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ULUSLARARASI HUKUK BAĞLAMINDA BİRLEŞMİŞ 
MİLLETLER’İN BATI VE DOĞU KUDÜS’ÜN İSRAİL TARAFINDAN 

İŞGALİNE YÖNELİK TUTUMU 
 

Berdal ARAL* 

ÖZ: Bu makalede, uluslararası barış ve güvenliğin korunması hususunda 
kendisine aslî bir sorumluluk yüklenmiş olan Birleşmiş Milletler ’in (BM), Filistin 
topraklarının önce Siyonist terör grupları, sonra İsrail tarafından işgali 
karşısında almış olduğu tutum, hususiyetle Batı ve Doğu Kudüs’e odaklanılarak 
ele alınmaktadır. Burada ortaya konan bulgular, hem Soğuk Savaş boyunca hem 

de sonrasında Güvenlik Konseyi’nin ve Genel Kurul’un Siyonist devletin Filistin’i 
hedef alan işgal politikaları karşısında genel olarak sessiz ve etkisiz kaldığını 
ortaya koymaktadır. Bu BM organları, İsrail’in Batı Kudüs’ü 1948’deki işgali 
karşısında herhangi bir tepki göstermezken, bu organlar, aynı devletin 1967’de 
Doğu Kudüs’ü işgali karşısında, işgale son verilmesi çağrısı yapmışlar ve fakat 

aldıkları kararlar, herhangi bir yaptırımla ya da tehditle tahkim edilmediğinden, 

etkisiz ve cılız kalmıştır. Sonuç olarak, BM, İsrail’in Filistin topraklarını 
bütünüyle işgali karşısında BM Kurucu Antlaşması’nın VII. Bölümünde ifadesini 
bulan ‘etkili’ mekanizmaları harekete geçirmekten uzak durması itibariyle, 
Filistin davasına dikkate değer destek vermekten uzak kalmıştır. 
 

ANAHTAR KELİMELER: Filistin, İsrail işgali, BM Antlaşması, Genel Kurul, 
Güvenlik Konseyi, egemenlik. 

The Attitudes of the United Nations to the Occupation of Western and 
Eastern Jerusalem by Israel in the Context of International Law 

ABSTRACT: This article examines the attitude of the UN, which has a fundamental 
responsibility for the maintenance of international peace and security, in the face 
of the occupation of Palestinian lands first by Zionist terrorist groups and then by 
'Israel', with a particular focus on West and East Jerusalem. The findings reveal that 
both during and after the Cold War, the Security Council and the General Assembly 
remained generally silent and ineffective in the face of the Zionist state's 
occupation policies targeting Palestine. While these UN bodies did not react to 
Israel's occupation of West Jerusalem in 1948, they called for an end to the 
occupation of East Jerusalem in 1967, but their resolutions remained ineffective 
and weak, as they were not backed up by any sanctions or threats. Consequently, 
the UN has been far from providing significant support to the Palestinian cause, as 
it has failed to mobilise the 'effective' mechanisms enshrined in Article VII of the 
UN Charter in the face of Israel's total occupation of the Palestinian territories. 
 

KEYWORDS: Palestine, Israeli occupation, UN Charter, General Assembly, Security 
Council, sovereignty. 

                                                 
*  Prof. Dr., İstanbul Medeniyet Üniversitesi, Siyasal Bilgiler Fakültesi, Uluslararası İlişkiler Bölümü, İstanbul/ 

Türkiye, berdal.aral@medeniyet.edu.tr, ORCİD: 0000-0002-6736-5237. 
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Berdal ARAL

 

1. GİRİŞ 
1.1 Osmanlı Hükümranlığı Sonrasında Filistin 
Osmanlı İmparatorluğu’nun I. Dünya Savaşı’nın sonlarına doğru Filistin cephesinde 
İngiliz (Britanya İmparatorluğu) orduları karşısında aldığı ağır yenilgiler 
neticesinde bu bölgeyi terk etmek zorunda kalması, Filistin trajedisinin başlangıç 
noktasını teşkil etmiştir. İngiliz hükümeti 2 Kasım 1917’de ilân ettiği Balfour 
Deklarasyonu (1917) ile kısa süre sonra ele geçireceklerini umdukları (ve ele 
geçirdikleri) Filistin topraklarında Yahudiler için bir ‘ulusal yurt’ kuracağını 
‘müjdelemiştir’! İngiliz güçleri Filistin’de 1917-1922 yılları arasında bir işgal rejimi 
oluşturmuştur. Ardından bu bölge Temmuz 1922’den itibaren Milletler 
Cemiyeti’nin gözetim ve denetimi altında İngiliz mandası altına konmuştur.  
Balfour Deklarasyonu ilân edildiğinde Filistin’de yaşayan halkın yüzde 90’ı Arap’tı 
(Filistinli). Dahası, Milletler Cemiyeti Sözleşmesi’nin (Covenant of the League of 
Nations, 1919) manda rejimlerini düzenleyen 22. maddesine göre, I. Dünya Savaşı 
sonunda Osmanlı devletinden koparılan ve İngiltere ve Fransa gibi mandater 
devletlerin yönetimine bırakılan Arap çoğunluklu topraklarda yaşayan halk 
çoğunluğunun isteklerine uygun olarak, bu ülkelere bir müddet sonra bağımsızlık 
verilecekti. 

Ne acıdır ki, Filistin toprakları üzerinde 1922-1948 yılları arasında mandater 
devlet olarak tahakküm düzeni kuran İngiltere, Filistin coğrafyasında büyük 
çoğunluğu oluşturan Filistinli Arapların burada zaman içinde devlet kurma hakkına 
kapı aralamak bir yana, hukuksuz biçimde, Filistin topraklarını bu dönem boyunca 
Yahudi göçlerine açmış, bölgenin asıl sahipleri olan Arapları baskı altına almış ve 
yeni gelen Yahudi gruplara her alanda geniş imtiyazlar vermiştir. 1920’li ve 30’lu 
yıllar Filistin halkının işgalci İngiliz güçlere ve Filistin’de bir Yahudi devleti kurmak 
için her türden tedhiş ve sindirme hareketlerine girişmekten çekinmeyen ve bu 
yolda çoğu zaman manda yönetimince ‘hoşgörü’ ile karşılanan Siyonist güçlere 
karşı mücadele içinde geçmiştir. Filistin direniş hareketi Yahudilere arazi 
satılmasının engellenmesi için de büyük bir gayret göstermiştir (Abboushi, 1977: 
23-46). Nitekim İngilizler Filistin’de hem Yahudileri hem de Arapları kapsayacak bir 
devletin kurulmasını öngören planlarının hiçbir başarı şansının olmadığını 
anladıklarında ve ardından 1947’de bu topraklardan çekilmeye karar verdiklerinde, 
buradaki arazinin yalnızca yüzde 7’si Yahudilere ait bulunmaktaydı.  

İngiltere 1947’de ‘Filistin Sorunu’ nu’ çözme sorumluluğunu 1945’te kurulmuş 
olan Birleşmiş Milletler’ e (BM) devretti. Bu dönemde İngilizlerin teşvik ve 
gözetimindeki kitlesel Yahudi göçlerine rağmen, Filistin topraklarında yaşayan 
yaklaşık 2 milyonluk nüfusun üçte ikisi Araplardan oluşmaktaydı (Anglo-American 
Committee of Inquiry, 1946). BM Genel Kurulu 29 Kasım 1947’de Filistin’in 
Yahudiler ve Araplar arasında taksimini, buna karşılık Kudüs’ün ‘uluslararası şehir’ 
statüsüne konmasını öngören 181 sayılı Taksim Kararı’nı kabul etmiştir (UN General 
Assembly, 1947). Hem Filistinliler hem de Arap ülkeleri ve İslam dünyası, Arap 
çoğunluğun hâkimiyetinde tek bir Filistin devletini öngörmekten uzak olan bu 
plana şiddetle karşı çıkmışlardır. Dahası, bu taksim kararı Filistin topraklarının 
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BM’IN BATI VE DOĞU KUDÜS’ÜN İSRAIL TARAFINDAN İŞGALINE YÖNELIK TUTUMU
 

