from 1922 and 1948). These disturbances affected the Palestinians living 

since there were surprise searches in houses and on public transportation, night patrols, 

closed off bridges, and had mobile checkpoints which made it difficult for the 

Palestinians to go about their own lives.
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The eventual withdrawal of Britain, because of its responsibility of the mandate 

was undoubtedly caused by its inability to fulfil its dual obligations to the now-warr ng 

factions. Renton has described British actions as “a broken trust.” Both the Arabs and the 

Jews felt as though Great Britain failed them miserably.70 However, it was the outbreak 

of the Second World War, which acted as the major catalyst forcing Britain to exit from 

the region, and eventually facilitating the formation of the Israeli state and partition of 

Palestine in 1948.71 Jewish and Arab Nationalism, both of which had been engendered by 

British (in) actions led the region to civil disorder. This had prompted the League of 

Nations to create the Palestine Royal Commission (Peel Commission) in 1936 to 

investigate the causes of the conflict as well as to recommend possible solutions.72 The 

Commission's major conclusion was that integrating Jews and Arabs was described as a 

“social engineering project,’ and that the optimal solution would be “a very small Jewish 

state - from which the Arabs would be cleared out.” Britain, frustrated over several 

unsuccessful agreements and the endless violence between the Jews and the Arabs as well 

as towards the British, decided to vacate Palestine since they had no hope for a peaceful 

future amongst both ethnicities.

The commencement of the Second World War made the implementation of the 

Royal Commission’s policy more probable.73 As the persecution of Jews in Nazi- 

controlled lands became clearer to the political Zionists, the lobby for an independent 

Jewish state in Palestine intensified, bolstered by the actions of militant organizations, 

especially by the Jewish Agency in Palestine. The latter pressured Britain to equip and 

train them to fight the Germans in the war -  the implications of this for Arab-Israeli
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relations following the end of the war was unforeseeable by the British.74 It is important 

to note that after the Arab revolts, Hajj Amin A1 Husayni, now in exile in Europe, was at 

the time independently seeking assurances from Germany (and Italy), the expected 

winners of the war that would help establish an Arab independent state.75 Therefore, 

Britain was keen to undertake any interventions to prevent the Arab states from co

operating with Germany. In 1939, on the eve of the war, the Commission issued a White 

Paper re-evaluating their policy towards Palestine, which claimed, “His Majesty’s 

Government therefore now declare unequivocally that it is not part of their Pc„cy that 

Palestine should become a Jewish State.”76 Once again, Britain had issued exclamations 

that contradicted their professed obligations to both Arab and Jewish communities while 

undermining earlier recommendations about partitioning Palestine. Great Britain has 

intruded yet agf :n, causing tensions and issues within a region that should be left alone 

not only by Great Britain, but by all foreign powers. This may provide the opportunity for 

both peoples, Jews and Arabs, to decide what is best for each of them and come to an 

agreement towards peace.

According to William Cleveland and Martin Bunton the eventual partition and 

establishment of the state of Israel can be attributed to three factors: the Zionists revolts 

against the British Mandate, intercommunal conflict between Jews and Arabs that 

occurred between 1945 and 1947, and the Arab-Israeli war of 1948.77 In addition, British 

military of Zionist militant organizations during the Second World War empowered the 

Jews and eventually eased Britain out of Palestine. As noted by Sorby:

Since the victory at al-Alamayn [1942] Great Britain had dominated virtually the 

whole Arab area with her armed forces and controlled economic life through the
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Middle East Supply Centre. The Italian colonies were in her hands. At the close of 

the Second World War the British were astride the Middle East, where their 

position looked stronger than ever. Britain had troops in almost every Near 

Eastern country, dominated some and had alliances with others. The task she 

faced was to convert this position into a lasting peacetime preponderance. British 

strategic motives for holding on to the area had been dictated by “vital interests” 

of the Empire such as maintaining of safe communications, keeping up commerce 

and first of all, controlling the oil resources.78

Although the mandate system was out-dated, Britain seemed to be flexible enough 

to reorient its position by supporting the new League of Arab States as well as helping to 

ease the French out from Lebanon and Syria.79 As a consequence of financial challenges 

“the end of the Middle East Supply Centre was near.” It was no longer possible for the 

British to be able to financially support the cost of maintaining troops along its imperial 

rouies. It cost not only its manpower, but also $120 billion in World War II. Because of 

Britain s financial situation it acknowledged its inability to be able to maintain a powerful 

position in the Middle East, so in 1947 Britain called upon the United States for their 

support in defending Greece and Turkey.80 On the 14th of May 1948, Britain finally 

relinquished its mandate authority and declared the state of Israel. Responsibility for 

Palestine was now in the hands of the United States. The year of 1948 was a huge deal for 

the Jews because Britain withdrew its forces leaving the Jews independent and in power 

of their now declared state. After feeling betrayed by the British with unfulfilled promises 

and with the newly independent state of Israel, the Palestinian Arabs and the 

neighbouring Arab countries decided they needed to end this once and for all. This was 

also a huge deal to the Arabs because it meant war, war for their freedom and
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independence that they were promised. This effectively precipitated the Arab-Jewish 

War, also known as the Nakba or a catastrophe, which eventually led to destruction of the 

Palestinian society, the creation of the State of Israel and its rule in Palestine, and the 

result of hundreds of thousands of Arabs being forced out of their home leaving with 

nothing, but the clothes on their backs.

3.3 SOVIET UNION/RUSIAN INVOLVMENT

The competition for global strategic influence between the United States and the 

Soviet Union through the Cold War certainly spilled over to the Arao-Israeli context. In 

particular, the competitive rivalry between these two superpowers shaped the structure of 

conflict and peacebuilding in that region, in essence creating what Kylie Baxter and 

Shahram Akbarzadeh have described as a connection between regional level conflict and 

unrest occurring at the extra-regional level.81 Following the Suez Canal Crisis in 1956, 

the national struggle for Palestine, which the Arab countries saw as a crucial symbolic 

and unifying force across those nations, gradually became a central focus of Cold War 

politics in the Middle East. Leaders from both the Israeli and Arab communities 

attempted to exploit this situation for the advantage of their own people.

Soviet policy towards the Middle East has undergone a number of different 

changes since the Russian Revolution of 1917.82 While the British had arguably acted as 

the architects of the crisis, the role played by the Soviet Union mainly that period had 

been geared towards securing strategic routes to its Empire in India in the Far East. Great 

Britain was worried that Russia would gain power and influence so they did this to 

prevent such hostile powers.83 Russia sought to address this by penetrating the Middle
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East and using its ideological, military, di ilomatic and economic weapons to dislodge 

Britain from its position of power.84 Sta’in’s response to the Allied victory was to embark 

upon a thrust into Eastern Asia and the Middle East in order to seize a strategic position 

that would enable the Soviets to dominate the East. As argued by Karol Sorby, their 

strategy “as not to challenge directly the position of rival powers but rather to take 

advantage of their temporary weakness, lack of concern or disunity, and to avoid the risk 

of major armed conflict.”85 Both Great Britain and Russia had their own selfish reasons of 

acquiring and power within other regions.

