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	Since its establishment in 1945, the United Nations has been dedicated to fostering global peace and security. Its purpose: to prevent threats, suppress aggression, and settle disputes peacefully to neutralize and anticipate threats to peace. The international body has been engaged in conflict resolution through peaceful means since its establishment (Bashir 2024, 108). The primary responsibility of the United Nations is to mediate international disputes peacefully, creating the expectation that the UN would be able to act as a neutral and effective institution in global conflicts, including the enduring contention between Israelis and Palestinians.
The United Nations has failed to resolve the Israeli–Palestinian conflict, not because of a lack of institutional purpose, but because its structure allows the United States to block meaningful action. The United States has consistently used vetoes to shield Israel from resolutions that could advance negotiations. This model has limited the UN’s role to humanitarian aid and symbolic statements rather than effective diplomacy. This results in an organization that is unable to enforce international law, undermining the UN’s exact mission. To explain this argument, the analysis traces the conflict’s historical foundations, examines how U.S. dominance shapes UN decision‑making, and exposes how these complicated dynamics limit the organization’s ability to act as an independent mediator. Instead, acting more as a product of imperialism.
The history of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict began long before the United Nations became involved and is rooted in the political changes that followed the collapse of the Ottoman Empire (Bashir 2024, 108). After World War I, the League of Nations granted Britain control over Palestine, intensifying tensions between Jewish and Arab communities. The 1917 Balfour Declaration, which supported the establishment of a “national home for the Jewish people,” encouraged Jewish immigration and fueled competing national claims to the land. During the 1920s and 1930s, these tensions grew as the Zionist movement came into fruition. Revisionist Zionists, advocating for a Jewish majority, believed that the Jewish homeland included “both banks of the Jordan” (Shelef 2004, 125–126). The forefront of these Zionist ideologies shaped settlement patterns and political expectations over control, while Palestinian Arabs feared displacement from their home. On May 14, 1948, the World Zionist Organization declared the establishment of the State of Israel, officially solidifying its colonial intentions over the Palestinian native community. This led to the mass displacement of Palestinians, creating a deeply rooted conflict over land, identity, and political rights. This set the stage for Britain to bring the issue before the newly formed United Nations. 
By the time the UN became involved, the conflict was already embedded in unequal power relations, and a complicated question: who has the right to occupy the land? The United Nations responded by creating the United Nations Special Committee on Palestine (UNSCOP), which was expected to be a helpful analysis of the situation and a promising political solution. UNSCOP eventually came up with a solution, proposing a two-state solution: a Jewish state and a Palestinian state. This proposal became the basis for UN General Assembly Resolution 181, adopted on November 29, 1947 (Bashir 2024, 108). However, the adoption of Resolution 181 did not lead to the stable political settlement in the conflict that the UN had hoped for, and violence escalated immediately. Again.
At this point, the United Nations was exposed for its limited ability to peacefully solve territorial disputes tortured by competing narratives about identity, modernity, and legitimacy (Sharoni and Abu-Nimer, 178-179). Additionally, political discourse skyrocketed for decades to come as Zionists proclaimed Jewish settlements as progressive and civilizing, while the discourse of Palestinians was often portrayed as backward, resistant, or threatening to the emerging state (Mark and Iweama, 87). 
“Palestinian victims of violence are treated as faceless numbers or merely as Palestinians or Arabs, but not as individuals with lives worthy of empathy,” as Mark and Iweama observe. 
Ultimately, the United Nations found itself reacting to events rather than shaping them, and its early mediation efforts through figures like Count Folke Bernadotte and Ralph Bunche could not reverse the collapse of the partition plan or prevent the mass displacement of Palestinians. (Kostakos and Zarogianni 2025, 138–140). These early failures revealed a deeper structural problem: the UN lacked both the enforcement mechanisms and the political unity necessary to implement its own decisions. Kostakos and Zarogianni explain that from the very beginning, “great power dynamics… sidelined the UN’s political involvement,” limiting its ability to act independently in the conflict. This pattern became a defining feature of the UN’s role and created the conditions that later allowed powerful states, especially the United States, to dominate decision‑making from within the organization. 