1. GİRİŞ 
1.1 Osmanlı Hükümranlığı Sonrasında Filistin 
Osmanlı İmparatorluğu’nun I. Dünya Savaşı’nın sonlarına doğru Filistin cephesinde 
İngiliz (Britanya İmparatorluğu) orduları karşısında aldığı ağır yenilgiler 
neticesinde bu bölgeyi terk etmek zorunda kalması, Filistin trajedisinin başlangıç 
noktasını teşkil etmiştir. İngiliz hükümeti 2 Kasım 1917’de ilân ettiği Balfour 
Deklarasyonu (1917) ile kısa süre sonra ele geçireceklerini umdukları (ve ele 
geçirdikleri) Filistin topraklarında Yahudiler için bir ‘ulusal yurt’ kuracağını 
‘müjdelemiştir’! İngiliz güçleri Filistin’de 1917-1922 yılları arasında bir işgal rejimi 
oluşturmuştur. Ardından bu bölge Temmuz 1922’den itibaren Milletler 
Cemiyeti’nin gözetim ve denetimi altında İngiliz mandası altına konmuştur.  
Balfour Deklarasyonu ilân edildiğinde Filistin’de yaşayan halkın yüzde 90’ı Arap’tı 
(Filistinli). Dahası, Milletler Cemiyeti Sözleşmesi’nin (Covenant of the League of 
Nations, 1919) manda rejimlerini düzenleyen 22. maddesine göre, I. Dünya Savaşı 
sonunda Osmanlı devletinden koparılan ve İngiltere ve Fransa gibi mandater 
devletlerin yönetimine bırakılan Arap çoğunluklu topraklarda yaşayan halk 
çoğunluğunun isteklerine uygun olarak, bu ülkelere bir müddet sonra bağımsızlık 
verilecekti. 

Ne acıdır ki, Filistin toprakları üzerinde 1922-1948 yılları arasında mandater 
devlet olarak tahakküm düzeni kuran İngiltere, Filistin coğrafyasında büyük 
çoğunluğu oluşturan Filistinli Arapların burada zaman içinde devlet kurma hakkına 
kapı aralamak bir yana, hukuksuz biçimde, Filistin topraklarını bu dönem boyunca 
Yahudi göçlerine açmış, bölgenin asıl sahipleri olan Arapları baskı altına almış ve 
yeni gelen Yahudi gruplara her alanda geniş imtiyazlar vermiştir. 1920’li ve 30’lu 
yıllar Filistin halkının işgalci İngiliz güçlere ve Filistin’de bir Yahudi devleti kurmak 
için her türden tedhiş ve sindirme hareketlerine girişmekten çekinmeyen ve bu 
yolda çoğu zaman manda yönetimince ‘hoşgörü’ ile karşılanan Siyonist güçlere 
karşı mücadele içinde geçmiştir. Filistin direniş hareketi Yahudilere arazi 
satılmasının engellenmesi için de büyük bir gayret göstermiştir (Abboushi, 1977: 
23-46). Nitekim İngilizler Filistin’de hem Yahudileri hem de Arapları kapsayacak bir 
devletin kurulmasını öngören planlarının hiçbir başarı şansının olmadığını 
anladıklarında ve ardından 1947’de bu topraklardan çekilmeye karar verdiklerinde, 
buradaki arazinin yalnızca yüzde 7’si Yahudilere ait bulunmaktaydı.  

İngiltere 1947’de ‘Filistin Sorunu’ nu’ çözme sorumluluğunu 1945’te kurulmuş 
olan Birleşmiş Milletler’ e (BM) devretti. Bu dönemde İngilizlerin teşvik ve 
gözetimindeki kitlesel Yahudi göçlerine rağmen, Filistin topraklarında yaşayan 
yaklaşık 2 milyonluk nüfusun üçte ikisi Araplardan oluşmaktaydı (Anglo-American 
Committee of Inquiry, 1946). BM Genel Kurulu 29 Kasım 1947’de Filistin’in 
Yahudiler ve Araplar arasında taksimini, buna karşılık Kudüs’ün ‘uluslararası şehir’ 
statüsüne konmasını öngören 181 sayılı Taksim Kararı’nı kabul etmiştir (UN General 
Assembly, 1947). Hem Filistinliler hem de Arap ülkeleri ve İslam dünyası, Arap 
çoğunluğun hâkimiyetinde tek bir Filistin devletini öngörmekten uzak olan bu 
plana şiddetle karşı çıkmışlardır. Dahası, bu taksim kararı Filistin topraklarının 

     
 

 

yüzde 56,5’ini nüfusun üçte birini oluşturan Yahudilere bırakmıştır. Filistin 
trajedisinin bir ‘ihanetler silsilesi’ olarak her daim derinleşmesi, işte bu 
‘uluslararası’ bağlam içinde düşünülmelidir. Taksim Kararı’ndan hemen sonra 
Filistin’deki Siyonist silahlı çeteler Yahudilere tahsis edilen topraklarda yaşayan 
Filistinli Araplara karşı harekete geçerek, buralardaki Arap varlığına son vermek 
amacıyla ‘etnik temizliğe’ hız vermişlerdir. Nitekim Taksim kararı sonrasında 
Filistinlilere bırakılmış ve fakat Yahudilere tahsis edilen topraklarla kuşatılmış olan 
Yafa ve Akra gibi yerleşim yerleri Siyonist çetelerce işgal edilmiş, Yahudilere 
bırakılan topraklarda yaşayan birçok Arap köy ve kasabası ise saldırıya uğramıştır. 
Bunlardan birisi olan Deir Yasin köyüne yönelik olarak 9 Nisan 1948’de İrgun 
çetesince gerçekleştirilen saldırılar sonucunda 254 Filistinli katledilmiştir (Garaudy, 
1983: 49-51). Bütün bu olaylar yaşanırken, İngiliz manda yönetimi Filistin’den 14 
Mayıs 1948’de çekilmiş, aynı gün İsrail devletinin kuruluşu ilân edilmiştir. 

1.2 BM’nin varlık nedeni ve İslam dünyası için anlamı 
Birleşmiş Milletler ‘evrensel’ bir örgüt olma iddiasıyla İkinci Dünya Savaşı’nın sona 
ermesinden kısa bir süre sonra 1945’te, hususiyetle ABD’nin ve İngiltere’nin 
öncülüğünde, bu savaşı kazanan büyük güçlerce kurulmuştur. Nitekim savaşın 
‘galipleri’ olan ABD, İngiltere, Fransa, Sovyetler Birliği ve Çin, İkinci Dünya Savaşı 
gibi bir ‘büyük’ savaşın patlak vermesini önlemek amacıyla beraberce kendilerini 
bu organ içinde ‘imtiyazlı’ konuma yerleştirmişlerdir. Nitekim BM’nin uluslararası 
barış ve güvenliği muhafaza etmeyi hedefleyen birincil hedefini hayata geçirmek 
üzere Güvenlik Konseyi’ni kurarken, bu ülkeler kendilerini başkalarından ‘daha 
eşit’ bir konuma yükselttiler. Nitekim söz konusu beş devlet hem zaman içinde üye 
sayısı 15’e yükseltilen Konsey içinde kendilerine ‘daimî üye’ statüsü verdiler, hem 
de istemedikleri herhangi bir karar tasarısının kabulünü, tüm diğerleri olumlu oy 
verse bile imkânsız kılan ‘veto yetkisi’ ne sahip oldular. BM’yi bir bakıma Milletler 
Cemiyeti’nin (kuruluş: 1919; faaliyete geçiş: 1920) devamı olarak kuran hâkim 
güçler, bu yeni örgütün, aynı zamanda, uluslararası sorunların barışçıl yollarla 
çözümünü ve genel olarak devletlerarasında her alanda uluslararası işbirliğini 
teşvik etmesini hedeflediler. 