In the Arab states, Soviet leaders relied on myriad tactics of diplomatic maneuver, 

penetration and propaganda, each of which was designed to make life more difficult for 

Great Britain and its allies.86

As a consequence of domestic political and economic unrest, between 1986 and 

1989, the Soviet Union seemed to gradually withdraw from the Middle East.87 Now that 

Great Brita l and Russia were finally withdrawing from the Middle East, the United 

States wanted to become involved. The United States gradually increased their sphere of 

influence. The withdrawal of Soviet Union deprived key actors in the region to subsidized 

military equipment and training.88 The effect on the states was almost immediate. For 

example, the withdrawal was a major blow to the Syria and their goal of building a strong 

and powerful that could fight off and force the Jews out in the long term, although the 

radical wing of the Palestinian Liberation Organization (PLO) was encouraged to 

precipitate a negotiated settlement with the Israeli government.89 This has shown that it
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was not just the Palestinians fighting for their land, but also its neighbouring Arab 

countries trying to protect their existing land from the Jewish invasion. The end of the 

Cold War also prompted a change in the Soviet Union’s policy toward Israel, as 

evidenced by the re-opening of its Tel Aviv embassy.90 In particular, the U.S.S.R. 

recognized the Israeli’s right to exist within pre-1967 territorial borders, and Soviet Jews 

were allowed to migrate to Israel after the Berlin Wall fell in 1989.91

Beginning in the 1990s, however, Soviet Union leaders began to place greater 

emphasis upon promoting stability and peace in the Middle East, and if this were to be 

achieved, it would be necessary to work closely with the U.S.92 This change in orientation 

of Soviet Union policy was demonstrated by the September 9, 1990 Helsinki 

communique in which President George Bush and Mikhail Gorbachev multilaterally 

opposed the Iraqi invasion into Kuwait. As the Gulf War concluded, in 2001 Bush noted 

that now would be an appropriate time to seek a resolution to the Palestinian-Israeli 

conflict, prompt ng decades of U.S. efforts at peacebuilding in the region.

3.4 UNITED STATES INVOLVEMENT

Above, the roles of the major superpowers, Great Britain and the United States, 

towards the Arab-Israeli region have been discussed in some detail, with the major role 

played by Britain as the post-World War I architect of the dual nation and the Soviets 

bolstering their power and presence in the region after the Second World War. According 

to Fawcett, the role played by the United States is a contemporary one, with Sorby 

agreeing, “Historically, the USA has shown little interest in the Middle East.”93 However, 

in the late 1940, Americans were concerned financial challenges that Great British had
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which encouraged the Soviet Union to expand in the region, while simultaneously 

enhancing American opportunities in the oil industry.94 Although, the United States 

feared financial challenges, they sided with Israel to fight against the Soviet Union 

influence of anti-communist regimes in some of the Arab countries. While trying to 

prevent anti-communist regimes, the U.S., being short on oil, sought interest in the 

Middle East, especially in Saudi Arabia. The Roosevelt administration created a 

government-owned national oil company, which took the rights from Saudi Arabia, 

known as Arabian American Oil Company (ARAMCO) and which proposed the 

construction and ownership of oil pipelines. The U.S. worked out an agreement with 

Britain after the War, which resulted in the expansion of oil production into world 

markets. These are some of the main reasons how and why the Superpowers became 

involved in the Middles East.
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CHAPTER 4: The Failure of the Two-State Solution and Lack of Substantive 

Proposals for Alternatives

4.1 Introduction

Since the state of Israel gained its independence, and the rising conflict between 

Arabs and Israelis first began to escalate, the idea of a two-state solution to the problem 

of apportioning lands claimed by both sides has dominated policy discussions at the UN 

General Assembly. Indeed, the British Mandate itself has been described as the original 

two-state solution.95 At various points in recent history, however, the two-state solution 

has been described invariably as “failed, ’ “dead” and “impossible to resurrect.”96 Much is 

attributed to actions undertaken by the Israelis to place obstacles to the successful 

implementation of the two-state solution, and the failure of leadership on both sides to 

undertake real efforts to implement the policy.97 Ultimately, the stalling of the peace 

process, the continued refusal by the Israelis to consider returning to the 1967 ceasefire 

lines, the escalation of violence in the region, as characterized by the Al-Aqsa Intifada 

and other skirmishes, and the intensification of occupation seem to have convinced 

policymakers, diplomats and scholars alike to consider alternatives to the two-state 

solution. The 1967-ceasefire lines are the armistice lines created in 1949 between Israel 

and its neighbouring Arab countries. Before the Six Day War, Israel had gained control 

over the Gaza Strip from Egypt and the West Bank, as well as East Jerusalem from 

Jordan. Israel refused to give up their control over these lands, which made the peace 

process more difficult to achieve. The Al-Aqsa Intifada, also known as the Second 

Intifada, was the Palestinian uprising against Israel in 2000 due to Ariel Sharon’s visit to
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Temple Mount, a Holy place for both Judaism and Islam. The Palestinians were offended 

with his visit, and violence took place killing three thousand Palestinians and one 

thousand Israelis. With these two major incidents, the peace process was no where near to 

be discussed about.

In this chapter, the origin and characteristics of the two-state solution are 

described and discussed. Discussion of the criticisms regarding the approach follows, and 

an account is given of the failure of the approach to lead to change. In light of this, some 

of the main alternatives are highlighted, including the oft-touted one state solution, 

multilateral approaches, and the recent alternative proposed under the Trump 

administration. The chapter concludes with a discussion of the viability of these varying 

approaches, and an outline of the possible next steps. It begins with the appeal of the 

two-state solution, the failure of it, alternatives to it, specifically the 2 + 1 Solution, 

Multilateral Solution, the One-State Solution and the “Ultimate Deal. ”

4.2 The appeal of the two-state solution

Until fairly recently, the two-state solution has enjoyed hegemonic status, with 

commentators arguing that it is the most feasible and realistic blueprint for peace on the 

negotiating table.98 Supporters recognize the solution as the only possible and viable 

alternative to the current states of affairs, avoiding the extreme scenarios whereby one 

side annihilates the other.99 Essentially, the two-state solution is one that would, in an 

ideal world, involve the two states existing side by side, in a context of security and 

peace, with each enjoying political sovereignty in the geopolitical land that they claim as

98 Kurtzer, Daniel. “Nothing beats the two state solution for Israel and the Palestinians”. In 
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their birth right.100 The two-state solution in its current form has been developed from a 

number of initiatives and proposals including the Madrid Peace Conference of 1991, 

various United Nations (UN) Security Council Resolutions (especially Resolutions 242, 

338 and 1397), the Oslo Accords, and primarily, the 2002 Arab Peace Initiative, or API 

originally proposed by Saudi Crown Price Abdullah.101

According to Benny Morris, should the two-state solution be implemented, it 

would occur in three sequential stages. The immediate change would involve the 

Palestinians agreeing to an unconditional termination of violence and cooperating with 

the Israelis to implement actions towards guaranteeing the future security of both 

nations.102 At the same time, the Palestinians would be required to enact comprehensive 

political reform that would prepare them for statehood. Such reforms would involve, at 

the very least, the drafting of a sovereign constitution, and preparations to implement 

open, free and fair elections.103 Following this, it would be incumbent upon Israel to 

implement all the necessary steps to facilitate the normalization of Palestinian life, with 

the most important action being withdrawal from areas of Palestinian land occupied since 

1967, and the termination of all settlement activity. Essentially, this would lead to the 

restoration of the political status quo that existed at the end of the 1990s.104 In the second 

stage, diplomatic efforts would be oriented towards the creation of a sovereign and 

autonomous Palestinian state based upon the newly agreed constitution -  a major step 

towards permanent status settlements. Finally, both parties should take respective actions 

necessary to create continued peace and security for their communities. For example,
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Morris believes both Israelis and Palestinians need to be “more open and honest” with 

each other and how this notion of “rejectionism” will only prolong the issues and stall the 

peace process for both civilians living in the region.

