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ABSTRACT 

This study provides a critical analysis of the complexities of the Israe-
li-Palestinian conflict through the lens of international law and liberal 
institutionalism. Focusing on the principles of jus ad bellum and jus in 
bello under International Humanitarian Law (IHL), the paper exam-
ines how both sides invoke the right to self-defense while simultane-
ously violating principles of conduct during conflict. It highlights the 
ambiguity surrounding terms like proportionality and aggression 
within IHL, which impedes the enforcement of justice by liberal insti-
tutions like the United Nations (UN). The study explores the role of 
powerful nations, particularly the United States, in influencing the 
dynamics of conflict through diplomatic maneuvers and military sup-
port. By analysing historical events and contemporary political strat-
egies, the paper argues that the failure of liberal institutions like the 
UN to resolve the Israeli-Palestinian conflict stems from inherent bi-
ases, power imbalances, and loopholes in international law. In light of 
these findings, the paper proposes recommendations aimed at clarify-
ing the definitions within IHL, promoting a more balanced distribu-
tion of power within the UN Security Council, and enhancing mecha-
nisms for enforcing resolutions. Ultimately, it calls for a more nu-
anced approach to conflict resolution that acknowledges the com-
plexities and dynamics of the conflict. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

The Israeli-Palestinian conflict is one of the most intense and protracted 
conflicts in history, having existed since the nineteenth century (BBC 
2008). However, tensions, which led to clashes, between the Jews and 
the Arabs (Zionist-Arab antagonism) have existed since the 1920s, fol-
lowing the emigration of Jews to the British Mandate Palestine and the 
subsequent public assertion of the Jews' right to a homeland in Pales-
tine, as expressed in the Balfour Declaration (Ibid.). This escalated to 
the Arab-Israeli war in 1948, when the Arab League, consisting of 
five Arab states, on behalf of the Palestinian Arabs, fought against 
Israel after the State of Israel declared independence (Alfonseca 2023). 
The region was divided into three – the Gaza Strip, the West Bank of 
the Jordan River, and the State of Israel – at the end of the war in 
1949, with Israel controlling majority (78 %) of the region (Al Jazeera 
2023a; BBC 2023; CPA 2023). The West Bank was controlled by 
Egypt, and the Gaza Strip by Jordan. This began the decades-long con-
flict over the ownership of the territory between the Jordan River and 
the eastern shores of the Mediterranean Sea (Alfonseca 2023; BBC 
2008).  

Following an extended attrition battle between Egypt and Israel,  
a six-day war took place between Israel and its Arab neighbours on 
June 5, 1967 (Alfonseca 2023). Following the war, Israel captured 
territories from its neighbours including the Golan Heights from Syr-
ia; East Jerusalem and the West Bank from Jordan; and the Sinai Pen-
insula and Gaza Strip from Egypt (CPA 2023). This territorial control 
allowed the Israelis to occupy traditional Palestinian territories and 
forced most Palestinians to become refugees. Additionally, a two-tier 
system was established in the Gaza Strip and West Bank, where Pales-
tinians were forced to live under military rule, that was prejudiced 
against them, and forbade any kind of civilian or political engagement, 
while Jews were granted all the privileges and rights of Israeli citizen-
ship (Al Jazeera 2023a). 

The main Israeli-Palestinian conflict, arising from the Palestinian 
quest for independence, started in 1987 with the first Intifada (Alfon-
seca 2023). During this time, the Hamas movement was formed (Al 
Jazeera 2023a). The Intifada ended in 1993, after the signing of the 
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Oslo Accords, which recognized the Palestine Liberation Organization 
(PLO) as the representative of the Palestinian people by the then leader 
of PLO and the then Prime Minister of Israel; and the creation of the 
Palestinian Authority (PA), a transitional administration that was giv-
en some degree of autonomy in certain areas of the occupied Gaza 
Strip and the West Bank (Al Jazeera 2023a; McGreal 2023). Over the 
years, several conflicts, lasting from days to years, have erupted be-
tween Israeli and Palestinian forces, including the second Intifada in 
2000, the Pillar of Defense in 2012, the 2014 Gaza War, the 2021 Is-
raeli-Palestinian crisis, and more recently, the second October war in 
2023 (Alfonseca 2023; Al Jazeera 2023a; ICG 2023).  

Numerous nations and international organisations have made sev-
eral attempts to resolve the enduring conflict between Israel and Pales-
tine through drawing up various peace proposals such as the Annapo-
lis Peace Conference, the Saudi Peace Plan, the Bush Initiative, and 
the Peace to Prosperity Plan and several others (Bar-Siman-Tov 2014; 
Hassan and Yousef 2021). Nonetheless, none of these initiatives have 
been simultaneously accepted by both Israeli and Palestinian leaders, 
essentially leaving the peace efforts at an impasse. The enduring na-
ture of this conflict, coupled with the fruitlessness of several resolu-
tion measures, raises doubts about the efficacy of these measures. 
The approach employed in these conflict resolution efforts is rooted in 
liberal institutionalism, with numerous national and international insti-
tutions endeavouring to foster co-operation and peace between the two 
states. This paper critically analyses the conflict between Israel and 
Palestine through the lens of how liberal institutionalism has failed in 
this intricate environment. The primary research question of this paper 
is as follows: how has the breakdown of liberal institutionalism con-
tributed to the persistent Israeli-Palestinian conflict and what are the 
implications for the exercise of the right to war? To effectively ad-
dress this question, this paper utilises a literature review research 
strategy, analysing academic and grey literature to illuminate the intri-
cacies of this ongoing dispute and the shortcomings of liberal institu-
tionalism.  

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 

This section presents the theoretical framework underlying this study 
and evaluates existing studies on the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.  
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2.1. East-West Asymmetric Rivalry and the Israeli-Palestinian  
Conflict 

The East-West asymmetric rivalry began at the end of World War II 
between the then-Soviet Union and its supporters (the East) and the 
U.S. and its supporters (the West) (Wright 2015). Following the war, 
the Soviet Union (henceforth called the USSR) and the U.S. became 
superpowers with contrasting philosophies and interests – communism 
and capitalism respectively, developing into the Cold War (BBC 
2019; Wright 2015). The Cold War was mostly to increase each side's 
sphere of control, and was fought on fronts of politics, economics, and 
propaganda with little or no use of force (Britannica 2023). The war 
included an arms race – the increase of nuclear arsenals, and devel-
opment of weapons and technologies (BBC 2019; Wright 2015).  

The East-West rivalry intensified with the formation of the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO) in 1949 by the U.S. and other 
Western allies, which the USSR retaliated to with the Warsaw Pact in 
1955, which included communist countries (BBC 2019; Johnson 
2020). Despite not engaging in direct combat, they were on opposing 
sides of other conflicts, crises, and competitions like the Vietnam 
War, the Suez Crisis, the Korean War, the space race, and the Cuban 
Missile crisis (BBC 2019; Gaddis 2005; Haruki 2018). In the present 
day, tensions between the West and Russia (the East) still exist, as 
evidenced by the 2022 Russia-Ukraine conflict, and, more significant-
ly, the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.  