BM’nin başta gelen misyonlarından birisi, sömürgeciliğin sona ermesi 
sonrasında özellikle 1950’li ve 60’lı yıllarda zuhur eden yeni devletlerin ulus-devlet 
formatı içinde Batı hâkimiyetinde olan ve çoğu zaman Batılı çıkarları yansıtan 
uluslararası düzene ‘uyumunu’ garanti altına almaktı. BM’nin hem barışa hem de 
başka hususlara ilişkin yaslandığı temel felsefe, daha ziyade Batılı kapitalist, 
seküler ve liberal/bireyci dünya görüşü üzerine bina edilmişti. Daha âdil ve 
hakkaniyetli bir dünya düzeni kurmak ya da farklı dinlerin ve medeniyetlerin sahip 
olduğu değerleri tüm insanlık kazanımı olarak BM’nin esas aldığı değerler sistemi 
içine yerleştirmek, BM’nin gözettiği amaçlar olmaktan uzaktı. Tüm uluslararası 
sorun ve meseleleri tartışma ve bunlara ilişkin karar alma yetkisine sahip olan ve 
(başlangıçta 50 kadar olan ve çoğunluğu Avrupa’daki ve Amerika kıtasındaki 
devletlerden müteşekkil) tüm üye devletlerin içinde temsil imkânı bulduğu bir BM 
organı olarak Genel Kurul’un alacağı kararlar, Güvenlik Konseyi kararlarından farklı 
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olarak, ‘bağlayıcı’ olmayacaktı. Kısaca ifade etmek gerekirse, 1945 sonrasında 
şekillenen uluslararası düzenin en mühim aktörlerinden olan BM, Batı coğrafyası 
dışında yer alan devletlerin, hâkim güçlerce ‘denetim ve gözetim altına alınması’ 
için hayatî bir önemi haizdi.  

Dahası, İslam dünyasına müteallik meselelerde/sorunlarda BM’nin Soğuk 
Savaş süresince (kabaca 1947-1990 arası) ve Soğuk Savaş sonrasında aldığı tutuma 
bakıldığında, özellikle şu iki hususa dikkat çekmek kaçınılmaz olmaktadır:  birincisi, 
genelde Müslüman bir devletin ya da topluluğun başka aktörlerce mağdur edildiği 
durumlarda (saldırıya uğrama, tehdit, şantaj, baskı), BM, soruna çoğu zaman 
bigâne kalmış, çözüm yolunda ciddî bir çaba göstermemiştir.1 Buna karşılık, 
herhangi bir başka aktöre karşı  saldırgan  politikalar izleyen bir Müslüman devlet 
söz konusu olduğunda, genellikle BM sisteminin harekete geçerek bu aktörü 
cezalandırdığı gözlenmiştir. Bu hususta birkaç örnek meramımızı anlatmak için 
herhalde yeterli olacaktır: Hindistan ile Pakistan’ın İngiliz sömürge yönetiminden 
kurtulup bağımsızlığa kavuştuğu 1947 yılında, tarafların aralarındaki anlaşmaya 
aykırı olarak, Hint ordusunun Müslüman çoğunluklu Keşmir’i işgali karşısında, hem 
Genel Kurul hem de Güvenlik Konseyi Hindistan’a karşı ‘etkili’ bir karar almaktan 
uzak kalmıştır. Soğuk Savaş sonrası dönemde, ABD’nin, önce Afganistan’ı (2001), 
sonra Irak’ı (2003) işgali karşısında BM herhangi bir tepki göstermemiştir. Buna 
karşılık, 1990’da Irak’ın Kuveyt’i işgali karşısında BM Güvenlik Konseyi hiç vakit 
kaybetmeden harekete geçerek Irak’ı cezalandırıcı kararlar almış, ardından da 
Kuveyt’i Irak’a karşı savunmaya ‘istekli’ olan devletlere savaş yetkisi vermiştir. 
Hem geçmişte hem de bugün, Güvenlik Konseyi’nin daimî üyeleri başta olmak 
üzere, BM içinde hâkim olan güçler, İslam dünyasının birleşik bir irade ortaya 
koymasını engellemeyi, bir Müslüman devletin ziyadesiyle güçlenmesini imkânsız 
kılmayı ve genel olarak Müslüman devletlerarasında ihtilaflı konuların 
sürüncemede bırakılmasını önemli stratejik hedefler olarak belirlemiş 
görünmektedir.  

Bütün bu hakikatlerin Filistin sorunu bağlamında BM içindeki karar süreçleri 
ele alınırken hatırda tutulması uygun olacaktır. Daha açık bir ifade ile Filistin 
sorununun BM içindeki serencamını ortaya koymak, bir bakıma, İslam dünyasının 
küresel tahakküm düzeni karşısındaki mağduriyetini anlamamız açısından hayatî 
önemi olan, hatta bir nevi ‘turnusol kâğıdı’ işlevi gören ‘örnek olay’ niteliğindedir. 

1.3 BM hukuk düzeninde self-determinasyon hakkı ve ülke kazanım hukuku 
İkinci Dünya Savaşı sonrasında şekillenen ve BM Kurucu Antlaşması’nın (United 
Nations, 1945) merkezinde yer aldığı ‘yeni’ uluslararası hukuk düzeninde, ülke 
kazanımı hususunda geleneksel uluslararası hukukun yüzyıllar boyunca 
benimsemiş olduğu ‘etkililik’ ilkesi, yerini yasallık ve meşruiyet ilkelerine terk 
etmiştir. Dönem içinde şekillenen antlaşmalar hukukuna bakıldığında, askerî işgal 
yoluyla toprak kazanımının 1945 sonrasında açıkça yasaklandığı görülecektir. 
Nitekim BM Antlaşması’nın 2(4)üncü maddesi devletlerin uluslararası ilişkilerinde 
askerî güce başvurmasını şu ifadelerle açıkça yasaklamaktadır: “Tüm üyeler, 
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herhangi bir başka aktöre karşı  saldırgan  politikalar izleyen bir Müslüman devlet 
söz konusu olduğunda, genellikle BM sisteminin harekete geçerek bu aktörü 
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kurtulup bağımsızlığa kavuştuğu 1947 yılında, tarafların aralarındaki anlaşmaya 
aykırı olarak, Hint ordusunun Müslüman çoğunluklu Keşmir’i işgali karşısında, hem 
Genel Kurul hem de Güvenlik Konseyi Hindistan’a karşı ‘etkili’ bir karar almaktan 
uzak kalmıştır. Soğuk Savaş sonrası dönemde, ABD’nin, önce Afganistan’ı (2001), 
sonra Irak’ı (2003) işgali karşısında BM herhangi bir tepki göstermemiştir. Buna 
karşılık, 1990’da Irak’ın Kuveyt’i işgali karşısında BM Güvenlik Konseyi hiç vakit 
kaybetmeden harekete geçerek Irak’ı cezalandırıcı kararlar almış, ardından da 
Kuveyt’i Irak’a karşı savunmaya ‘istekli’ olan devletlere savaş yetkisi vermiştir. 
Hem geçmişte hem de bugün, Güvenlik Konseyi’nin daimî üyeleri başta olmak 
üzere, BM içinde hâkim olan güçler, İslam dünyasının birleşik bir irade ortaya 
koymasını engellemeyi, bir Müslüman devletin ziyadesiyle güçlenmesini imkânsız 
kılmayı ve genel olarak Müslüman devletlerarasında ihtilaflı konuların 
sürüncemede bırakılmasını önemli stratejik hedefler olarak belirlemiş 
görünmektedir.  

Bütün bu hakikatlerin Filistin sorunu bağlamında BM içindeki karar süreçleri 
ele alınırken hatırda tutulması uygun olacaktır. Daha açık bir ifade ile Filistin 
sorununun BM içindeki serencamını ortaya koymak, bir bakıma, İslam dünyasının 
küresel tahakküm düzeni karşısındaki mağduriyetini anlamamız açısından hayatî 
önemi olan, hatta bir nevi ‘turnusol kâğıdı’ işlevi gören ‘örnek olay’ niteliğindedir. 