At various times since the API was first proposed, speculation has circulated that 

the agreement would be reached, effectively ending the conflict, and putting into place 

the mechanisms for the two state solution.105 In 2003, for instance, agreement was 

expected to be reached by 2005 as a consequence of the U.N. Security Council 

Resolutions, which set out the framework for negotiation and change, including 

resolution of the refugee issue and agreement on the status of Jerusalem. In spite of 

optimism, however, 2005 ended without any permanent and accepted arrangements being 

put into place.106

4.3 The failure of the two-state solution

The main obstacle to the implementation of the two-state solution, as viewed by 

the Arab nations is the resistance from the Israeli-Jewish elite.107 Although members of 

all sides of the Israeli political spectrum seem to agree that the two-state solution is a 

more attractive framework than tabled alternatives such as the one state solution, there is 

a lack of agreement as to what that two-state solution might look like. The one state 

solution consists of the merging of the West Bank, the Gaza Strip and Israel regardless of 

religion or ethnicity.108 On the other hand, the two-state solution to the Palestinians means 

going back to the 1967 lines, releasing control over the West Bank from Jordan and the 

Gaza Strip from Egypt, East Jerusalem would become the capital of the Palestinian State, 

the Palestinians will be in control over their land, water and airspace, and have the right
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to return Palestinians that were forced out of their homes from 1947 to 1949. The two- 

state solution to Israelis looks like Specifically, the level of sovereignty, borders and 

jurisdictions granted to the Palestinians as well as questions relating to the return of 

Palestinian refugees. Since the Sharon and Olmert administrations, Israel's official policy 

has seemed to involve managing the conflict, rather than embarking upon any real effort 

to end it.109 While this may be the view from the Arab perspective, the Israeli’s would 

argue the same from their Palestinian counterpart standpoint.

For Kurtzner, this approach is the most detrimental of all:

Maintaining the status quo is a non-starter, because status quos are never static— 

as the events of recent years prove, they tend to get worse. How many Intifadas or 

stabbings will it take for the people of Israel to believe their own security ch efs, 

who recognize that these actions are bom of frustration over the occupation and 

related grievances? Why should Israelis believe that the majority of Palestinians 

are interested in peace when Hamas—opposed to Israel’s very existence— still 

rules Gaza and commands significant popular support, and while the Palestinian 

Authority is crumbling and hardly represents anyone anymore?110

More specifically, Israel’s post-Oslo policy seems to have three key objectives. 

The first is to demarcate Israeli permanent borders through unilateral action, rather than 

bilateral agreement with the Palestinians. Second, a numerical Jewish majority should be 

retained within those demarcated borders. Third, an accommodating authority should be 

established on the Palestinian side of the border that will assume responsibility for 

delivering basic services to the Palestinian people.111 This approach essentially enables 

Israel to annex large swaths of land along the Jordan Valley and the Green Line in order
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to maintain a direct line to the Dead Sea. Furthermore, a key goal is to enlarge existing 

settlements by encouraging Jews to settle there and establishing a number of Palestinian 

enclaves. These could be called a Palestinian state but would be surrounded by Israeli 

military compounds and settlements.112

In order to achieve their overall objectives, the Israelis have undertaken a number 

of actions, which Leila Fasrsakh argues has reduced the potential for the two-state 

solution ever being a viable option.113 As evidenced, the Israeli settler population in East 

Jerusalem and on the West Bank doubled between 1993 and 2009. In addition, the Israelis 

constructed a separation wall of more than 709km that incorporates around 12 per cent of 

West Bank land and 99 militarized checkpoints have been established that cut well into 

Palestinian areas.114 The need for the two-state solution has been further intensified by the 

mistreatment of Palestinians in Gaza Dy the Israelis. When Hamas, a militant Islamist 

group, took control over Gaza in 2007 the Israelis decided to block out the roads where 

goods and services were being distributed. Nearly 26,000 thousand of Palestinians left 

Gaza in 2000 due to shortage of goods and services. The two-state solution intensified 

also with the failure of the international community to push stalled negotiations towards 

fulfilment of the Road Map to peace set out in 2003.

Per Daniel Kurtzer, writing for the Brookings Institute, what is hampering 

progress towards the two-state solution is poor, or ineffective leadership, both in the two 

states of Palestine and Israel, but also in those states that have historically played such an 

important role in the brokerage of peace in the region:

Even if Benjamin Netanyahu yields the prime minister’s office to another 

contender, no one in Israel is proposing the kind of far-reaching accommodation
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toward which Ehud Olmert was heading in 2008. None of Mahmoud Abbas’s 

likely successors has even articulated a reasonable peace plan. And none of the 

candidates for U.S. president s likely to be as committed to the search for peace 

as Barack Obama has been, and even his commitment has fallen far short of what 

is needed to move the recalcitrant parties toward peace. The sad reality is that 

politics—not policy, per se—is what blocks progress toward a two-state 

solution115 (emphasis mine). To help us understand this statement, we need to 

understand what how policy differs from politics. Policy is an action that has been 

proposed by a government, business firm, an individual or a political party, while 

politics indicates authority and public life. It is an organizational process 

implemented by the government and its activities.

Elie Podeh echoes this viewpoint.116 He points out that while the initial response 

of the U.S. to the Beirut agreement was a supportive one, it was far from enthusiastic in 

its approach. President George W. Bush took a hands-off approach to the Israeli- 

Palestinian conflict in the first 14 months of his presidency, largely because of 

preoccupation with 9/11 and its aftermath. Condoleeza Rice, who served as Bush s 

national security advisor at the time, would later describe the API as a bold proposal, and 

one, which had potential for negotiations, but that the timing of it could not have been 

worse. A later iteration of the plan, presented by Crown Prince Abdullah to Bush at his 

Texas ranch was appealing to both Israel and the United States (and even reportedly 

recognized in private by Sharon as visionary), and did obtain public support from Bush, 

but the ensuing Road Map to peace, initiated in April 2003, while endorsed by the U.S., 

was not followed up by both Israelis and the Arabs alike. The election of Obama in 2008 

did little more to resurrect the two-state solution, with the Netanyahu government
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eschewing it completely.117 Unlike other newly elected U.S. Presidents, Obama started 

talks as soon as he was elected, rather than waiting to until their last year in term 

Although, there was not much progress to the two-state solution, he took the initiative to 

speak to Jewish leaders, Palestinians and to Iran about the conflict and how as much as 

the two-state solution is difficult to achieve, it is the only viable option.

4.4 Alternative Solutions to the Two-State Solution

The 2+1 solution

Christopher Ferrero is just one of several scholars who have proposed the idea of 

a 2 + 1 solution, or a modified two state solution.118 This proposal is not necessarily a 

solution as such, but rather, a bridge to the ultimate goal of the two-state solution. Under 

this proposal, a sovereign Palestinian state would first need to be founded in the West 

Bank. Importantly however, the constitution underpinning this new autonomous state 

would actively prohibit any representative or potential candidate from presenting a 

platform or charter that calls for the destruction of the State of Israel or fails to recognize 

the legitimate claims of the Israeli state. Essentially, this would prevent Hamas, and other 

extremist groups from being able to wield political power. At the same time, diplomatic 

efforts would be deployed to persuade Hamas to reform, and to militarily contain it. 