The East-West rivalry significantly impacted the Israeli-Palesti-
nian conflict and brought it into the present, according to Glusman 
(2018). The West was crucial to the establishment and training of Jew-
ish military organisations. In response to the 1937 Palestinian revolt, 
the British established a Jewish counter-insurgency fighter force under 
British leadership – the Special Night Squads; and trained and struc-
tured the Haganah, which became the foundation of the Israeli army 
(Al Jazeera 2023a; Scott-Baumann 2021). The Haganah and, subse-
quently, the Israel Defense Forces (IDF) after 1948, adopted brutal 
strategies used during this revolt such as mass arrests, targeted as-
sassinations, and severe punishment of entire villages (Scott-Bau-
mann 2021). Further, to strengthen the Haganah, weapons were sur-
reptitiously imported, and weapon factories were constructed within 
the Yishuv (Al Jazeera 2023a). On the one hand, it can be contended 
that the British did not fully understand the long-term implications 
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of their military empowerment for the Palestinians or for Israel's 
dominance over Palestine. Conversely, it can be argued that Israel's mil-
itary empowerment was intentional considering the deeply divided 
Palestinian leadership with no central command during the revolt (Scott- 
Baumann 2021). The British support may have been a means of en-
suring that Israel had a way of asserting its claim in Palestine, in align-
ment with the original intentions of the Balfour Declaration and the 
League of Nations' mandate over Palestine.  

During the Cold War, both the U.S. and the USSR supported the 
United Nations (UN) Partition Resolution, which gave the expected 
Palestinian state 45 % of the disputed territory, and Israel legal sta-
tehood and the remaining 55 % between 1947 and 1949 (Glusman 
2018). The USSR was the first to formally recognise the Jewish state 
in May 1948, and encouraged large-scale Jewish emigration from 
Eastern Europe and the USSR; and supplied Israel with weapons 
from Czechoslovakia (Brown 1948; Slater 2021). According to Bick-
erton and Klausner (2002) and Slater (2021), the USSR supported a 
Jewish state as a means of expanding their influence in the Middle 
East; while the U.S. wanted to limit USSR's expansion and communist 
influence through the UN and prevented the USSR from participating 
in all settlement negotiations. Regardless of their intentions, Israel's 
ties with both superpowers enabled it to win the 1948 Arab-Israeli 
War while Palestine was never able to secure the backing of any su-
perpower (Glusman 2018; Khalidi 2009).  

However, by the 1950s, the USSR ceased its support for Israel, 
and aligned itself with the Arabs after 1955 (Slater 2021). This shift 
was due to Israel's seeking weapons from the U.S. who facilitated the 
acquisition of arms by Israel from France and Britain, Israel's support 
of the West in the Korean War (Ibid.). Additionally, the Eisenhower 
administration decided to expand the Western alliance system and 
NATO to the Middle East via the Baghdad Pact in the 1950s, and im-
plemented the 1957 Eisenhower Doctrine that was anti-communist 
(Ibid.). These resulted in Egypt's isolation, causing it to forcefully 
seek military support from the USSR. Thus, in 1955, the USSR sup-
plied Egypt with military advisors, and defensive weapons, primarily 
air defence systems, via Czechoslovakia, while cautioning the Egyp-
tian president against inciting a war with Israel that turn into a super-
power conflict. Additionally, the USSR trained indigenous troops, 
provided financial and technical support, struck large arms sales, and 
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actively backed anti-Western regimes in the Middle East between 
1955 and 1959 (Bickerton and Klausner 2002).  

However, Slater (2021) maintains that the actions of the USSR 
during this time were responses to U. aggressive anti-Soviet actions, 
viewing the Eisenhower Doctrine and Baghdad Pact as threats to its 
security (Karsh 2013). The USSR repeatedly proposed arms limitation 
accords to neutralise and demilitarise the Middle East, and a great-
power campaign to impose peace in the region (Klinghoffer 2021). 
These proposals were ignored by the US leadership for the next 
30 years, the Baghdad Pact and Eisenhower Doctrine were imple-
mented, with the Eisenhower administration asserting that it was 
against the USSR's involvement in any capacity in making Middle 
Eastern policy for its allies (Hahn 2004; Slater 2021). As a result, 
the Arab-Israeli conflict became more polarised throughout the Cold 
War, as both sides increased their arms supply and commitments to 
their Middle East allies (BBC 2017; Slater 2021). Nonetheless, from 
1967 to 1973, the USSR denied its Arab allies offensive military 
weapons, and only rebuilt the Syrian and Egyptian armed forces, so 
that they were strong enough to engage in diplomatic negotiations for 
a political resolution to the conflict, while also being able to repel Is-
raeli attacks (Saunders 2011; Slater 2021).  

However, the USSR's miscommunication contributed to the 1967 
six-day war. The USSR sent an intelligence report to the Egyptian 
President stating that Israeli troops were assembling on the Syrian 
border (Bose 1972; Golan 1990; Laron 2010). Despite the refutation 
of this report, the Egyptian President blocked the Red Sea or Tiran 
straits to Israeli transport which was viewed as an act of war (Glusman 
2018; Golan 1990). This led to Israel's attack on Egypt on June 5, and 
the USSR severance of diplomatic ties with Israel (Bose 1972). More-
over, a small-scale arms race started between the USSR and the USA 
in an attempt to secure favourable outcomes for their proxies and gain 
military superiority over each other (Glusman 2018).  

Thus, the US and the USSR, through the Cold War, either in unison 
or in opposition, were committed to influencing regional rivalries, 
often at the expense of other parties involved. The Cold War was re-
sponsible for Israel's victory in 1948 following their declaration of 
independence, the start of the 1967 war, and the first October War in 
1973. In addition, the refusal of the two superpowers to co-operate to 
resolve this issue after their involvement perpetuated the unresolved 
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nature of this conflict, whose repercussions are still being perceived 
today. Furthermore, the alliance established between Israel and the 
West – especially the USA and Britain – continues to influence the 
conflict outcomes (Petti 2021). The US Congressional Research Ser-
vice (2023) asserted that the majority of bilateral US aid to Israel is 
military support; and Israel has received $158 billion in missile de-
fence from bilateral assistance funds from 1948 to March 2023. Fur-
thermore, the United States vetoed draft resolutions on Israel at least 
43 times in the UN Security Council (Middle East Eye 2017).  

On the other hand, the USA used to provide Palestinians with 
economic aid worth about $200 million annually, and $40 million was 
allocated annually for training and equipping the Palestinian Authority 
security forces, although this was stopped in 2018 (Petti 2021; Rasgon 
and Halbfinger 2021). This shows a shift in the dynamics of the East-
West rivalry. Moreover, since 2000, Russia (which now represents the 
East after the collapse of the USSR) has improved its diplomatic, eco-
nomic, and military relations with Israel (Borshchevskaya 2016). Chi-
na's role as a key economic and military player on the western side, 
which usually adopts stances in the UN that are supportive of the Pal-
estinian cause, has further changed the dynamics of the modern East-
West rivalry.  