Examining the long and complex relationship between the United States and Israel requires recognizing the structural parallels between the two states. Israel was founded as a liberal settler‑colonial state—one that built democratic institutions while displacing the indigenous Palestinian majority. During the Cold War, Israel’s alignment with Western interests made it a strategic asset in a region where the United States sought to counter Soviet influence and communism, solidifying a durable alliance. The United States has consistently voiced political, military, and diplomatic support for Israel (Robinson 2023, 2–3). Although Palestinians who remained after 1948 received citizenship, their rights were constrained within a system designed to preserve Jewish political dominance. This internal structure positioned Israel as a Western‑aligned democracy in the eyes of U.S. policymakers, strengthening ideological and strategic ties. This strategic logic persisted after the Cold War, as U.S. officials continued to frame Israel as a stable democratic ally in a region marked by authoritarianism and conflict (Bellin 2012, 128). The United States has repeatedly used its influence and veto power within the UN to shield Israel, limiting the UN’s ability to act as a unified force.
Beginning in the late 1960s, the Security Council became the center of U.S. influence.  Having cast more than forty vetoes on resolutions related to Israel since 1967, the United States has blocked measures that address settlement expansion, military operations, human rights violations, and Palestinian political rights (Kostakos and Zarogianni 2025, 145). These vetoes were not random, but a part of a consistent pattern in which the United States protected Israel from accountability, even when the majority of the international community supported stronger action. The result: the UN could condemn violence or reaffirm international law, but it could not enforce its decisions while the United States effectively set the restraints.
The relationship between Israel and the United States shaped how the conflict was framed within international institutions. U.S. political discourse and mainstream media consistently portray Israel as a democratic ally and Palestinians as unstable or threatening, reinforcing cultural narratives that justify continued U.S. support (Daniels 2025, 768–770). These narratives influence diplomatic behavior, making it easier for U.S. officials to defend vetoes and harder for the UN to present itself as neutral and reliable. The combination of political power and cultural framing has allowed the United States to dominate the Security Council’s agenda and to marginalize alternative approaches to conflict resolution, including those proposed by the General Assembly, the International Court of Justice, or UN special committees (Priyadarshani 2024).
The consequences of this U.S. dominance are clear in both Palestinian realities and the UN’s declining credibility. Because the United States routinely blocks resolutions on settlements, military actions, and humanitarian law, Israel has been able to act with few international constraints. This has pushed the UN into a mostly humanitarian role rather than a political one, leaving the core issues of occupation and displacement untouched (Bashir 2024, 110). Missions in the region have been limited to monitoring ceasefires and providing aid, not resolving the underlying political conflict (Mark and Iweama 2024, 86). The UN’s peacekeeping strategies are constrained by political pressure from powerful states, preventing the organization from acting independently, making it easier to justify American vetoes (Daniels 2025, 768–770). 
To strengthen the UN’s ability to address the Israeli–Palestinian conflict, UN member states should pursue reforms that limit the ability of any single permanent entity to block action on issues involving occupation or civilian protection. Eliminating the veto is unrealistic, but states could support proposals requiring justification and review when a veto blocks a widely supported resolution. U.S. policymakers should also align their diplomatic behavior with international law by complying with humanitarian standards and allowing the UN to play a more active monitoring role. Finally, regional actors and international partners should support multilateral negotiations that do not rely solely on U.S. leadership, resulting in a space for more balanced mediation.
The United Nations entered the Israeli–Palestinian conflict with the mandate to maintain peace and uphold international law, yet its effectiveness has been constrained by major influences. U.S. veto power has repeatedly limited the organization’s ability to act, transforming the UN into a largely humanitarian observer. While institutional weaknesses play a role, the deeper issue lies in a global systematic structure that allows a single state to dominate over others. Addressing this imbalance will require both structural reform within the UN and a shift in U.S. diplomatic behavior. Without these changes, the United Nations will remain unable to meaningfully influence the conflict, raising broader concerns about its legitimacy as an organization intended to manage international crises in an unequal global order.
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