Ultimately, Gaza would be able to comply to the State of Palestine, based upon the 

reform or demise of Hamas.119

The challenge with implementing this idea, however, depends upon a fundamental 

transformation of the meaning of Palestinian identity. As Ferrero himself notes, Yasser 

Arafat, former chairmen of the Palestinian Liberation Organization, has widely spread the
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idea (not an original one) that Palestinians are distinct from other Arabs, while Hamas has 

conflated religious and nationalist identity.120 Thus, “the belief that Israel occupies 

Muslim land is more central to their belief system than the fact that it occupies 

“Palestinian” land. The distinction is critical, for it speaks to fundamentally different 

conceptions about sources of legitimacy of (and in) a Palestinian state.”121 In this context, 

the Arab-Muslim struggle for land is at the same time, a struggle for a nationalist 

(Palestinian) identity, which would be addressed by the two-state solution. Nationalist 

identity is a means of bringing together people with shared values and characteristics, but 

in the current context, the one (national identity) cannot be obtained without the other (the 

land). This 'chicken and egg’ scenario serves as a major stumbling block towards the 

realization of the modified two-state solution. Both the land and national identity are 

needed at the same time because idenl y is needed for unity and for the sense of 

belonging to not only the land, but also to its resources. National identity focuses on a 

culture and religion (in this case Islam); this will then in turn relate back to the history 

and its relationship to the land.

The multilateral solution

Another alternative is what Kurtzer describes as the Regional Solution.12 2 This involves 

multilateral regional diplomacy that would resolve the issue of Palestinian lands. 

According to Kurtzer, however, this alternative solution has little virtue to recommend it. 

A key barrier is the failure of Israel to accept the 2002 Arab Peace Initiative (API), 

adopted at the summit of the Arab League in Beirut.123 The API sets out Arab acceptance 

of Israel within the borders of the 1949 settlement line, where it all began, and commits
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the Arab world to the normalization of relations with Israel once peace has been 

reached.124 Specifically, if Israel were to agree to withdraw from the Occupied 

Territories, the Arab States would sign a security pact with Israel and initiate both trade 

and diplomatic relations. Podeh describes the Initiative as “the most dramatic and 

progressive Arab initiative ever presented to Israel.”125 Israel failing to accept the 

initiative stands as a glaring missed opportunity to advance the peace process.126 

However, although the API is still officially on the table, no Israeli government has 

publicly embraced its terms, and especially those pertaining to Palestinian refugees as 

well as the idea of a Palestinian capital being established in Jerusalem. Podeh attributes 

the failure of Israel to accept the API to a lack of strong encouragement from Israel s 

allies, most notably the United States, especially after the 9/11 terrorist attacks.127 United 

States viewed Saudi Arabia as a terrorist-supporting state since there were Saudis who 

played a role in the attacks.

Second, Kurtzer points out that even if the Israelis were suddenly to agree to the 

terms of the API, the Arab world is in no position to be able to deliver on the promises 

that have been set out within it.128 Kurtzer believes that the Arabs would not keep its 

promise since Palestinian leaders were not in agreement with one another on the API. He 

argues that enactment of the terms of the API demand engagement of Israel, and 

recognition of the Israeli state only after that state concludes peace negotiations with the 

Palestinians, Lebanese and Syrians. This is not an attractive prospect for the Israelis.129

Finally, there is a distinct difference between the geopolitics of the Arab world 

today than it was just two decades ago when the two-state solution was officially
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proposed by the Saudi Crown Prince.130 Should Israel make the concessions, which are 

demanded under the terms of the API, that country would face multiple security dangers 

caused by the political and economic instability of its main peace treaty partners, Egypt 

and Jordan. Both countries have slowed their relations to Israel since the control they 

have obtained over Jerusalem. Religious and national identity issues have evolved around 

the oldest city in the Middle East, which is considered Holy to Judaism, Christianity and 

Islam religions.

The one-state solution

The solution that is most often discussed as the most viable is the one state 

solution, or occasionally the Bi-National State (BNS) solution. The one state solution is 

modelled on nations comprised of two or more socio-linguistic ethnic groups, such as 

Switzerland or Belgium.131 According to Karmi, for example, “a two-state solution that 

complies with even the minimalist Palestinian requirements cannot emerge from the 

existing situation . . .  only a one state solution can address all the basic issues that 

perpetuate the conflict—land, resources, settlements, Jerusalem, and refugees—in an 

equitable framework.”132 This is a viewpoint that is widely shared by political 

commentators and diplomats working in the region. Wender, for instance, argues that the 

shared Abrahamic roots of both groups of people make the one state solution.133

The Palestinian and Israeli mainstream has not considered the one state solution to 

be a viable option since 1948. Originally tabled as part of the British Mandate, the one- 

state solution effectively was taken off the negotiating table after Israel gained its

130 Kurtzer
131 Tilley, Virginia. The one state solution: A breakthrough fo r  peace in the Israeli-Palestinian deadlock. 
University o f  Michigan Press, 2010; Karmi, Ghada. "The one state solution: An alternative vision for 
Israeli-Palestinian peace." Journal o f  Palestine Studies 40, no. 2 (2011): 62-76; Abunimah, A. (2006). One 
country: A bold proposal to end the Israeli-Palestinian impasse. Macmillan.
13 Karmi, 67
133 Ibid.



independence.134 However, the idea re-emerged as a possible alternative following the 

Oslo Accords in 1993, and has gradually gained traction among a significant proportion 

of the Palestinians, as well as sections of the Israeli left wing.135 For instance, Ahmed 

Quaria publicly voiced support for an equitable Arab and Jewish binational state while 

serving as Palestinian Prime Minister. Movements such as Brist Shalom, Kedma Mizraha, 

Ichud and a number of leftist Zionist movements have all, at some period in time, voiced 

support for binationalist equality between the Palestinians and the Israelis.136

Nevertheless, there are critics of this alternative solution. According to Ghanem, 

they come from both sides of the Palestinian political spectrum.137 First, there are Islamic 

activists who continue to recogi ze Jews not as a national group (and therefore a group 

that is justified in asserting their right to an independent identification), but as a religious 

entity. Since acceptance of the one state solution would legitimize Zionism and recognize 

the occupation of Palestinian land, this solution has been rejected. Zionism is a nationalist 

movement to protect the Jewish nation in the historic Land of Israel, meaning Israel was 

always promised to the Jewish people and not Palestinian land. The majority of Israeli 

Jews also con; der the binational solution as representing a strategic threat to the very 

existence of the Jewish State. This is essentially because “Israel’s security is inextricably 

linked to its Jewishness.”138 As we discussed earlier in the paper, the national identity of 

Jewishness is linked to the Land of Israel. Both are needed at the same time, so having a 

binational state would not make sense since they would have to share their land and 

resources with another ethnicity and different religions and culture. As noted by Ghanem, 

“clearly, in its nature as a BNS (Bi-National State) with full collective rights to both 

people, annexing Palestinians in the occupied territories and setting up OS (One State)
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will upset the demographic balance and put to naught its Jewish being.'’139 There is the 

widespread belief that a binational state cannot possibly survive in the long-term, given 

the higher birth rate among Arabs, as well as the permitting of the return of Palestinian 

refugees 10 their homelands. For example, in the 1990’s there was an increase in 

Palestinian fertility, ranking at 8.3 births per woman, which was almost three times that of 

Israelis. There were 6.5 million Israeli Jews compared to the 6.41 million 

Palestinians. 140Such actions, it is argued, would undermine the democratic nature of such 

a regime, as this is a system in which power is vested in the people, and essentially render 

the Jews as a minority group in their own homeland based on the growing population of 

the Palestinians.