2.2. The Right of Nations to War and the Israeli-Palestinian  
Conflict 

The ‘right of nations to war’ is a concept that has its origins in interna-
tional law. Under Art. 2, Para. 4 of the UN Charter, member states 
have essentially ceded their legal authority to wage war. This para-
graph prohibits the threat or use of force against any state's political 
autonomy or territorial sovereignty in alignment with the purposes of 
the UN. Although Palestine was recognised as a non-member observer 
state by the UN General Assembly (UNGA) in 2012, in reality, Pales-
tine is an occupied region of Israel (CBS News 2012; Qiang 2021). 
Both Palestine and Israel, historically and currently, claim the right to 
use force as self-defence against the other (Baker 2021). For this rea-
son, the author opines that UN Charter art. 51, is a more suitable 
framework for analysing the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. This article 
states that  

Nothing in the present Charter shall impair the inherent 
right of individual or collective self-defence if an armed at-
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tack occurs against a Member of the United Nations, until 
the Security Council has taken measures necessary to main-
tain international peace and security …  

Israel has justified its continuous use of force in the Gaza Strip 
and the Lebanese border as a measure to protect its citizens, as well as 
in response to war crimes and security threats from Hezbollah, Hamas, 
and the Palestinian Islamic Jihad (forbidden in the Russian Federa-
tion)* (Baker 2021). According to Article 51 of the UN Charter, self-
defence is permissible in response to an armed attack, and the firing of 
rockets by Hamas can be classified as an ‘armed attack’. This position 
is backed by leaders from countries like the USA and the UK, but with 
the condition that Israel follows international law (Foreign, Com-
monwealth and Development Office and Woodward 2023; Pillai 
2023). However, the ruling of the International Court of Justice (ICJ) 
in Nicaragua v. the United States of America (1986) raises doubts 
about Israel's self-defence claims. The ICJ ruled that even when an 
armed attack claim is justified, a self-defence claim can be nullified if 
a state uses unnecessary force and violates the sovereignty and right to 
self-determination of another state (ICJ 1986).  

Consequently, Israel's claim of self-defence is void, as it imple-
ments ‘unnecessary force,’ including the illegal occupation of the Ga-
za Strip; the siege which prevents essential materials like fuel, food, 
and water from reaching Gaza; the use of weapons banned by interna-
tional law, such as phosphorus gas; and the destruction of schools, and 
homes (Al Jazeera 2023a; Nichols 2023; Yee et al. 2023). These ac-
tions directly contradict international humanitarian law, as confirmed 
by the UN and European Union (EU) diplomat, Josep Borrell (Jones 
and Murray 2023). Moreover, Israel's hostile occupation of the Gaza 
Strip endangers Palestine's right to self-determination which is a viola-
tion of international law (ICJ 1986; Gasser 1995; UN News 2004). 
Further, the ICJ asserts that the right to self-determination overrides 
all other legal claims. To align Israel's claim of self-defence with in-
ternational law, Palestine must be regarded as a distinct, sovereign 
nation with a legal right to self-determination (Qiang 2021). This view 
is supported by Francesca Albanese, the UN special rapporteur for the 
West Bank and the Gaza Strip, who states that ‘Israel has a right to 
defend itself, but cannot claim this when it comes to the people it op-
presses/whose lands it colonizes’ (Tress 2023). 
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Furthermore, the dominant international label of Hamas as a terror-
ist group (Cox 2023; Jones and Murray 2023) strengthens Israel's case 
for self-defence. Interpreting Hamas' activities as terrorism, as described 
in the UN Security Council Resolution 1566 (2004), implies that Hamas 
deliberately employs a criminal strategy to incite terror and compel the 
Israeli government to comply with its demands. This perspective also 
means that the severity of the punishments imposed is warranted for 
these ‘criminal acts.’ Therefore, if Hamas is a terrorist organisation, 
Israel's measures taken to protect its national security and citizens are 
justified. Nonetheless, this deduction raises the question of whether 
Hamas is a terrorist organisation. Hamas is a terrorist organisation 
from the strict perspective of the definition of terrorism, which con-
siders actions like indiscriminate rocket attacks, and suicide bombings 
against civilians. Moreover, when viewed from the perspective of def-
inition of terrorism, Israel's actions towards Palestinians qualify Israel 
as a terrorist organisation or state. This view is echoed by the Turkish 
President, Recep Tayyip Erdogan, who characterised Israel's behav-
iour in Gaza as similar to that of a terrorist group as opposed to a state 
(Al-Maswari 2023).  

Such actions include the illegal occupation and settlement in the 
Gaza Strip and West Bank; unlawful killings, extrajudicial executions, 
and injuries to Palestinians during raids by Israeli forces; the unlawful 
blockade of Gaza; apartheid against Palestinians, including economic 
and political rights disparities, forced relocations, large-scale seizures 
of property and land, and limitations on freedom of movement; mili-
tary wreckage of vital infrastructure, and residential buildings without 
sufficient advance warning; and the targeting of Palestinian refugee 
camps like the Jabalia refugee camp (Amnesty International 2022a, 
2022b, 2022c; Human Rights Watch 2023; Office of the High Com-
missioner for Human Rights [OHCHR] 2023; Peace Now 2023; UN 
News 2004). These actions are crimes or war crimes under interna-
tional law. Thus, both the Israeli government and the IDF, and Hamas 
have committed war crimes.  

An alternative perspective views Hamas's actions as exercising 
the Palestinians' right to self-defence against Israeli rule and control 
justifies some of their actions. According to international law, the re-
gions seized by Israel following the 1967 Six-Day War are recognised 
as occupied territories (Yousef 2022). This illegal occupation provides 
Palestinians the right to defend themselves according to UN Charter 
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art. 51 and Adel (2023). Furthermore, the UNGA Resolution 37/43, 
para. 2 (1982) ‘reaffirms the legitimacy of the struggle of peoples for 
independence, territorial integrity, national unity and liberation from 
colonial and foreign domination and foreign occupation by all availa-
ble means, including armed struggle’. Another part of this resolution 
states that the UN considers  

…the denial of the inalienable rights of the Palestinian peo-
ple to self-determination, sovereignty, independence and re-
turn to Palestine and the repeated acts of aggression by Israel 
against the peoples of the region constitute a serious threat to 
international peace and security. 

In addition, the resolution asserts that Palestinian people are under 
‘foreign and colonial domination’ and that the ‘expansionist activities 
of Israel … and the continual bombing of Palestinian civilians consti-
tute a serious obstacle to the realization of self-determination and in-
dependence of the Palestinian people’ (para. 3, 21). Thus, the coloni-
sation of Palestinians, the right of the Palestinian people to self-
determination, Israel's impediment of Palestine's self-determination 
and independence, as well as the right of the Palestinian people to em-
ploy ‘armed struggle’ in pursuit of their goals were reaffirmed in this 
resolution.  