1.3 BM hukuk düzeninde self-determinasyon hakkı ve ülke kazanım hukuku 
İkinci Dünya Savaşı sonrasında şekillenen ve BM Kurucu Antlaşması’nın (United 
Nations, 1945) merkezinde yer aldığı ‘yeni’ uluslararası hukuk düzeninde, ülke 
kazanımı hususunda geleneksel uluslararası hukukun yüzyıllar boyunca 
benimsemiş olduğu ‘etkililik’ ilkesi, yerini yasallık ve meşruiyet ilkelerine terk 
etmiştir. Dönem içinde şekillenen antlaşmalar hukukuna bakıldığında, askerî işgal 
yoluyla toprak kazanımının 1945 sonrasında açıkça yasaklandığı görülecektir. 
Nitekim BM Antlaşması’nın 2(4)üncü maddesi devletlerin uluslararası ilişkilerinde 
askerî güce başvurmasını şu ifadelerle açıkça yasaklamaktadır: “Tüm üyeler, 

     
 

 

uluslararası ilişkilerinde gerek herhangi bir başka devletin toprak bütünlüğüne ya da 
siyasal bağımsızlığına karşı, gerek Birleşmiş Milletler’ in Amaçları ile bağdaşmayacak 
herhangi bir biçimde kuvvet kullanma tehdidine ya da kuvvet kullanılmasına 
başvurmaktan kaçınırlar.” Öte yandan, BM Genel Kurulunca konsensüsle 
(oydaşma ile) kabul edilen 1970 tarihli Dostça İlişkiler Bildirgesi’ne göre, “askerî 
güç kullanım tehdidinden ya da kullanımından kaynaklanan hiçbir toprak kazanımı 
yasal sayılmayacaktır” (UN General Assembly, 1970). Devletlerin (çoğunluğunun) 
belli bir hususta benzer bir davranış içine girmesi sonucu zuhur eden teamül 
hukuku (yapılageliş) kurallarına bakıldığında da, bundan farklı bir sonuç 
çıkmamaktadır. Nitekim askerî işgal yoluyla ülke kazanımına ilişkin olarak 
oluşturulan fiilî durumların uluslararası hukukça tasdik edilmemesi gerektiği 
hususu, başta devletler, uluslararası toplum içindeki aktörlerin kahir ekseriyetince 
benimsenen yaklaşım olmuştur. Bu gelişmeye sebebiyet veren ana değişim 
dinamiği ise, İkinci Dünya Savaşı sonrasında uluslararası toplum içinde husule 
gelen kapsamlı dönüşüm olmuştur (Cassese, 2008: 286). Bu ‘yeni’ yaklaşım 
uluslararası hukukun birçok başka alanı için de benimsenen ortak tutum olmuş, bu 
durum uluslararası hukuku dönüştürmüştür (Cassese, 2008). 

İkinci Dünya Savaşı sonrasında şekillenen uluslararası hukuk düzeninin en 
önemli normlarından birisi de, sömürge yönetimi ya da işgal altında olan halklara 
bağımsızlık verilmesini öngören self-determinasyon hakkı (yani, her halkın kendi 
geleceğini özgürce belirleme hakkı) olmuştur. Toprakları Siyonist güçlerce hem 
işgal edilmiş hem de sömürgeci-yerleşimciliğin mağduru olmuş bir halk olarak 
Filistinlilerin böyle bir hakka sahip olduğu açıktı. Ne var ki, belirtmek gerekir ki, 
Filistinlilerin self-determinasyon hakkı aslında daha erken bir tarihte mevcut 
bulunmaktaydı. Filistin halkının en başta self-determinasyon hakkına dayalı olarak, 
bağımsız devlet kurma hakkı, I. Dünya Savaşı’ndan hemen sonra zuhur etmiş 
bulunmaktaydı.  O hâlde, uluslararası hukuk ve politika açısından çok önemli bir 
nokta, Filistin halkının, self-determinasyon hakkının, İkinci Dünya Savaşı 
sonrasında modern uluslararası hukukun bir parçası olmasından önce ve ondan 
bağımsız olarak mevcut olduğu gerçeğidir. Filistin’in A grubu manda rejimi içinde 
olması, mandater devlet olan İngiltere’nin hem siyasî hem de hukukî olarak Filistin 
halkına bağımsızlık verme yükümlülüğü altında olduğu gerçeğine işaret 
etmekteydi. Filistinlilere yönelik bu taahhüt İkinci Dünya Savaşı sonrasındaki 
sömürge-karşıtı ulusal kurtuluş hareketlerinin daha genel mücadelesinin bir 
bakıma öncülü olmuş, böylece self-determinasyon hakkı uluslararası hukukun 
temel bir normu olarak zuhur etmiştir (Falk, 2009: XI). Nitekim self-determinasyon 
hakkı, hem egemenliğe ilişkin uluslararası hukuk normları içinde hem de insan 
hakları çerçevesinde birçok önemli uluslararası hukuk metninde kendisine bu 
dönemde yer bulmuştur. Söz gelimi, 1966’da BM Genel Kurulunca kabul edilen ikiz 
insan hakları sözleşmelerinin (Medenî ve Siyasî Haklar Uluslararası Sözleşmesi; 
İktisadî, Sosyal ve Kültürel Haklar Uluslararası Sözleşmesi) 1. maddesinde self-
determinasyon hakkına yer verilmiştir (UN General Assembly, 1966a). 
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2. 1948-1949 ARAP-İSRAİL SAVAŞI SIRASINDA İŞGAL EDİLEN FİLİSTİN 
TOPRAKLARI, BM’NİN TUTUMU VE ULUSLARARASI HUKUK 
Güvenlik Konseyi, hem 1948-1949 Arap-İsrail Savaşı sırasında hem de 1949-1967 
arası dönemde, İsrail’in Filistin topraklarını işgali karşısında, ateşkes çağrıları 
yapmanın dışında, dengeleri değiştirici nitelikte kararlar almamıştır. Konsey, 
Taksim Planı’nda Filistin tarafına tahsis edilen toprakların (% 43) yaklaşık yarısının, 
planın açıklanmasından bir müddet sonra önce Siyonist terör gruplarınca, 
ardından İsrail devletinin 1948’de kurulmasını takip eden 1948-1949 Arap-İsrail 
Savaşı sırasında İsrail ordularınca işgali karşısında, bu kazanımları geri çevirmek 
amacıyla Siyonist devlete geri çekilme çağrısı yapan ve/veya söz gelimi, 
çekilmemesi halinde bu ülkeye karşı ambargo uygulanmasını öngören herhangi bir 
karar almamıştır. Bu pasif tutum 1949-1967 arasındaki dönemde de devam 
etmiştir. Bunun en önemli nedeni, kapitalist Batı ile sosyalist Doğu Bloğu 
arasındaki kutuplaşmanın tetiklediği Soğuk Savaş nedeniyle Güvenlik 
Konseyi’ndeki karar mekanizmasının kilitlenmiş olmasıydı. O nedenle, Konsey 
üyeleri bu dönemde Siyonist işgalci rejime karşı ortak bir tutum geliştirememiştir. 

BM Genel Kurulu hem 1948-1949 Arap-İsrail Savaşı sırasında hem de 
sonrasında saldırgan İsrail karşısında Güvenlik Konseyi gibi açık bir tutum almaktan 
kaçınmıştır. Genel Kurul’un bu pasif tavrı 1967’ye dek hem Doğu Kudüs hem de 
işgal edilen diğer Filistin toprakları için söz konusu olmuştur. 1949-1967 arası 
dönemde zaman zaman bazı Arap ülkeleri ve Katolik ülkeler BM Genel Kurulu’na 
hem Kudüs’ün statüsüne hem de diğer bölgelere ilişkin olarak önceki kararlarını ve 
taahhütlerini hatırlatmaktan geri durmamışlardır. Ne var ki, bu girişimler Genel 
Kurul çoğunluğunun Kudüs’e (ve başka Filistin topraklarına) ilişkin karar almasına 
yol açmamıştır.  