According to Farsakh, there are three main fundamental challenges to the viability 

of the one state solution.141 The first is that the Palestinian cause must be redefined in 

terms of a struggle for political rights rather than a struggle for land. This involves a 

profound reconceptualization of the very concept of state’, and fundamental 

transformation of the way in which that concept has been deployed historically.142 The 

second challenge is for the one state movement to present its solution in realistic, rather 

than utopian terms. This would require addressing the current problems associated with 

the prevailing legal and political power structures within the jurisdictions, which 

currently favours the two-state solution over its one-state alternative.143 Finally, there is a 

need to cultivate a grassroots movement that has the capacity to nurture the leadership
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that would generate support for this proposal among the Palestinians.144 Thus far, such 

support has been less than forthcoming.

“The ‘Ultimate’ Deal”

In June 2018, President Trump and his special counsel, Jared Kushn^r. announced that 

they would soon be publishing what they described to be the ‘ultimate deaf for Palestine 

and Israel. Although precise details of that deal are not finalized, it essentially replicates 

elements of the Oslo Agreement, described by Peter Fisk as a ‘poisoned chalice. 145 To 

date, the response from media and policy circles has been lukewarm.146 First, the 

semantics of the approach have been questioned. Fisk for instance, describes the ultimate 

deal as one less than ideal for both sides of the issue, but instead understands - “ultimate,” 

as in the last, definitive, terminal, conclusive, no-more-cards-to-play, cash-in-your-chips, 

go-for-broke, take-it-or-leave-it, to-hell-with-you, cease-and-desist, endgame “deal.” 147 

Secondly, while its pure speculation, the value of the deal has also been questioned. 

Colonization would not be abolished; the Palestinians would be deprived of independent 

borders and security but would instead receive a cash injection that could be used to 

support the economic welfare of its inhabitants (not citizens, since there would be no 

Palestinian State) and the establishment of a free trade zone in the Sinai. 48 The lynchpin 

of the deal was moving the U.S. embassy from Tel Aviv to Jerusalem, which was 

announced by President Donald Trump on December 6, 2017. Such action would ensure 

Palestine to abandon the idea of the east of the city, as the capital of its future state is 

particularly distasteful to Palestinians.
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As a consequence, Abbas has ceased all diplomatic relations with the White 

House, and the Palestinian Liberation 0rganiza~3n Ambassador to Washington has been 

withdrawn. Given the importance of forceful leadership to the ability of both sides to 

push through solutions, this is a disaster. This is a disaster because not only did : affect 

diplomatic relations between the U.S. and Israel with Palestine, and Palestinian leaders 

now do not trust nor believe the U.S. to be a peace mediator, but it also stirred violent 

protests in the region. Regardless, there now appears to be a lack of political will in 

support of the ultimate deal from the United States itself. In September 2018, just three 

months after news of the deal started to filter out, President Trump publicly backed the 

two-state solution, indicating the onset of a further round of stalemate.149 Since we have 

not officially seen the Kushner plans, it is extremely difficult to fully analyse the Ultimate 

Deal Solution.
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Chapter 5: The Roles of What the Superpowers should have played during the Cold 

War.

5.1 Introduction

Foreign policy is effectively the assertion o f many individual countries intersecting on the 

global marketplace. And you have to figure out how to get your interest served in a way 

that meets the interests and needs o f  these other folks.

-John F. Kerry

As the earlier chapters have demonstrated, the current situation in the Middle East 

can directly be attributed to the varying interventionist roles played by the Superpowers 

during the Cold War and later. Of course, with the benefit of hindsight, it is possible to be 

critical about the stance of the United States, the Soviet Union and other key players, and 

to understand how their policies and activities contributed to conflicted relations between 

the Arab world, Palestine and Israel. Nevertheless, in this chapter, a re-imagining of the 

roles of the Superpowers is presented. The goal here s to present a plan that would have 

made some progress to the Israeli- Palestinian conflict. Specifically, the chapter makes 

recommendations with regards to the roles that the Superpowers should have played 

during the Cold War and relates these roles to current policy.

5.2 Great Britain

There is a surplus of revisionist, those who blame the West, and post-revisionist, 

those who believe the Cold War was inevitable, critiques of the role of Great Britain in 

cultivating crisis in the Middle East; undoubtedly, the decision of Great Britain to end the 

mandate in Palestine.150 As Jenny Ellen Ravndal has commented in her detailed critique
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of the withdrawal, “Historians have traditionally attacked the British for either failing the 

Jews, failing the Arabs, or failing the Empire.”151

It is contended here that the problematic of the British role stemmed specifically 

from two activities. The first was that the British Cabinet made the unilateral decision to 

refer the Middle East problem to the United Nations, which both internationalized the 

issues, and which provided the Soviet Union with the opportunity to adopt a more active 

role in the process.152 This was problematic because it caused other countries and more 

outside influence to become involved in an internal matter. Both Palestinians and Jewish 

people feared the outside forces. The second error incurred by the B tish was that when 

they formally announced the decision to withdraw on September 20 1947, they did so 

without making any assurances about their future relationship with Palestine and Israel.153 

After fighting on various fronts during World War II, they faced financial, economic, and 

physical exhaustion, which halted them from establishing a viable policy for the 

region.154 However, revisionists such as Ravndal suggest that in fact, Great Britain took 

these decisions with recourse to strategic ideals about its own position within the Middle 

East. According to Ravndal, once the British government came to the realization that its 

continued involvement in the Palestine situation threatened Anglo-Arab relations, the 

decision was made to withdraw from the region and thereby secure the country’s position 

in the rest of the region.155 These observations raise questions about what should have 

been the correct course of action and it is now possible to point to specific instances 

where British diplomacy failed, and a different course of action could have been realized. 

What Great Britain could have done, was just quite the opposite. They could have tried to
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resolve the conflict on their own and not took it to the next level, where it became in the 

hands of the United Nations where other countries decided to step in for selfish reasons. 

Great Britain could have held its grounds a little longer in the region until some progress 

could have been made between Palestinians and Jews.

First, it is possible to point to the factors that directly caused Great Britain to refer 

the Palestine issue to the United Nations. The decision itself can be traced to February 14, 

1947.156 For two years, Great Britain had been engaged in diplomatic efforts to find a 

solution to the problem. Ernest Bevin, the foreign secretary at the time, and Arthur 

Creech Jones, the colonial secretary both independently attempted to negotiate a solution 

with the Arabs and Zionists at the London Conference for Palestine. However both 

parties refused to enter into negotiations at Conference. The reason for this was the 

proposal that Britain had tabled: local autonomy for the region, underpinned by an 

agreement whereby Britain would take the role of trustee, or guardian for a period of five 

years.15 This proposal was distasteful to both parties. For the Israelis, the plan was 

perceived to be part of a wider strategy to create a unitary state in Palestine. The Arab 

Higher Committee (AHC), however, perceived that the proposal was actually a first step 

towards partition.158

Why might the AHC and the Israelis have held such widely differing views? 