Despite this, Western nations do not consider Israel to be a colo-
nial master and do not acknowledge the Palestinians' struggle for self-
determination. Furthermore, they unwaveringly support Israel's claim 
to self-defence, and deem Hamas' actions more despicable, even 
though, comparatively speaking, Israel has inflicted more harm than 
Hamas (Gathara 2021). This is not unexpected, since these Western 
countries have their own histories of colonisation and annexation, 
claiming the right to self-defence in the face of native communities' 
resistance (Ibid.). This stance ignores the fact that Palestinians are 
fighting against apartheid, a decades-long unethical and illegal occu-
pation, and for their independence. President Erdogan supports the 
view that Hamas is a liberation group (Al-Maswari 2023), and Hamas 
has officially pledged to create a Palestinian state based on the 1967 
borders (Al Jazeera 2017). According to Khaled Qadomi, the spokes-
person of Hamas, the group's military assault is a response to the dec-
ades of horrors Palestinians have endured (Al Jazeera 2023b). 
To quote him, he stated that ‘We want the international community to 
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stop atrocities against Palestinian people in Gaza and against our holy 
sites, like Al-Aqsa [Mosque]. All these things are the reason behind 
starting this battle’ (Al Jazeera 2023b). Nonetheless, the groups fight 
for self-determination does not negate or justify the crimes Hamas 
committed against Israeli civilians. 

As of April 2025, the Israeli-Palestinian conflict has experienced 
significant developments, encompassing military actions, diplomatic 
efforts, and controversial international proposals. The death toll has 
hit 51,000 Palestinian deaths, with women and children accounting for 
more than half of the casualties. Recent efforts to negotiate a ceasefire 
have included proposals for the exchange of hostages and prisoners 
(Rusanti et al. 2025). Israel has presented a new deal proposing a 
ceasefire, the exchange of hostages and prisoners, as well as a post-
war strategy for Gaza. However, Hamas has accused Israel of altering 
terms of the ceasefire and stalling negotiations. Currently, 58 hostages 
remain in Gaza, although Israel believes 35 of them are dead. Hamas 
released threatening videos warning the families of hostages to expect 
fatalities due to Israeli military actions (Goodman et al. 2025). The 
humanitarian situation in Gaza has deteriorated sharply. Israeli air-
strikes have targeted healthcare facilities, including the recent attack 
on the Kuwaiti Field Hospital, which resulted in the death of a medic 
and injuries to several others. The United Nations and aid organiza-
tions describe Gaza as a ‘mass grave’ and warn of the total collapse of 
the medical system due to shortages of essential supplies, beds, and 
staff. Since the collapse of the ceasefire in March, Israel resumed air 
and ground operations and blocked aid, displacing approximately 
400,000 people (Mousavi and Sani 2025). 

In February 2025, former US President Donald Trump proposed 
that the United States ‘take over’ and ‘own’ Gaza, proposing a rede-
velopment plan to transform the enclave into the ‘Riviera of the Mid-
dle East.’ He indicated that the USA would be responsible for clearing 
destroyed buildings and dismantling dangerous unexploded ordnance. 
Trump also suggested that displaced Palestinians should relocate to 
other countries, a stance that has been widely condemned by Palestin-
ian advocates and international observers as a violation of internation-
al law and an endorsement of ethnic cleansing (Bshara 2025).  

These developments highlight the complexity and volatility of the 
Israeli-Palestinian conflict. The stalled ceasefire negotiations, an on-
going humanitarian crisis, and controversial international proposals 
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have further complicated prospects for peace. The international com-
munity continues to grapple with balancing support for Israel's securi-
ty concerns and addressing the dire humanitarian needs of the Pales-
tinian population.  

2.3. Theoretical Framework 

The theoretical framework supporting this study is liberal institution-
alism, which posits that both national and international institutions are 
essential to promoting harmony and collaboration among nation-states 
(Johnson and Heiss 2018). This school of thought emphasises the im-
portance of shared global objectives and the capacity of international 
organisations to foster collaboration among nations (Devitt 2011).  
It suggests that a world in which non-state actors actively engage in 
global politics without distinct hierarchy of issues, and where force is 
an ineffectual tool for implementing policy, is possible, refuting real-
ists' premise that global politics is a power struggle prioritizing mili-
tary security (Keohane and Nye 2012).  

Immanuel Kant's three connected ‘conditions of perpetual peace’ 
are the foundations of liberal institutionalism (Kant 2010; Johnson and 
Heiss 2018). The conditions emphasise the need for states to adopt 
republican systems of internal government; establish a pacific federa-
tion, whose constituents relinquish the authority to engage in hostili-
ties with each other; and allow citizens to peacefully visit and trade in 
foreign states (Johnson and Heiss 2018). Thus, liberal institutionalism 
contends that international peace necessitates the collaboration of 
states to cede part of their autonomy in order to build integrated com-
munities addressing challenges pertaining to both regional and global 
security, and foster economic development (Lamt 2005).  

Liberal institutionalism thrived in the post-World War II era, after 
the United States of America's President, Franklin D. Roosevelt, as-
serted that the four freedoms were fundamental values that should be 
extended globally (Johnson and Heiss 2018; Roosevelt 1941). Ele-
ments of these four freedoms are infused in the UN and other interna-
tional organisations like the World Bank and modern liberal global 
order (Johnson and Heiss 2018; Plesch and Weiss 2015). Liberal insti-
tutions have been credited with promoting democracy, peace, and as-
sisting states in achieving results that are individually impossible (Ju-
pille and Caporaso 1999; Mansfield and Pevehouse 2008; Pevehouse 
and Russett 2006). However, global events and wars, like the Israeli-
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Palestinian conflict, have raised doubts about their effectiveness in 
achieving peace among nations. This supports Mearsheimer's (1994) 
assertion that liberal institutionalism is unreliable and has little impact 
on the actions of the state.  

3. METHODOLOGY 

Qualitative research, which involves the process of analysing or theo-
rising non-numerical data to understand ideas, was adopted for this 
paper (Bhandari 2023). Following this, a systematic literature review 
was employed as a research strategy in this paper. A systematic litera-
ture review is a strategy for qualitatively comparing and evaluating the 
results of various types of studies to answer a specific research ques-
tion (Grant and Booth 2009; Greenhalgh et al. 2004; Reitz 2014; Sny-
der 2019). Further, a systematic review follows established procedures 
for methodical search, screening, review, evaluation, analysis, inter-
pretation, summarisation, and reporting of results from several sources 
(Pati and Lorusso 2018). The search of the comprehensiveness of the 
process has been stated to offer an accurate representation of available 
data and is a crucial element in eliminating bias (Centre for Reviews 
and Dissemination 2009). Given this, this paper used an established 
search strategy, the SPIDER search framework, and a set of selection 
criteria.  