1949’da Arap-İsrail savaşı sonunda belirlenen ateşkes hattının İsrail’in sınırları 
hâline geleceğini aslında hemen hiç kimse beklemiyordu. Aksine, İsrail’in, söz 
konusu ateşkes hattından çekilmesine ilişkin müzakerelere başlaması ve böylece 
Siyonist devletin bir müddet sonra 1947’de BM Genel Kurulunca kabul edilmiş olan 
Taksim Planı’nın belirlemiş olduğu sınırların dışına çıkan toprak kazanımlarından 
vaz geçmesi beklenmekteydi. Nitekim hem BM bünyesinde oluşturulmuş bulunan 
Filistin Uzlaştırma Komisyonu hem de İsrail’in başta gelen destekçisi olan ABD, 
İsrail’in savaş sonunda ele geçirdiği Filistin topraklarından çekileceği beklentisi 
içindeydi. Gerçekten de, ABD bile, İsrail’in Filistin topraklarındaki yayılmacı 
emellerinin ortaya çıkmasından sonra, bu durumdan bir ölçüde kaygı duymuştur 
(Kattan, 2009: 238). Ne var ki, hem Soğuk Savaş döneminin başat özelliği olan 
Doğu-Batı blokları arasındaki kutuplaşma ve güç rekabeti, hem de İsrail’in 
Batı/Amerikan emperyalizmi için çok ‘yararlı bir ortak’ olduğunun anlaşılması 
nedeniyle, BM’nin İsrail’e karşı harekete geçirilmesi hususunda, başta ABD, hâkim 
güçlerce gerekli çaba gösterilmemiştir.  

1948-1949 Arap-İsrail Savaşı sonrasında İsrail’in BM Daimî Büyükelçisi Abba 
Eban, BM platformlarında vermiş olduğu demeçlerde, her ne kadar Taksim 
Planı’nın artık hükümsüz olduğunu ve o nedenle İsrail için bir bağlayıcılık ifade 
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arasındaki kutuplaşmanın tetiklediği Soğuk Savaş nedeniyle Güvenlik 
Konseyi’ndeki karar mekanizmasının kilitlenmiş olmasıydı. O nedenle, Konsey 
üyeleri bu dönemde Siyonist işgalci rejime karşı ortak bir tutum geliştirememiştir. 
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sonrasında saldırgan İsrail karşısında Güvenlik Konseyi gibi açık bir tutum almaktan 
kaçınmıştır. Genel Kurul’un bu pasif tavrı 1967’ye dek hem Doğu Kudüs hem de 
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hem Kudüs’ün statüsüne hem de diğer bölgelere ilişkin olarak önceki kararlarını ve 
taahhütlerini hatırlatmaktan geri durmamışlardır. Ne var ki, bu girişimler Genel 
Kurul çoğunluğunun Kudüs’e (ve başka Filistin topraklarına) ilişkin karar almasına 
yol açmamıştır.  

1949’da Arap-İsrail savaşı sonunda belirlenen ateşkes hattının İsrail’in sınırları 
hâline geleceğini aslında hemen hiç kimse beklemiyordu. Aksine, İsrail’in, söz 
konusu ateşkes hattından çekilmesine ilişkin müzakerelere başlaması ve böylece 
Siyonist devletin bir müddet sonra 1947’de BM Genel Kurulunca kabul edilmiş olan 
Taksim Planı’nın belirlemiş olduğu sınırların dışına çıkan toprak kazanımlarından 
vaz geçmesi beklenmekteydi. Nitekim hem BM bünyesinde oluşturulmuş bulunan 
Filistin Uzlaştırma Komisyonu hem de İsrail’in başta gelen destekçisi olan ABD, 
İsrail’in savaş sonunda ele geçirdiği Filistin topraklarından çekileceği beklentisi 
içindeydi. Gerçekten de, ABD bile, İsrail’in Filistin topraklarındaki yayılmacı 
emellerinin ortaya çıkmasından sonra, bu durumdan bir ölçüde kaygı duymuştur 
(Kattan, 2009: 238). Ne var ki, hem Soğuk Savaş döneminin başat özelliği olan 
Doğu-Batı blokları arasındaki kutuplaşma ve güç rekabeti, hem de İsrail’in 
Batı/Amerikan emperyalizmi için çok ‘yararlı bir ortak’ olduğunun anlaşılması 
nedeniyle, BM’nin İsrail’e karşı harekete geçirilmesi hususunda, başta ABD, hâkim 
güçlerce gerekli çaba gösterilmemiştir.  

1948-1949 Arap-İsrail Savaşı sonrasında İsrail’in BM Daimî Büyükelçisi Abba 
Eban, BM platformlarında vermiş olduğu demeçlerde, her ne kadar Taksim 
Planı’nın artık hükümsüz olduğunu ve o nedenle İsrail için bir bağlayıcılık ifade 

     
 

 

etmediğini ifade etmişse de, BM’nin onayı olmaksızın Kudüs’ün hukukî statüsünün 
İsrail tarafından tek taraflı olarak değiştirilmesinin söz konusu olamayacağını kabul 
etmiştir. O hâlde, açıktır ki, İsrail, BM’nin onayı ve kabulü olmaksızın, Kudüs’e 
ilişkin nihaî bir düzenleme arayışına girmeme hususunda taahhütte bulunmuştur 
(Cassese, 2008: 277). Bu da demektir ki, İsrail’in ne Doğu ne de Batı Kudüs’teki 
egemenlik iddiası, BM’nin tasdiki olmaksızın herhangi bir hukukî geçerliliğe sahip 
değildir (Cassese, 2008: 278).  

İsrail, uluslararası hukukça yasaklanmış bir ülke edinme biçimi olan ‘askerî 
işgal’ yoluyla 1948-1949 savaşında, başka bir kısım Filistin topraklarının yanı sıra, 
Batı Kudüs’ü ele geçirmiştir. Bu noktada belirtmek gerekir ki, 1940’lı ve 1950’li 
yıllarda İsrail’i tanıyan devletler, İsrail’in bu işgalini de ‘tanımış’ olmamaktaydı. 
Nitekim bu dönemde İsrail’i tanıyan ve onunla diplomatik ilişkiye giren devletler 
genellikle elçiliklerini Tel Aviv’de tutmuşlardır. İsrail’in onlarca yıldır de facto (fiilî) 
olarak kendi kontrolü altında tuttuğu Batı Kudüs’ün statüsü bugün de belirsizliğini 
korumaktadır. Dahası, İsrail, 1980’de Kudüs’ü İsrail’in bölünmez ve ebedî başkenti 
ilân ettiği hâlde, o tarihten sonra da İsrail’i tanıyan devletlerin büyük çoğunluğu 
büyükelçiliklerini Tel Aviv’den Kudüs’e taşımaktan uzak durmuşlardır (Quigley, 
1994: 21). 

Uluslararası hukuka göre, (bir ülkeye/toprak parçasına yönelik) ‘işgal’, güç 
sahibi bir aktörün (örneğin, devlet) kendisine ait olmayan bir toprak parçası 
üzerinde, oradaki egemen gücün muhalefetine rağmen, etkili bir denetim 
kurmasıdır. 1907 tarihli IV. Lahey Sözleşmesi’ne ekli Tüzüğün 42. maddesine göre, 
“bir toprağın işgal altında olduğuna ilişkin değerlendirme, oranın hasım bir gücün 
yetkisi altına girmesi durumunda söz konusu olur” (Hague Convention, 1907). 
Uluslararası hukuka göre, her işgal bir uluslararası hukuk ihlâlidir. Bunun yanı sıra, 
işgale konu olan topraklarda yaşayan halkın self-determinasyon hakkı, işgal 
nedeniyle ayaklar altına alınmış olur (Wilde, 2021: 38-42). Öte yandan, bir fiilin 
uluslararası hukukun öngördüğü biçimde ‘işgal’ olduğunun kabulü için işgalci 
gücün belli bir toprak parçasını işgal ettiğini resmen kabulü gerekmez. Bir başka 
deyişle, belli bir toprak parçası üzerinde vuku bulan işgale ilişkin olarak uluslararası 
hukukun öngörmüş olduğu kural ve ilkelerin uygulanması için, işgalci gücün söz 
konusu de facto işgalini ille de ‘tanıması’/kabul etmesi gerekmez.   