Likely this is attributable to the varying and wavering standpoints held by the British 

towards the region in the period leading up to the creation of an Israeli independent state, 

as discussed in Chapter 2. British diplomats occupying a variety of different positions, 

and having engaged in secretive negotiations, and given often conflicting assurances to 

their Jewish and Arab counterparts had repeatedly demonstrated themselves to have
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promised one outcome and delivered another.159 Little wonder, then that British promises 

of guardianship were met with disdain and distrust from both parties.

By this point, there was probably little that the British could have done to have 

convinced either party of their intentions, thus preventing the mandate for responsibility 

in the region being handed to the United Nations. For an improved outcome to occur at 

this stage would have required much earlier action from Great Britain. For example, it has 

already been noted that Britain attempted to relieve the pressure felt by British military 

forces as a consequence of the Arab Rebellion of 1939 and 1939 by establishing in their 

1939 White Paper their intention to restrict Jewish immigration to Palestine.160 This 

decision was met with uproar on the part of Zionists, who retaliated by intensifying their 

terrorist activities. These continued interventions, many of which completely contradicted 

earlier activities served only to antagonize their situation.

Another reason why Britain eventually relinquished responsibility for the mandate 

to the U.N. was that it had tied up its ideas about imperial dominance in Europe with its 

ideas about strategic power in the Middle East. This is the view of Ravndal who points 

out that “Britain s main post-war aim was to remain a Great Power equal to and 

independent of both the United States and the Soviet Union. For this strategy to succeed, 

Britain had to preserve its Empire, since the Empire was what made Britain “great” in the 

first place, and the Middle East was at the heart of strategies for Imperial defence.”161 The 

twin foci of defence of continental Europe and strategic preservation in the Middle East 

were not, however, compatible with one another. Eventually, control had to be 

relinquished in one region or the other and not at the same time because of the burden on 

the British military forces and economy the decision was made to hand responsibility for
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the Palestinian region to the United Nations. This also served to create a power vacuum in 

the region, which the Soviet Union was quick to exploit.

It is difficult, even with hindsight to suggest a way for Great Britain to have 

overcome this impasse. Clement Atlee is famously said to have responded, when asked 

what the worst experience of his Prime Ministership had been, was “events.”162 Certainly, 

events out of the control of the country’s diplomats played a key role in the way in which 

the situation unfolded at the beginning of the Cold War.163 These diplomats could not 

possibly have anticipated the militaristic burden of attempting to defend Britain s 

Mediterranean strongholds at the same time as maintaining peace and security in the 

Middle East. The country was already suffering from an economy downturn and its 

citizens had endured years of food, fuel and coal shortages stemming from the Second 

World War years.164 Against this background, it had little choice but to relinquish its 

position in Palestine, thus freeing up British forces to secure trade routes in the 

Mediterranean region. At this stage, therefore, it was too late to alter the course of 

diplomatic and militaristic action.

5.3 The United States

That the United States makes its presence and position on the international stage 

known in a unilateral way, especially under militant governments created after World 

War II hostilities in occupied Germany, is one of the most commonly stated truisms of 

modem international reia^ons.165 However, as the earlier discussion demonstrated, until 

the British had vacated their position and the Cold War was well underway, the United 

States had very limited interest in the region. However, successive U.S. governments
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have played a crucial role in the situation over the course of the history of conflict, 

wielding its strategic, economic and political power, with activities aimed (ostensibly, at 

least) at peace making intensifying at the apex of the Cold War.166

Like the British, the attitude adopted by the U.S. towards the region, and towards 

the Palestinians in particular, has wavered over time, leading to a severe level of distrust 

among the Palestinians towards the United States.167 It is notable, for instance, that 

semantically, U.S. diplomats steadily changed the demonism they use to refer to the 

Palestinians over the course of the Cold War. Initially, U.S. diplomats referred to the 

Palestinians as refugees.168 Policy discussions focused on how Palestinian refugees might 

be handled and housed in the context of growing Jewish immigration to, and settlement 

of, the area. Over time, however, as the Palestinians stepped up their resistance to what 

they perceived to be growing Israeli insurgency, the U.S. began to describe the 

Palestinians as “terrorists” -  a moniker that remains today.169 Curiously, both of these 

monikers have had implications for the direction of U.S. policy towards the Palestinians 

of the region. When the term ‘refugees’ was used, it enabled the U.S. to justify passing 

responsibility for securing the economic and social wellbeing of the Palestinians to the 

United Nations, through its Relief and Rehabilitation Agency.170 The switch to the 

‘terrorist’ descriptor justified the unwillingness of the U.S., based on Western policy 

regarding no negotiations with “terrorist,” to work with Arab and Palestinian 

representatives towards a peaceable and viable resolution of the lengthy conflict.

One of the major criticisms that have been levied at the United States is that it has 

not approached the conflict even-handedly.171 The same can certainly not be said for
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Great Britain who, if anything, attempted to satisfy both parties, leading to a wavering of 

positions and multiple unfulfilled promises. Almost since the beginning, however, the 

U.S. has treated Israel as a special ally, and one that is deserving of favoured nation status 

in the development and implementation of its foreign policy. It has supplied Israel with 

weapons and considerable economic investment and support, enabling it to flourish while 

Palestine languishes in economic and wellbeing rankings. This has led to the severe 

distrust felt by the Palestinians towards the U.S. - Something which has spread across the 

Arab world, and which has been the driving engine of Global Terror.

Given the favoured position that Israel has occupied in the mind of the U.S., its 

policymakers and elites have been all but allowed a free hand in dealing with the 

Palestinian crisis.172 This bias and relinquishment of responsibility towards the 

Palestinians has undermined efforts of multiple U.S. administrators to act as peacemakers 

in the region. A more fair handed approach certainly would have served the interests of 

the U.S. better in attempting to reach a peaceful resolution. Equally, Roy argues that the 

position of the United States towards the region can be described as neoconservative in 

nature.173 The ultimate vision is of a democratic society founded not on the state (the 

commonly understood meaning of democracy), but instead upon a uniquely 

Americanized ideal of enterprising and highly individualized citizens untouched by ethnic 

and tribalism networks, and operating under the framework of a capitalist market 

economy. It is the dogged and dogmatic pursuit of this vision during the Cold War that is 

directly responsible for the worsening of U.S.-Palestinian relations, argued Roy.174 This 

vision is so misguided in its lack of understanding of Palestinian society (as well as in its 

arrogance) that it was bound to backfire. Unlike the British, the U.S. did not have a 

strong understanding of distinct Arab culture and society. However, without real,
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concerted effort to broaden these understandings, and with its idealized vision firmly in 

place, U.S. goals could never be reached.

5.4 Current Policy and the Future

Moving to the current time, an assessment of the contemporary priorities and 

future goals of these superpowers is in order. The current landscape for international 

relations is markedly different from that which existed during the Cold War. Priorities, 

like borders, have shifted, and both the United States and Great Britain now occupy very 

different roles on the world stage. What has not changed, however is the stubbornness of 

the Arab-Israeli conflict to a peaceful resolution.