The SPIDER search framework is an acronym for the five ele-
ments, namely: sample, phenomenon of interest, study design, evalua-
tion, and research type. The view of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict 
through the lens of liberal institutionalism implies that this would in-
fluence all elements of the SPIDER search framework. The sample of 
this paper will include academic and non-academic literature focusing 
on the breakdown of liberal institutionalism and its impact on the Is-
raeli-Palestinian conflict, as well as the right to war and its implica-
tions. The phenomenon of interest of this paper is the breakdown of 
liberal institutionalism and its effect on the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. 
Relevant search such as ‘liberal institutionalism and the Israeli-Pa-
lestinian conflict,’ ‘the United Nations and the Israeli-Palestinian con-
flict,’ ‘liberal institutions and the Israeli-Palestinian conflict,’ and ‘the 
right to war and the Israeli-Palestinian conflict,’ reflected this. These 
enabled the identification and collection of relevant literature. The 
design of the literature included in this paper is case studies, as a spe-
cific subject – the Israeli-Palestinian conflict – was analysed. Litera-
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ture identified through the search framework was then evaluated based 
on the inclusion criteria of the paper and its relevance to the research 
question. Finally, this paper includes different types of literature. Due 
to the historical, persistent and evolving context of this conflict, non-
scientific literature, such as opinion articles, historical literature and 
policy briefings were included. The inclusion criteria for this paper are 
outlined in the table below. 

Table 1 

Selection criteria. Adapted from: University of Melbourne (2022) 

Inclusion  
Criterion 

Description 

Type of  
publication 

This paper included scientific literature such as peer-
reviewed journal articles, and non-scientific literature such 
as opinion articles, and policy briefings. 

Geographical 
scope 

Israel, Palestine, the U.S. 

Phenomenon Effect of the breakdown of liberal institutionalism on the 
Israeli-Palestinian conflict, and the implications of the exer-
cise of the right to war. 

Date of  
publication 

Due to the decades-long nature of the conflict, selected pub-
lications can be from different years.  

Language The publications must be written in the English language. 

Qualitative content analysis i the data analysis approach employed 
in this paper. According to Gheyle and Jacobs (2017), qualitative con-
tent analysis allows a systematic examination of textual material to 
identify themes or patterns. This approach emphasises semantic link-
ages and the overall meaning underlying texts, rather than just words 
(Mayring 2023). Further, qualitative content analysis is rigorous in 
nature and enables the drawing of conclusions via deductive ap-
proaches (Gheyle and Jacobs 2017). As a result, this paper was able to 
detect, analyse and connect themes and patterns in the effect of the 
breakdown of liberal institutions on the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, as 
well as the rights of nations to war.  

In the context of research ethics in systematic reviews, various bi-
ases, like database, researcher, availability, and citation biases, pose 
major ethical risks (Almeida and Goulart 2017; Suri 2020). This paper 
mitigates these biases by using a rigorous search strategy and meticu-
lously reviewing search results via the application of the inclusion 
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criteria. Also, Glass (2000) and Godin et al. (2015) recommend in-
cluding governmental reports and policy documents to reduce the pos-
sibility of search and publication biases. Following this recommenda-
tion, this study includes grey literature. Furthermore, evidence is pre-
sented and discussed in a transparent manner, and measures are taken 
to avoid plagiarism (Suri 2020).    

4. ANALYSIS 

The content analysis approach outlined in Chun (2019) was adapted to 
present and analyse the data. The approach is exemplified by the fig-
ure below. 

 

Fig. 1. Content analysis framework. Adapted from Chun (2019) 

4.1. Research Question 

The research question guiding this paper is ‘how has the breakdown of 
liberal institutionalism contributed to the persistent Israeli-Palestinian con-
flict, and what are the implications for the exercise of the right to war?’  

4.2. Sources of Evidence (Selected Publications) 

To select publications for this paper, an extensive literature search on 
Google Scholar and Google was conducted, utilising the search strate-
gy outlined in the previous section. The search initially yielded about 
152 scientific and non-scientific publications. The assessment of these 
publications revealed that some focused on the asymmetry pervading 
the conflict, barriers to self-determination for the Palestinian people, 
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history of the conflict, and political dynamics involved in the conflict. 
Further review of the publications, which involved application of the 
inclusion criteria, resulted in 28 publications aligning with the re-
search question.  

Table 2 

Selected Publications 

S/N Source 

Source type 
Pub-
lished 

in Eng-
lish 

Grey 
litera-
ture 

Peer-
reviewed 
journal 
article/ 
book 

Scien-
tific 

Non-
scien-
tific 

1 Gardam (2004)  √  √  √ 
2 Serry (2017) √  √  √ 
3 Dresse (2011)  √  √ √  
4 Trump White House Ar-

chives (2020)  
√  √ √  

5 Ricarte (2022) √  √  √ 
6 U.S. Department of State 

(n.d.) 
√  √ √  

7 UN Security Council 
(2006) 

√  √ √  

8 Pappé (2010) √  √  √ 
9 Pappé (2006) √  √  √ 
10 Nuruzzaman (2008)  √  √  √ 
11 Qiang (2021)   √ √   
12 Scott-Baumann (2021) √  √  √ 
13 Moussa (2008) √  √  √ 
14 Aruri (2003) √  √  √ 
15 Ocampo et al. (2020) √  √  √ 
16 Rost (2010) √  √ √  
17 Al Jazeera (2023c)  √ √   
18 Khalidi (2006)  √  √  √ 
19 Khalidi (2010) √  √  √ 
20 National Security strategy 

of the United States of 
America (2017) 

√  √ √  

21 Morrison (2002)   √ √   
22 UN Security Council 

(2002)  
√  √ √  

23 Hanifa and Seyam (2021)  √ √   
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Table 2 (continued) 

S/N Source 

Source type 
Pub-
lished 

in Eng-
lish 

Grey 
litera-
ture 

Peer-
reviewed 
journal 
article/ 
book 

Scien-
tific 

Non-
scien-
tific 

24 Morrison (2010)  √ √   
25 UN Security Council 

(2023) 
√  √ √  

26 Fraihat and Ezbidi (2023) √  √  √ 
27 U.S. Department of State 

(2018) 
√  √ √  

28 Kretzmer (2013) √  √  √ 

 

4.3. Coding Scheme 

Selected publications were coded by identifying common themes and 
patterns of inefficacy in liberal institutions in the Israeli-Palestinian 
conflict. Table 3 below shows the codes that were created and their 
supporting publications.  

Table 3 

Coding scheme 

Codes Supporting publications 

Breakdown of liberal 
institutionalism  

Morrison (2002), UN Security Council (2002), Khalidi 
(2006), Pappé (2006), UN Security Council (2006), Kha-
lidi (2010), Morrison (2010), Pappé (2010), Serry (2017), 
Tatlock (2017), Scott-Baumann (2021), Ricarte (2022), 
Fraihat and Ezbidi (2023)  

International state 
actors and liberal 
institutionalism 

U.S. Department of State (n.d.), Kagan (2002), Aruri 
(2003), Perle (2003), Nuruzzaman (2008), Rost (2010), 
Dresse (2011), National Security Strategy of the United 
States of America (2017), U.S. Department of State 
(2018), Ocampo et al. (2020), Trump White House Ar-
chives (2020), Qiang (2021), Al Jazeera (2023c), Fraihat 
and Ezbidi (2023), UN Security Council (2023)  

The right to war and 
liberal institutional-
ism 

Gardam (2004), Moussa (2008), Kretzmer (2013), Hanifa 
and Seyam (2021), Qiang (2021) 
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4.4. Review Analysis and Discussions 

The findings and opinions in the collected literature were critically 
reviewed in this section. Literature gathered was systemically ana-
lysed, with a particular focus on the breakdown of liberal institutions, 
especially the UN. The UN was chosen deliberately due to its essential 
duty of preserving world peace and security, as well as safeguarding 
human rights.  