İsrail, 1948-1949 Arap-İsrail savaşında Batı Kudüs’ü işgalinin, bu savaş 
sırasında Doğu Kudüs’ü ele geçiren Ürdün’e karşı İsrail’in almak zorunda kaldığı 
(BM Antlaşması’nın 51. maddesinde tanımlandığı üzere) bir meşru müdafaa tedbiri 
niteliğinde olduğunu ileri sürmüştür. Siyonist devletin bu savaşta (bu iddia doğru 
olmamakla birlikte) Ürdün’e karşı meşru müdafaa hakkını kullandığı kabul edilse 
bile, bu durum İsrail’in Batı Kudüs üzerindeki işgalinin ve ardından egemenlik 
iddiasının yasal bir temele dayandığını ortaya koymamaktadır. Uluslararası hukuka 
göre, meşru müdafaa hakkı, bir devletin, silahlı bir saldırıya karşı kendi topraklarını, 
saldırgana karşı güç kullanarak savunması anlamına gelmektedir. Buna karşılık, 
meşru müdafaa hakkını kullanan bir devletin başka bir devletin topraklarını işgali 
yasaklanmıştır. İkinci Dünya Savaşı sonrasında gelişen uluslararası hukuka göre, 
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askerî güç kullanımı yoluyla ülke kazanımı yasa dışıdır. Bu durum, daha önce başka 
bir devletçe yasa dışı olarak elde tutulan topraklar/ülke için de geçerlidir. Yasa dışı 
askerî güç kullanımına ve işgale ilişkin uluslararası hukukun getirmiş olduğu 
yasaklar, bu hususta herhangi bir kuşkuya yer vermemektedir (Cassese, 2008: 280).   

BM’nin sırasıyla İsrail’in ve Ürdün’ün Batı ve Doğu Kudüs’ü işgali karşısında 
sesini çıkarmamış olması, bu örgütün bu konuda tarafların iddialarını 
desteklemesine karine teşkil etmez. BM içinde Soğuk Savaş’ın ve çift kutuplu 
uluslararası sistemin hâkim olduğu bir tarihî dönemeçte, bu hususta ne yapılması 
gerektiği hususunda üyeler arasında siyasî mutabakata varılamamış olması 
karşısında, BM, bu iki devletin Kudüs üzerindeki de facto denetimini –de jure değil- 
‘kerhen’ kabul etmiştir denebilir (Cassese, 2008: 280). Hakîkatte, ne Ürdün ne de 
İsrail, Kudüs üzerinde yasal olarak egemen yetkilere sahip olmuştur. 

3. 1967’DEKİ ALTI GÜN SAVAŞI, DOĞU KUDÜS’ÜN İŞGALİ, BM’NİN TUTUMU VE 
ULUSLARARASI HUKUK 
BM Güvenlik Konseyi’ndeki daimî üyelerin büyük çoğunluğunun Batılı devletler 
oluşu ve daimî üyelerden birisi olan Çin’in 1971 yılına dek Batı yanlısı milliyetçi Çin 
yönetimince temsil edilmesi karşısında, Filistinlilerin mağduriyetine bir ölçüde 
sempati besleyen Sovyetler Birliği, diğer üyelerin genelde Batı-yanlısı yaklaşımları 
karşısında Konsey içinde etkili bir rol oynayamamıştır. Uluslararası toplumun ve 
BM üyelerinin sayısal ağırlığı 1960’ların ortalarında Batı-dışı coğrafyalarda bulunan 
devletlere geçtiği hâlde, Güvenlik Konseyi’nin kompozisyonu ve karar alma biçimi 
ne Soğuk Savaş döneminde ne de 1990 sonrasında anlamlı bir değişikliğe 
uğramıştır. Nitekim Güvenlik Konseyi 1940’ların sonlarından bugüne dek İsrail’in 
askerî saldırganlıkları, toprak işgalleri ve ilhakları, yerleşimci sömürgeciliği, işlediği 
sayısız savaş suçları ile insanlığa aykırı suçlarına karşı ‘etkili’ ve ‘sonuç getirici’ 
tedbirler almaktan uzak durmuştur. 

Nitekim Haziran 1967’de İsrail’in Mısır’a ani bir hava saldırısı ile patlak veren 
Altı Gün Savaşı sonrasında BM Güvenlik Konseyi’nin kabul etmiş olduğu 242 sayılı 
karar (UN Security Council, 1967), bu ‘pasifliğin’ ibret verici bir örneği olmuştur. 22 
Kasım 1967’de, yani söz konuş savaştan yaklaşık 5,5 ay kadar sonra, Konsey’ce 242 
sayılı karar kabul edilmiştir. Söz konusu kararda “savaş yoluyla toprak kazanımının 
kabul edilmezliği” ifade edilmiş ve “İsrail silahlı güçlerinin son savaşta işgal edilen 
topraklardan çekilmesi” istenmiştir. Bu karar çerçevesinde İsrail’in ordularını Batı 
Şeria, Doğu Kudüs ve Gazze’den çekmesi, hukukî bir zorunluluk teşkil etmekteydi. 
Ne var ki, Konsey, 242 sayılı kararı kabul ederek Siyonist devletin işgal ettiği 
topraklardan çekilmesini talep ettiğinde bile, hakikatte İsrail’in menfaatine uygun 
bir tutum almaktan geri durmamıştır. Söz konusu karar konumuz açısından en az 
iki nedenle oldukça ‘sorunlu’ görünmektedir: birincisi, bu karar, İsrail’in 1967 
öncesindeki Filistin topraklarındaki işgallerini âdeta tescil edercesine, kendisini 
sadece “son savaş” la sınırlamıştır. Başka bir deyişle, önce Siyonist çetelerin, 
devletleştikten sonra İsrail’in gasp ettiği Filistin topraklarındaki fiilî hâkimiyeti 
Konsey tarafından sorgulanmamıştır; ikincisi, 242 sayılı karar, İsrail’in 1967 
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askerî güç kullanımı yoluyla ülke kazanımı yasa dışıdır. Bu durum, daha önce başka 
bir devletçe yasa dışı olarak elde tutulan topraklar/ülke için de geçerlidir. Yasa dışı 
askerî güç kullanımına ve işgale ilişkin uluslararası hukukun getirmiş olduğu 
yasaklar, bu hususta herhangi bir kuşkuya yer vermemektedir (Cassese, 2008: 280).   

BM’nin sırasıyla İsrail’in ve Ürdün’ün Batı ve Doğu Kudüs’ü işgali karşısında 
sesini çıkarmamış olması, bu örgütün bu konuda tarafların iddialarını 
desteklemesine karine teşkil etmez. BM içinde Soğuk Savaş’ın ve çift kutuplu 
uluslararası sistemin hâkim olduğu bir tarihî dönemeçte, bu hususta ne yapılması 
gerektiği hususunda üyeler arasında siyasî mutabakata varılamamış olması 
karşısında, BM, bu iki devletin Kudüs üzerindeki de facto denetimini –de jure değil- 
‘kerhen’ kabul etmiştir denebilir (Cassese, 2008: 280). Hakîkatte, ne Ürdün ne de 
İsrail, Kudüs üzerinde yasal olarak egemen yetkilere sahip olmuştur. 

3. 1967’DEKİ ALTI GÜN SAVAŞI, DOĞU KUDÜS’ÜN İŞGALİ, BM’NİN TUTUMU VE 
ULUSLARARASI HUKUK 
BM Güvenlik Konseyi’ndeki daimî üyelerin büyük çoğunluğunun Batılı devletler 
oluşu ve daimî üyelerden birisi olan Çin’in 1971 yılına dek Batı yanlısı milliyetçi Çin 
yönetimince temsil edilmesi karşısında, Filistinlilerin mağduriyetine bir ölçüde 
sempati besleyen Sovyetler Birliği, diğer üyelerin genelde Batı-yanlısı yaklaşımları 
karşısında Konsey içinde etkili bir rol oynayamamıştır. Uluslararası toplumun ve 
BM üyelerinin sayısal ağırlığı 1960’ların ortalarında Batı-dışı coğrafyalarda bulunan 
devletlere geçtiği hâlde, Güvenlik Konseyi’nin kompozisyonu ve karar alma biçimi 
ne Soğuk Savaş döneminde ne de 1990 sonrasında anlamlı bir değişikliğe 
uğramıştır. Nitekim Güvenlik Konseyi 1940’ların sonlarından bugüne dek İsrail’in 
askerî saldırganlıkları, toprak işgalleri ve ilhakları, yerleşimci sömürgeciliği, işlediği 
sayısız savaş suçları ile insanlığa aykırı suçlarına karşı ‘etkili’ ve ‘sonuç getirici’ 
tedbirler almaktan uzak durmuştur. 