This does not mean that we cannot make suggestions as to positions and stances 

the U.S. and Great Britain might adopt moving forward. Based on the preceding analysis, 

it is clear that the United States has a strong role to play here. However, its biased 

position towards Israel must change. In spite of recent problems, the U.S. does have 

(albeit fragile) diplomatic relationships with key Arab partners, including Saudi Arabia, 

the original architects of the two-state solution. The U.S. should therefore consult its Arab 

partners before establishing its policy towards the region. Likely, securing a just peace in 

the region is a more viable priority than establishing regional economic cooperation 

between long warring partners. The economic incentive is insufficient, especially from 

the perspective of Israel. In any case, economic cooperation could potentially follow 

peace and security, much as has occurred in the 1 sland of Ireland.175 As : stands, any 

U.S.-led effort at cultivating regional economic cooperation would involve bargaining 

between unequal adversaries.
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Any peace built must be real, lasting and just. The United States has experience in 

a number of regions of the consequences of an imprudently pursued effort at containing 

conflict, rather than seeking to cultivate real peace. The containment of Iraq and Iran 

pursued since the last 1980s, is probably the best example of this. Rather than the conflict 

being contained in that region, this policy has been directly responsible for the 

intensification of animosity, and spilling over of tensions both regionally and globally.

The positions of the United States and Great Britain towards the region have been 

considered separately above, and to some extent that is because historically, they have 

been pursued independently, at least outside of the mechanisms of the U.N. A far more 

practicable and powerful approach would involve coordinated activity, in which the 

United States and Great Britain share the burden and responsibility of peace building with 

other interested parties. According to Geranmayeh and Liik, Russia and Iran are the new 

“power couple” in the region, with the diplomatic and economic potential to drive real 

change. Both of these rising powers should be involved in future efforts at peace 

making.176

50

17 Geranmayeh, Ellie and Liik, Kadri The new power couple: Russia and Iran in the Middle East. Retrieved 
from https://www.ecfr.eu/publications/summary/iran_and_russia_middle_east_power_couple 7113#

https://www.ecfr.eu/publications/summary/iran_and_russia_middle_east_power_couple


Chapter 6 Conclusion: 

The Need of Neutralization to lead the Palestinians and Israelis on a Peace Process

6.1 Introduction

In spite of years of intervention and efforts at peacebuilding and resolution 

construction, the continuation of violence in the Middle East suggests that the strategies 

of superpower countries in finding a solution to the Arab-Israeli conflict have all but 

failed. Given this poor record of superpower involvement in the region, both parties, 

Israelis and Palestinians should be able to solve their conflicts on their own. In light of the 

discussion that has been presented above, and in relation to the current interests of the 

main superpowers and the present state of international relations, this chapter asks 

whether any lessons for the future can be drawn from these historical experiences.

Attempting to draw lessons from these experiences, however, is far from an easy 

enterprise. Each period of the conflict is unique when it comes to the geo-political 

context, key actors, antagonists, stakeholders and evolution -  certainly the Cold War 

period is markedly different from what we have seen in the region today. However, what 

can be concluded is that the desire of the superpowers to bring about peace in the region 

is insufficient for peace to actually be realized. Again, this should go back to the Israelis 

and Palestinians for them to determine a peaceful agreement that will work for both 

parties. They are the ones living in that specific region with one another; therefore, they 

must agree on the details of the settlement. There is no generic formula available from the 

Superpowers that will help to support peace, unless they help in supporting or resolving a 

small issue that may work up to resolve greater and greater issues. Outside of this, it is 

possible to look to the expectations and interests of the superpowers in order to provide 

insight that can be used in the development and execution of peace plans for the region. If 

superpowers have and will continue to become involved in this major conflict, the least
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they can do is to begin solving the small issues and leaving the major part of the 

resolution up to the main parties.

6.2 Lessons Learned

The first lesson that can be learned from the history of superpower intervention in 

the Arab-Israeli conflict is that diplomatic actions on the part of the superpowers is 

unlikely to be able to bring about peace unless the Israelis and Palestinians agree as to 

what the outcome of conflict resolution should be. Historically, we have seen that the 

United States and Great Britain had very different ideas about how to solve the Middle 

Eastern crisis, with even major actors within those countries failing to reach an agreement 

as to what a resolution might look like the opposing actions of Balfour and Herbert 

Samuel prior to partition is just one pertinent example. Another example that we have 

seen is that Britain tried to satisfy both parties, even though promises were unfulfilled.

The U.S., on the other hand, satisfied only Israel until today while leaving Palestinians in 

economic and social despair. Elsewhere, conflicting viewpoints as to what ‘peace’ 

constitutes have similarly caused a breakdown in efforts at peacebuilding. For example, 

differences in ideas about how to protect the developing world between the Soviets and 

the U.S. played a crucial role in contributing to the intensification of the Cold War in the 

1970s. Continuing divergences pertaining to the outcome of conflict resolution has led the 

U.S., U.K. (and Europe), and the Soviet Union from remaining militarily, and otherwise, 

involved in the Arab-Israeli conflict. Due to this, it has provided the space for the 

entrance of other players, such as Saudi Arabia and Iran. This only stifled progress 

towards resolution since more and more countries are becoming involved in a conflict 

that does not need any more input or outside influence.



The question of whether conflicting superpower expectations can be resolved is a 

question that cannot be answered without reference to the broader landscape of 

international relations. Historically there has been multiple instances of superpowers 

modifying their expectations in order to avoid threatening the interests of allies and non- 

allies alike, or at least of agreeing to a common approach to conflict resolution. Raymond 

Gartoff, for instance, describes how Eduard Shevardnadze, Soviet Foreign Minister 

towards the end of the Cold War, reached detente of relations with his U.S. counterpart 

James Baker in order to help resolve crises occurring in Angola, Nicaragua and 

Cambodia111. Moving to contemporary times, as the U.K. turns its back on the European 

Union, and the U.S. President, Donald Trump, refuses to denounce Russia for alleged 

interference in the U.S. Presidential Election of 2016, the possibilities of agreeing on a 

common approach to conflict resolution in the Middle East is perhaps higher than ever. It 

is difficult when issues are under the United Nations since there are too many hands from 

the Superpowers that want to become involved. This leads to the different ideas and 

approaches each one wants to take, making it even more problematic to reach a 

resolution. When Great Britain withdrew its forces from the Palestinian- Israeli conflict 

and decided to leave it in the hands of the United Nations, many more issues arose due to 

different opinions, ideas and approaches from the Superpowers halting the peace process 

in the Middle East.

However, assuming that the major players can reach an agreement as to how the 

conflict might be resolved, the next challenge to overcome is how to develop a solution 

that is agreeable to both Palestine and Israel, and which most of all is effective. As history 

has shown, the various strategies for resolving the conflict -  including the one state
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solution, the two state solution and the alternatives - have all failed to achieve widespread 

support from all sides of the do... :al-religious spectrum. Likely then, in order for a 

resolution to be successful, the main parties involved, Israelis and the Palestinians need to 

decide and agree upon what is best for their people. It is nearly impossible for a solution 

to occur that will accommodate a wide range of interests, especially outside interests. 