4.4.1. Impact of Liberal Institutionalism on the Israeli-Palestinian  
Conflict 

The Israeli-Palestinian conflict provides a clear example of the limita-
tions and ineffectiveness of liberal institutionalism and institutions, 
especially the UN, in resolving conflicts and promoting peace among 
nations. To better understand why the UN has failed to fulfill its duty, 
several key arguments have been made. According to Ricarte (2022), 
the current form of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict started with the ad-
dition of the ‘Question of Palestine’ to the UN agenda after the disso-
lution of the League of Nations. This culminated in the UNGA's ap-
proval of Resolution 181, which called for a Jewish and Arabic state. 
Resolution 181 legitimised Jewish aspirations for an ethnically based 
state, while purposefully disregarding the realities of Palestinian na-
tional aspirations (Ricarte 2022). Additionally, numerous international 
initiatives that led to this resolution failed to consult with Palestinians 
and neglected their interests (Khalidi 2006). Scholars like Khalidi 
(2006) and Pappé (2006) assert that the resolution increased already 
existing Jewish-Arab hostilities and precipitated the nation's descent 
into one of the bloodiest periods in its history. This outcome demon-
strates the UN's role in escalating the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, though 
inadvertently. In addition, the UN did not sufficiently consider the 
intricacies of the region when preparing resolution 181, which led to 
its non-acceptance by the Arabs.  

It is important to note that, at that time, Palestine was not recog-
nised as a legitimate, sovereign and cohesive nation-state fighting for 
self-determination, and was integrated into the larger Arabic identity, 
causing negotiations regarding it to be conducted via proxy (Khalidi 
2006, 2010). As a result, Palestinians were deprived of their identity 
and uniqueness by their Arab neighbours, the global community and 
the peace process. Further, after the War of Independence in 1948, when 
Egypt controlled the Gaza Strip and Jordan the West Bank, an inde-
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pendent Palestinian state was not established by either nations. The 
lack of inclusivity and non-recognition of the identity by the UN re-
flected the disregard for the rights, aspirations, and democratic repre-
sentation of the Palestinian people. On the other hand, at this time, 
Israel declared its independence and was recognized as a state by the 
nations involved in the Cold War (Scott-Baumann 2021). This recog-
nition by the USSR and the USA facilitated Israel's admission to the 
UN as a full member, although with the UNGA condition that resolu-
tions 181 and 194 were ratified and put into effect (Serry 2017). The 
asymmetrical treatment of Israel and Palestine by the UN persists and 
remains relevant in the present time, contributing to the persistence of 
the conflict. Subsequent wars were partly due to the struggle for an 
independent Palestinian state with the right to self-determination. 
Moreover, subsequent peace processes and UN diplomatic missions, 
from resolution 242 in 1967 to the Trump Administration's ‘Deal of 
the Century’ in 2020 consistently marginalised or sidelined the Pales-
tinian people and their interests (Serry 2017). These processes pri-
marily framed negotiations in state-to-state relations further diminish-
ing the importance of Palestinian rights and aspirations.  

Furthermore, the Arab rejection of the partition plan was used to 
justify the systematic eviction of the indigenous population from areas 
designated for a Jewish state under the plan, sparking a refugee crisis 
(Pappé 2010). Despite the adoption of Resolution 194 by the UNGA 
in 1948, which stated that refugees willing to return to their homes 
and live in harmony with their neighbours should be allowed to do as 
soon as possible, Palestinian refugees were permitted to return. This 
spurred the creation of the United Nations Relief and Works Agency 
(UNRWA) to relieve and assist the Palestinian refugees (Fraihat and 
Ezbidi 2023; Serry 2017). Israel's rejection of this resolution went un-
sanctioned primarily due to the non-binding nature of UNGA resolu-
tions. This prompts the question: why should the UNGA convene and 
deliberate on a resolution if Member states were not obligated to im-
plement it? This question prompts a critical analysis of the necessity 
and efficacy of the UN's structure within the global context. Further-
more, the UN assumed the responsibility of tackling the refugee crisis 
showing that when member states fail to implement resolutions, the 
UN will step in to fill the gap. Knowledge that the UN is willing to 
address gaps in these types of situations can further diminish the mo-
tivation of member states to implement resolutions.  
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Tatlock (2017) highlights the view of the UN's inefficacious struc-
ture by pointing out that responsibility for maintaining peace ultimate-
ly rests with the parties involved in the conflict, not the UN. While the 
UN can adopt resolutions or apply penalties with the goal of promot-
ing peace and stability, these measures are ineffective if individual 
states do not support them. A glaring example is Israel's persistent re-
fusal to implement UN Security Council resolutions, despite agreeing 
to do so under Article 25 of the Charter. From 1968 to 2002, Israel 
contravened 32 UN Security Council resolutions (Morrison 2010), 
attracting attention to the absence of repercussions for non-compli-
ance. It is important to note that these UN Security Council resolu-
tions were Chapter VI resolutions which do not specify military or 
economic sanctions for non-compliance. For this reason, Israel repre-
sentatives, when called upon to defend its noncompliance, assert that 
Chapter VI resolutions are non-binding recommendations only exe-
cutable through arbitration, or conciliation between disputing entities 
(Morrison 2002; UN Security Council 2002). However, these resolu-
tions only require Israel to act in negation of the latter statement. Re-
garding the former assertion, it finds no support in the UN Charter, as 
clarified by the International Court of Justice in an Advisory Opinion 
in 1971, affirming the binding nature of Chapter VI resolutions on all 
UN members in accordance with Article 25 of the Charter (Morrison 
2010). 

Further discrediting Israel's stance on Chapter VI resolutions was 
its own justification for the military assault on Lebanon in 2006. Israel 
claimed that the assault was because of Lebanon's failure to imple-
ment the unconditional obligations set out in UN Security Council 
Resolution 1559 and 1680, which were both Chapter VI resolutions 
(UN Security Council 2006). This demonstrates the contradictions in 
Israel's approach, which expects other nations to fulfil obligations un-
der Chapter VI resolutions but ignores similar obligations relating to 
its own actions. Moreover, even if Israel were right in its assertion, due 
to the absence of military and economic sanctions under Chapter VI 
resolutions, the Security Council consistently refrained from imple-
menting Chapter VII resolutions, which contain economic and mili-
tary sanctions against Israel despite its repeated violations of various 
resolutions (Morrison 2010). This disparity in treatment raises con-
cerns about favouritism in the international context. Also, it highlights 
the restrictions and weaknesses in the UN's enforcement protocols, 
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casting doubts on the organisation's capacity to guarantee adherence to 
its resolutions. The evident incapacity of the UN to get its members to 
comply with resolutions, poses questions about its capacity to resolve 
the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, or more broadly, guarantee world peace.  