Nitekim Haziran 1967’de İsrail’in Mısır’a ani bir hava saldırısı ile patlak veren 
Altı Gün Savaşı sonrasında BM Güvenlik Konseyi’nin kabul etmiş olduğu 242 sayılı 
karar (UN Security Council, 1967), bu ‘pasifliğin’ ibret verici bir örneği olmuştur. 22 
Kasım 1967’de, yani söz konuş savaştan yaklaşık 5,5 ay kadar sonra, Konsey’ce 242 
sayılı karar kabul edilmiştir. Söz konusu kararda “savaş yoluyla toprak kazanımının 
kabul edilmezliği” ifade edilmiş ve “İsrail silahlı güçlerinin son savaşta işgal edilen 
topraklardan çekilmesi” istenmiştir. Bu karar çerçevesinde İsrail’in ordularını Batı 
Şeria, Doğu Kudüs ve Gazze’den çekmesi, hukukî bir zorunluluk teşkil etmekteydi. 
Ne var ki, Konsey, 242 sayılı kararı kabul ederek Siyonist devletin işgal ettiği 
topraklardan çekilmesini talep ettiğinde bile, hakikatte İsrail’in menfaatine uygun 
bir tutum almaktan geri durmamıştır. Söz konusu karar konumuz açısından en az 
iki nedenle oldukça ‘sorunlu’ görünmektedir: birincisi, bu karar, İsrail’in 1967 
öncesindeki Filistin topraklarındaki işgallerini âdeta tescil edercesine, kendisini 
sadece “son savaş” la sınırlamıştır. Başka bir deyişle, önce Siyonist çetelerin, 
devletleştikten sonra İsrail’in gasp ettiği Filistin topraklarındaki fiilî hâkimiyeti 
Konsey tarafından sorgulanmamıştır; ikincisi, 242 sayılı karar, İsrail’in 1967 

     
 

 

savaşında ele geçirdiği topraklardan ‘ne zaman’ çekilmek zorunda olduğunu ve 
çekilmemesi hâlinde nasıl bir yaptırımla karşılaşacağını belirtmekten uzaktır. Bu 
noktada, Konsey, İsrail’i zor durumda bırakmamak için, bu kararı, BM Kurucu 
Antlaşması’nın “uluslararası barış ve güvenliğe yönelik tehdit ve ihlâlleri” ve 
Konsey’in bu tür durumlarda önünde duran seçenekleri düzenleyen VII. Bölümüne 
değil,  sorunu yeterince ‘ciddiye almadığını’ gösterir biçimde, “uluslararası 
uyuşmazlıkların barışçıl çözümü” nü düzenleyen VI. Bölümüne dayandırmıştır. Bu 
durum Konsey açısından 1967 sonrası süreçte saldırgan İsrail’e karşı ‘elini taşın 
altına sokmamak’ için uygun bir ‘hukukî’ bahane teşkil etmiştir. Başka bir deyişle, 
242 sayılı karar, işgalci Siyonist devletin bu karara uyarak işgal ettiği topraklardan 
çekilmemesi hâlinde, bu ülkeye karşı nasıl bir cezaî yaptırım uygulanacağını 
belirtmekten uzak olmuştur. Ne var ki, bu durum bu kararın bağlayıcı olduğunu ve 
aslında İsrail’in bu karara uyması gerektiği gerçeğini değiştirmemektir. Bunun 
nedeni açıktır: BM’nin uluslararası barış ve güvenlik konusunda en güçlü ve etkili 
organı olan Konsey tarafından alınmış olan söz konusu karar, ‘tavsiye’ niteliğinde 
değil ve fakat BM Kurucu Antlaşması’nın 24. ve 25. maddesinde de belirtildiği 
üzere, uyulması gereken bağlayıcı bir yükümlülük niteliğindedir. Üstelik karar, 
İsrail’in işgal ettiği topraklardan çekilmesi gerektiğini ifade etmektedir. Bu kararın 
saldırgan İsrail tarafından hayata geçirilmesi için, onun ille de BM Kurucu 
Antlaşması’nın VII. Bölümü çerçevesinde alınması gerekmemekteydi. Burada 242 
sayılı karara ilişkin olarak vurgulanmak istenen, söz konusu kararın İsrail’in ayak 
sürümesi için bu ülkeye bir bakıma alan açılmasıdır. 

İsrail, 1967 sonrasında, 242 sayılı karara rağmen ve aslında bu kararın 
‘yumuşaklığından’ cesaret alarak, tümüyle işgal ettiği Filistin topraklarından 
çekilmemekte ısrar etmiştir. Sadece bununla yetinmeyen İsrail, aynı zamanda işgal 
ettiği topraklarda ‘yasal’ olarak hüküm sürdüğünü ‘kanıtlamak’ için ‘tuhaf’ 
argümanlar geliştirmekten geri durmamıştır. Siyonist devlete göre, Mısır’la daha 
önce askerî ittifak yapmış olan Ürdün, Altı Gün Savaşı sırasında savaşa müdahil 
olarak, İsrail’e savaş ilân etmiştir. Saldırıya uğradığını iddia eden İsrail, Ürdün’ün 
söz konusu silahlı saldırısı karşısında meşru müdafaa hakkını kullandığını ileri 
sürmüştür. Bu iddianın iler tutar yanı olmadığı açıktır. Birincisi, Altı Gün Savaşı’nda, 
İsrail,  Mısır’a aniden saldırı düzenleyerek savaşı başlatmış olan ‘saldırgan’ 
devlettir. İkincisi, uluslararası hukuka göre, bir silahlı saldırı karşısında saldırıya 
uğrayan devletin başka devletlerle birlikte ‘müşterek’ (kolektif) meşru müdafaa 
hakkı vardır. O nedenle, İsrail saldırısı karşısında Ürdün’ün Mısır’a askerî destek 
vermesi, uluslararası hukuka uygundur. Üçüncüsü, İsrail’in Ürdün’e karşı meşru 
müdafaa hakkını kullandığı iddiası doğru kabul edilse bile, bu durum onun 
Filistinlilere ait toprakları işgalini yasallaştıramaz. Bunun nedeni çok açıktır: meşru 
müdafaa hakkına göre, silahlı bir saldırıya maruz kalması hâlinde, bir devletin kendi 
ülke topraklarını askerî güç kullanarak savunma hakkı vardır. Başka bir deyişle, 
meşru müdafaa hakkı, başkalarına ait toprakların işgaline, velev ki saldırgan 
devletin toprakları olsun ve dahası burada egemenlik iddiasında bulunulmasına 
cevaz vermemektedir. Nitekim uluslararası hukuk bir devletin kendisine ait 
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olmayan bir toprak parçası üzerinde egemenlik kurmasını yasaklamıştır.2 O 
yüzdendir ki, hem BM Genel Kurulu’nun hem de Güvenlik Konseyi’nin 1967 
sonrasında almış olduğu kararlarda, İsrail’in 1967’de işgal etmiş olduğu Filistin 
topraklarındaki varlığının muharip işgalci statüsünde olduğu, bu yüzden de bu 
topraklardaki egemenlik iddialarının geçersiz olduğu, başta Doğu Kudüs olmak 
üzere, bu toprakların statüsünü, demografik yapısını ve kültürel dokusunu 
Yahudiler lehine değiştirme çabalarının yasa dışı olduğu ve Siyonist devletin bu 
çabalarından vaz geçmesi gerektiği ifade edilmiştir. Uluslararası hukuku kendi 
çıkarları doğrultusunda ters yüz etmeyi alışkanlık haline getirmiş olan İsrail’in, işgal 
ettiği Filistin topraklarından çekilmeme gerekçelerinden birisi de, 242 sayılı 
Güvenlik Konseyi kararında, bu devletin 1967’de işgal ettiği ‘tüm’ Filistin 
topraklarından çekilmesinin istenmediği iddiasıdır. Siyonist devlete göre, buna 
Doğu Kudüs de dâhildir (Napolitano & Hakala, 2012: 4). Bu iddianın da temelsiz 
olduğu açıktır, çünkü 242 sayılı kararda, 1967’de işgal edilen ‘tüm’ toprakları kast 
edildiği, hem Konsey kararını kabul eden devletlerin bu husustaki niyetlerinden, 
hem de ilgili maddede kullanılan kelimelerin ya da ifadelerin olağan anlamlarından, 
başka bir yorumun çıkmasının mümkün olmayışından anlaşılabilir.  