Given the swift response in which the world criticized recent political manoeuvrings by 

the U.S. towards Israel-Palestine, this further calls into question the viability of the so- 

called ‘ultimate deal being touted by Jared Kushner and Trump as a solution to the 

conflict in the Middle East.178

6.3 A Flexible Solution

History has had its lessons to teach how external intervention can be helpful in 

becoming involved within countries and resolving internal conflicts. However, this is not 

the case for this conflict, quite the opposite. External interven on has failed these past 

decades. The superpowers should completely leave the region, but continue to provide 

technical and financial help. By all means, the superpowers should still be involved by 

monitoring the agreement; one way may be through drones and financial aid to help both 

sides improve the lives of their citizens. What then might a flexible, superpower-driven 

effort at resolution look like? The post-war experience of British withdrawal and UN 

intervention shows that the withdrawal of interventionary forces (military or otherwise) 

will neither end superpower involvement in the conflict, nor precipitate the conclusion of 

armed action. However, where economic and military forces are directed towards one of 

the parties, it enables both sides to swerve engagingly in negotiations and to continue to 

attempt to achieve military victory in the region. The U.S. continues to support Israel
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financially, with the Memorandum of Understanding - worth some $38 billion to Israel 

over 10 years, or $10.1 million per day, representing one of the most lucrative military 

allegiances in the history of the world.179 However, to suggest that withdrawal of U.S. 

military aid to Israel would go some way to haste the resolution of conflict is inaccurate, 

given that the Arabs also receive aid which is used to defend their claimed territories. 

According to The Congressional Research Service’s Report, “the U.S. government has 

never provided Palestinians with military aid.”180 The only aid Palestinians received from 

the U.S. was for humanitarian needs and nothing else. The total aid in 2017 was $362.6 

million; all funds are to be authorized by Congress as soon as they have proof that the 

capital will be only used for “non-lethal assistance.” 181 Thus, the superpowers must 

multilaterally agree to reduce or cut-off military funding to the region, as part of their 

efforts to convince both parties that a military victory is impossible, making negotiations 

towards a peaceable settlement more thinkable.

A reduction or complete cut-off of military and financial resources will not 

immediately end the conflict. Efforts to resolve the conflict must also involve joined-up, 

ana sustained efforts on the parts of the relevant diplomatic communities in order to 

convince both the Arabs and Israel of their mutual benefit from the resolution to the 

crisis, as well as the negative ramifications should the conflict continue. For instance, the 

Trump administration has already stopped all financial assistance to the Palestinians; 

there are no more contributions to the UN Relief and Works Agency, closed Palestine 

Liberation Organization’s office in Washington, DC, relocated the U.S. embassy to 

Jerusalem, and supported legislation which ended all assistance to the Palestinian security

179 Green, Emma. Why does the United States give so much money to Israel? 
https://www.theatlantic.com/intemational/archive/2016/09/united-states-israel-memorandum-of- 
understanding-military-aid/500192/
180 Zanotti, Jim. “U.S. Foreign Aid to the Palestinians.” The Congressional Research Service’s Report: 
Analyst in Middle Eastern Affairs, 2018. https://ifamericaknew.org/stat/usaid.html
181 Ibid
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forces.182 The Trump administration not only hardened its rule with Palestinians, but with 

the Israelis as well. The U.S. will eventually close its doors on the two-state solution if 

both parties cannot reach a peaceful agreement. This will threaten the future of Israel into 

a democratic and secured Jewish state.183 Both Palestin^ns and Israelis have and will 

suffer economically, socially and politically if they do not reach a conflict resolution. 

Historically, we have seen, through British White Papers, and independent actions on the 

part of American diplomats (Kushner included) that such efforts have been made 

unilaterally. They have failed thus far, even though the plan is premature and not have 

made public yet. In many cases, they have actually intensified or antagonized an already 

precarious situation. The back-and-forth switch between various plans for dividing the 

region has not hastened the way to peace; rather it has provided a confusing set of 

strategies, each of which is associated with a different set of superpower advocate- 

sponsors. The major superpowers must therefore act conjointly and confidently through 

coordinate diplomatic action, agreed through an intermediary agency likely to be the U.N. 

Security Council.

Thirdly, a policy of “quasi-neutralization” should be pursued. Since the 

Superpowers fear the result of a conflict resolution will end in the other Superpower 

gaining an ally, the Superpowers need to make an agreement, in the beginning that 

neither will become close to any new government that may emerge during the process. 

This will eventually threaten the conflict resolution and no peace will ever be achieved 

this way. This is the viewpoint of Mark Katz, writing in relation to the Gulf War, but 

taking a position that remains relevant to Palestine, Israel and the contested territories.184 

Katz’s suggestion is justifiable because there are numerous times where, for selfish

182 Ibid.
183 Ibid.
184 Katz, Mark N. "Superpower Conflict Resolution: Lessons for the Future." The ANNALS o f  the American 
Academy o f  Political and Social Science 518, no. 1 (1991): 177-187.



reasons, the Superpowers want to gain allies for different reasons such as gaining 

resources, territory and control. Neutralization occurs where external, third party 

countries refuse to involve themselves in a conflict between two warring parties, with 

some countries, notably Switzerland, adopting a firm policy in this regard.185 As noted 

above, it is too late for the major superpowers to simply withdraw from the Middle East 

and to hope for the best. The current situation can be attributed to historic actions partly 

on Great Britain, the U.S. and Russia (the Soviet Union), and a complete withdrawal 

would be more difficult than easier in solving the larger issues. Although, these 

superpowers have not resolved anything, one suggestion may be to withdraw their strong 

influence and be a part of a larger group, which includes the U.N. Security Council. This 

may encourage the Israelis and Palestinians to start negotiating with one another and 

figure out what is best for their people while having a large group of countries that can 

stay neutral, but also mediate the conflict for a smooth process towards peace. Katz, 

however, argues that “since each superpower fears that conflict resolution efforts will 

result in the other one's gaining an ally, a way to avoid this—and hence avoid obstruction 

of conflict resolution—is for both superpowers to agree that neither will be closely allied 

to whatever government emerges from a conflict resolution process.”186 By avoiding 

close relationships with the leaders of the warring parties, the superpowers will put the 

warring parties in a better position to be able to start and finish -  negotiations. Although 

extremely difficult, there is a possibility that the Trump administration can become 

neutral to Israel. It can reduce the amount of financial resources it is providing to Israel 

now, just like they have completely cut off financial resources to the Palestinians. 

Additionally, just as we discussed earlier in this chapter, the Trump Administration has 

already began to stricken its aid to both parties if  they do not reach some sort of peace

185 Black, C. E., & Falk, R. A. (2015). Neutralization and world politics. Princeton University Press.
186 Ibid, 184.



agreement with one another. As difficult as it seems, the U.S. president can become 

neutral little by little and overtime can show both parties that it will cut off any type of 

aid it is providing today.

6.4 Concluding Remarks

The story -  and history -  of the Arab-Israeli conflict is an oppressed one, and one 

in which the major economic and geopolitical powers of the world have played a major 

role. This Thesis has shown that the history has shown us that superpower action, 

inaction, intervention and actions towards war prevention have all helped to worsen the 

relationship between the Arabs and the Israelis, and today, no end to the conflict is in 

sight. However in spite of a skirmish that is now a century old, it is too early for the 

superpowers to walk away completely. But, through a joined-up approach, or being a part 

of a larger group including the U.N. Security Council and other countries that can be 

neutral could help to put Palestinians and Israelis on the path towards negotiation for 

peace.
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