4.4.2. International State Actors and the Breakdown of Liberal  
Institutionalism 

Among the numerous international state actors involved in the Israel-
Palestine peace process, the U.S. is the most influential and involved 
party. It is impossible to examine the Israeli-Palestinian conflict with-
out acknowledging the critical role that the U.S. plays as one of Is-
rael's main allies within the UN. But first, the effect of the ‘war on 
terror’ approach on the Israeli-Palestinian conflict will be analysed.  

The ‘war on terror’ approach, which relied exclusively on military 
force and taken by then-U.S. president, George W. Bush, after the 
September 11, 2001, attacks, as well as the advancement of global 
freedom and democracy, fostered a climate of global conflict and in-
security (Nuruzzaman 2008). The military invasion of Afghanistan 
and Iraq that ensued because of this approach, resulted in prolonged 
conflict and extensive instability in the affected regions with ripple 
effects felt by neighbouring nations. Further, the U.S. employed a uni-
lateral approach to the invasion of Iraq, bypassing the UN Security 
Council, even though it is a permanent member (Nuruzzaman 2008). 
This deviation from multilateralism was justified by asserting that the 
UN was sluggish to respond and unable to handle problems that 
threatened peace; and resolutions that questioned the U.S.'s authority 
and limited its ability to act globally should not be complied with 
(Kagan 2002; Perle 2003). This approach significantly weakened the 
efficacy and credibility of international institutions, most notably 
the UN. Thus, the U.S. succeeded in undermining the UN's role in 
maintaining international peace, altering the landscape of global gov-
ernance.  

The Bush administration's war on terror stance and subsequent 
disregard for liberal institutions set the precedent for Israel's approach 
to Hamas and its interaction with liberal institutions. Rost (2010) 
notes that Israel, at that time, adopted policies that aligned with the 
U.S. war on terrorism with Prime Minister Ariel Sharon equating Pal-
estinians aggression against Israelis to the suffering Al Qaeda* caused 
the U.S., as well as comparing Yasser Arafat to Osama Bin Laden 
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although this was not appreciated by the Bush administration. None-
theless, Israel's security approach to Hamas and subsequently Pales-
tine, mirrored the Bush administration's strategy of solely utilising 
military force after the declaration of Hamas as a terrorist organisation 
(Qiang 2021). This military-centric approach prolonged the cycles of 
violence in the Israeli-Palestinian region, violated international law, 
affected civilian populations, and raised humanitarian concerns.  

Further, Israel has continuously rejected and disregarded multiple 
UN Security Council and ICJ rulings, challenging the foundations of 
international law. For instance, the ICJ's Advisory Opinion declared 
that the ‘security fence’ in the West Bank and the associated Israeli 
ruling in the region violated international law and mandated that the 
barrier should be demolished (Dresse 2011). However, Israel rejected 
the ruling arguing that the barrier was a ‘security fence’ meant to pro-
tect Israelis from Palestinians' terrorist acts. Israel also claimed that 
the ICJ ignored Israel's right to self-defense, criticised the fairness of 
the process of requesting for the Advisory Opinion, and stated that the 
ICJ based its assessment on inaccurate information (Ibid.). This trend 
of rejecting international rulings and law and justifying acts on the 
pretext of self-defense is similar to the tactics used by the Bush ad-
ministration.  

Showing further disregard for the UN sub-organisations involved 
in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, the U.S. withdrew from the United 
Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) 
and ceased its support to UNRWA under the Trump Administration. 
The US withdrawal from UNESCO stemmed from the organisation's 
rejection of Israeli claims regarding Jews' ties to Jerusalem's holy 
sites, negating any Palestinian ties (Ocampo et al. 2020). As for the 
UNRWA, its financial support was ceased due to adoption of the Is-
raeli argument that UNRWA's existence impeded the resolution of 
conflict by preventing refugees from assimilating into their host na-
tions (U.S. Department of State 2018). These actions aligned with the 
National Security Strategy of the United States of America (2017), 
which prioritised putting effort in organisations that cater to American 
interests, thereby amplifying American power and hegemony globally, 
and further belittling the roles that liberal institutions play in global 
politics.  

These are blatant examples of the US bias in favour of Israel,  
a bias that has remained largely consistent across administrations. This 
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trend spans from the Truman and Eisenhower administrations, which 
strongly opposed the return of Palestinian refugees to their homes, to 
the recognition of Jerusalem as Israel's permanent capital by the 
Trump administration (Fraihat and Ezbidi 2023). Moreover, the U.S. 
leverages its diplomatic hegemony over the peace process to maintain 
its position as the only broker of power in the Middle East, further 
Israel's interests, shield Israel from international criticism for the 
abuse of Palestinian human rights and protect Israel from inquiries 
into possible transgressions of international law (Aruri 2003; Fraihat 
and Ezbidi 2023). Hence, the U.S. unwavering support of Israel has 
not only impeded the success of various peace processes proposed by 
other UN member states or the UN itself, but has also prevented Israel 
from being held accountable for its inhumane actions and international 
law violations. As a result, the UN's authority to maintain global peace 
has been eroded, diminishing its commitment to treating all states 
equally on the international scene. This highlights the inability of the 
UN to promote a just and equitable global order and implies hegemon-
ic inclination of the U.S. foreign policy.  

The breakdown of liberal institutionalism, and U.S. bias towards 
Israel is further evidence by the Trump administration's ‘Peace to 
Prosperity’ plan also known as the ‘Deal of the Century’ (DoC). The 
DoC further fragmented Palestinian territories, denied refugees their 
right to return, constrained the freedom of people and commodities to 
enter Palestinian territories, and granted Israel absolute authority over 
Jerusalem, among other conditions (Trump White House Archives 
2020). In pace with past actions, Palestinians were once again disre-
garded and ‘moderate’ Arab states like the United Arab Emirates were 
encouraged to normalize relations with Israel under the Abraham Ac-
cords (Fraihat and Ezbidi 2023; U.S. Department of State, n.d.). This 
resulted in the suppression of Arab support for Palestinians which fur-
ther exacerbated already existing power asymmetries between Israel 
and Palestine. Further, Fraihat and Ezbidi (2023) opined that the DoC 
significantly impaired the chances of resolving the Israeli-Palestinian 
conflict since succeeding U.S. administrations will face difficulties in 
undoing the new reality it created. This is evident in the Biden admin-
istration's wavering strategies to the resolution of the conflict, and the 
lack of consensus on the dominant paradigm to resolve this conflict 
among analysts or involved parties. Once again, the UN failed to rein 
in U.S. excesses regarding the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. Considering 
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this recurring failure to restrain the U.S., the UN's mission and effica-
cy need to be critically examined. The seemingly unrestrained power 
of the U.S., which is probably a result of its permanent seat on the UN 
Security Council and the special status accorded to its five permanent 
members, raises concerns about the organisation's capacity to act in-
dependently and impartially for the sake of global peace and justice.  

Moreover, the veto power held by the five permanent members of 
the UN Security Council, including the U.S., China, Russia, France, 
and the UK, is perceived to be a hindrance to the resolution of this 
conflict. Each country's representative has used its veto power to hin-
der the manifestation of a peace resolution for various reasons. Recent 
evidence of veto impediment is the vetoing of the US resolution by 
China and Russia, and a Brazil drafted resolution by the U.S. following 
the October 2023 Israel-Palestine war (Al Jazeera 2023c). The veto 
power, originally intended to avert rash decisions and promote con-
sensus, has become a tool for these countries to promote their own 
agenda and thwart resolutions that would have been critical of their 
allies. For instance, data from the UN Security Council (2023) shows 
that the U.S. has vetoed a minimum of 53 resolutions critical of Israel 
and its actions since 1972. This highlights a structural weakness in the 
UN's ability to handle conflicts objectively and highlights the difficul-
ties in reaching significant resolutions when these permanent members 
put their own priorities ahead of global justice and peace.  

4.4.3. The Right to War and Liberal Institutions 

Under International Humanitarian Law (IHL), two functions exist 
which guide states before and after a war – jus ad bellum and jus in 
bello (Hanifa and Seyam 2021). Jus ad bellum describes the applica-
tion of justice to war, and the justification of war, whether for self-
defense or to protect human rights. Jus in bello describes justice in 
wartime which regulates and tempers the conduct of war (Hanifa and 
Seyam 2021; Moussa 2008). In the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, both 
sides have invoked the right to self-defense in accordance with jus ad 
bellum (Hanifa and Seyam 2021). However, the claims of jus ad bel-
lum violate jus in bello on both sides of the conflict (Qiang 2021). 
Israel's harsh counter-terrorism measures which involve inhumane 
treatment, incommunicado detentions, and higher civilian casualties, 
violate jus in bello. Nonetheless, Moussa (2008) asserts that these can 
be permitted by invoking the self-defense principle against immediate 
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and serious threats of terrorism. Likewise, Hamas claims the protec-
tion of Palestinians rights under jus ad bellum but contradicts jus in 
bello by using suicide bombers among civilians and aiming rockets at 
civilian regions. 

Further, the concept of proportionality under jus ad bellum intro-
duces ambiguity to IHL. Although there is a wide consensus that the 
use of force in war ought to be proportionate, there are wide dispari-
ties in the understanding of what proportionality entails. Some schol-
ars opine that proportionality means reactions ought to be commensu-
rate to threats; some argue that it involves what is necessary to ac-
complish a state's goal; others assert that it gauges harm inflicted on 
both sides (Gardam 2004). This lack of clarity creates worries about 
the possibility of biased and easily manipulated evaluations of propor-
tionality (Kretzmer 2013). Additionally, it blurs the boundaries of what 
constitutes legal behaviour under IHL, creating uncertainty about 
whether the use of force was appropriate and justified, as well as what 
behaviours liberal institutions ought to penalise.  

Moreover, many grey areas exist in the application of Chapter VII 
of the UN Charter (Hanifa and Seyam 2021). The Chapter refers to 
‘actions with respect to threats to the peace, breaches of the peace, and 
acts of aggression’. This begs the question of what constitutes aggres-
sion under jus ad bellum since it is not defined. Aggression could 
mean the use of military force by both sides, or it could imply the de-
nial of Palestine's rights and the blockade of Gaza. According to Qi-
ang (2021), the obscurity of the term ‘aggression’ under jus ad bellum 
compounds the existing unequal political power that various nations 
wield. Furthermore, the permanent five members of the UN Security 
Council are exempted from Chapter VII by virtue of the veto power 
which the U.S. uses to shield Israel. As a result, Israel can justify its 
conflict with Hamas by accusing them of aggression while theirs re-
mains unchecked.  

Despite persistent violations of jus ad bellum and jus in bello on 
both sides, the UN has failed to enforce compliance with IHL, high-
lighting the inadequacy and limitations of liberal institutions in resolv-
ing the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. The existence of the IHL, in theo-
ry, regulates armed conflict, but lacks the authority to ensure compli-
ance and accountability especially with the involvement of powerful 
nations.  
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5. CONCLUSION 

Through the examination of scientific and non-scientific publications, it 
was discovered that liberal institutionalism, represented by the UN, has 
failed to resolve the Israeli-Palestinian conflict, and thus failed in its 
duty to preserve world peace. The research showed that the UN in 
adopting resolution 181, recognising Israel as a state while simultane-
ously ignoring the Palestinian identity as well as their statehood, fueled 
the already existing Arab-Israeli tensions, and contributed to it becom-
ing the modern day Israeli-Palestinian war. Additionally, the involve-
ment of nations in the Cold War on behalf of Israel facilitated their ad-
mission into the UN.  

Further, the U.S., one of the five permanent members of the UN 
Security Council, has significantly influenced this conflict. First, the 
Bush administration's war on terror strategy provided Israel with justi-
fication for its actions against Hamas. Secondly, the U.S. has used its 
position at the Security Council and its veto power to shield Israel 
from probes about humanitarian concerns and defend Israel's right to 
self-defense. Finally, subsequent U.S. administrations have also fur-
thered Israel's interests while excluding Palestinians and their rights. 
An example of this is the Trump administration's DoC.  

Moreover, pertaining to the right to war, it was discovered that 
both Israel and Hamas have invoked jus ad bellum in times of conflict 
although they often violate jus in bello. The ambiguity surrounding 
various terms under jus ad bellum like proportionality and aggression, 
impede the ability of the UN and its affiliated liberal institutions to 
prosecute violators of IHL and defend peace in the world. Thus, the 
UN's inability to resolve the Israeli-Palestinian conflict is attributed to 
the lack of objectivity and favouritism displayed by some members of 
the Security Council and the loopholes provided by the ambiguous-
ness of IHL terms.  

6. RECOMMENDATIONS 

The inability of the UN to resolve the persistent Israeli-Palestinian 
conflict underscores the flaws and the imbalance of power within the 
organisation. To improve their capacity to resolve this conflict and 
future ones, this author recommends that the UN must clarify and pro-
vide universally accepted definitions of terms like aggression within 
the IHL. To ensure a more comprehensive method of assessing con-
flicts, this definition ought to cover a wide variety of actions like the 
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use of military or non-military methods. In addition, the UN should 
promote changes that advance a more balanced distribution of power 
and strengthen the Security Council's capacity to resolve disputes 
without excessive influence from individual nations. Also, resolutions 
provided by the UNGA should have mechanisms that make them en-
forceable and binding. Furthermore, methods of strengthening IHL 
enforcement should be implemented which lessens the need for indi-
vidual nations to hold one another accountable. Finally, the UN should 
explore other methods of dispute resolution that consider the complex-
ities, intricacies, and dynamics of this conflict. 
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