Yeni bir Arap-İsrail savaşı (6-25 Ekim 1973) olan Yom Kippur Savaşı sonrasında, 
Güvenlik Konseyi 338 sayılı kararı kabul etmiştir. Bu kararda 1967 yılında yine 
Konseyce kabul edilmiş olan 242 sayılı karara atıfla, Siyonist İsrail’in, 
uygulamamakta ısrar ettiği söz konusu kararın hükümlerini hayata geçirmesi 
istenmiştir (UN Security Council, 1973).  

1967 savaşı sonrasında BM Genel Kurulu’nun hiç olmadığı denli aktif bir tutum 
aldığı görülmüştür. Kurul, düzenli aralıklarla, İsrail’in, Doğu Kudüs dâhil, işgal ettiği 
topraklardan çekilmesini isterken, aynı zamanda Filistin halkının self-
determinasyon hakkı ekseninde bağımsız devlet kurma hakkına vurgu yapmıştır. 
Ne var ki, Genel Kurul kararları bağlayıcı olmadığından, bu kararlar Siyonist devlet 
üzerinde yeterince müessir olmamıştır.  

1967’de patlak veren Alt Gün Savaşı sonunda Filistin topraklarının bütünüyle 
İsrail’in eline geçmesi, pek çok İsraillinin gözünde, askerî üstünlük ve saldırganlığın 
İsrail için tek seçenek olduğu görüşünü pekiştirmiştir. Nitekim 1967 sonrasında, 
aslında İsrail’in istediği şartlar ziyadesiyle mevcut olduğu hâlde, bu devletin, Filistin 
tarafından çok daha fazla kazançlı çıkacağı iki devletli çözüm seçeneğini her 
defasında elinin tersiyle ittiği görülmüştür.  Bunun yerine, İsrail, Filistinliler 
üzerinde baskı oluşturmayı ve tahakküm kurmayı tek strateji olarak benimsemiştir 
(Halper, 2015: 39). 

İsrail, 1967 yılında (komşu Arap ülkelerine ait bir kısım toprakların yanı sıra) 
(Doğu Kudüs dâhil) Batı Şeria ve Gazze’yi işgal ettiğinde, bir askerî kararname 
yayınlayarak işgal topraklarındaki icraatlarında 1949 tarihli Dördüncü Cenevre 
Sözleşmesi’nin hükümlerini dikkate alacağını ilân etmişti (Geneva Convention, 
1949). Ne var ki, bu işgalci devlet kısa süre sonra bu pozisyonundan geri adım 
atarak, aksi yönde bir tutum içine girmiş, işgal topraklarında, Dördüncü Cenevre 
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olmayan bir toprak parçası üzerinde egemenlik kurmasını yasaklamıştır.2 O 
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Güvenlik Konseyi kararında, bu devletin 1967’de işgal ettiği ‘tüm’ Filistin 
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1967 savaşı sonrasında BM Genel Kurulu’nun hiç olmadığı denli aktif bir tutum 
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topraklardan çekilmesini isterken, aynı zamanda Filistin halkının self-
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(Halper, 2015: 39). 

İsrail, 1967 yılında (komşu Arap ülkelerine ait bir kısım toprakların yanı sıra) 
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Sözleşmesi’nin hükümleri ile kendisini bağlı saymayacağını ilân etmiştir. Nitekim 
Filistin halkına o günden bugüne dek yaşattığı acılar, zindana çevirdiği onca hayat, 
bu korsanlığın açık nişaneleridir.  

İsrail’in 1967 savaşında ele geçirdiği Filistin toprakları (Batı Şeria, Doğu Kudüs, 
Gazze) üzerinde (bugün de büyük ölçüde) devam eden işgaline ilişkin olarak 
uluslararası hukuk bağlamında şu hususların ortaya konması gerekir: birincisi, 
uluslararası hukuka göre, işgal altında olan bir halk, self-determinasyon hakkı 
çerçevesinde bu topraklar üzerinde egemenlik hakkına sahiptir; ikincisi, 
uluslararası hukuka göre bir devletin kendisine ait olmayan bir toprak parçası 
üzerindeki işgalinin ‘geçici’ olması zorunludur; üçüncüsü, işgalci bir gücün işgal 
ettiği topraklarda kamu düzenini sağlaması ve burada yaşayan halk üzerinde baskı 
kurmaması gerekir. İsrail’in 1967’de işgal ettiği topraklardaki fiil ve eylemlerinin 
yasa dışılığının bir başka nedeni, Siyonist devletin bu işgali, ‘geçici’ olmaktan 
çıkararak bir ‘ilhak’ a dönüştürme çabası ve dahası işgal topraklarından askerlerini 
çekme hususunda Filistin tarafıyla anlamlı/sonuç doğurucu müzakerelerden 
kaçınmasıdır. 

4. KUDÜS’ÜN STATÜSÜ HUSUSUNDA BM’NİN 1980 SONRASINDAKİ TAVIR VE 
YAKLAŞIMI 
Hem BM Güvenlik Konseyi hem de Genel Kurul, 1967 sonrasında almış oldukları 
pek çok kararda, işgalci İsrail’in başta Doğu Kudüs olmak üzere Altı Gün Savaşı’nda 
işgal etmiş olduğu Filistin topraklarının demografik, fizikî, tarihî, iktisadî ve 
dinî/kültürel dokusunu Yahudiler lehine değiştirmeyi amaçlayan hukukî ve icraî 
faaliyetlerinin yasa dışı olduğunu, bunlara son verilmesi gerektiğini ve işgal 
hukukuna aykırı bu tür tedbirlerin hükümsüz olduğunu ifade etmişlerdir. Söz 
gelimi, 1980’de İsrail Parlamentosu’nun Kudüs’ün fiilî ilhakını ima eden bir karar 
alarak birleşik Kudüs’ü İsrail’in ‘ebedî başkenti’ olarak ilânı sonrasında, Güvenlik 
Konseyi tarafından 20 Ağustos 1980’de alınan 478 sayılı kararda (UN Security 
Council, 1980), İsrail’in birleşik Kudüs’ü başkent ilân etmesi karşısında, bu ülke 
kınanmış, bu kararın hükümsüz olduğu ifade edilmiş ve Siyonist devletin bu 
kararından geri dönmesi istenmiştir. Ne var ki, her iki organın, İsrail’i kınayan ve bu 
ülkenin geri adım atmasını isteyen kararlarının ‘etkili’ olmaktan uzak olduğu ve 
herhangi bir ambargo tehdidi ile güçlendirilmediğini ifade etmek gerekir. 

Öte yandan,  Uluslararası Adalet Divanı’nın, İsrail’in, yapımına 2002 yılında 
başladığı  Batı Şeria’daki duvar inşasına ilişkin olarak almış olduğu bir kararda, söz 
konusu devletin keyfî politikalarının ve fiilî işgal düzeneğinin uluslararası hukuk 
karşısındaki çürük temellerini güçlü biçimde ortaya koymuştur. Gerçekten de, 
Divan, 2004 yılında, İşgal Altındaki Filistin Topraklarındaki Duvar İnşasının Hukukî 
Sonuçları (International Court of Justice,2004) olarak bilinen davada ortaya 
koyduğu danışma görüşünde, İsrail’in işgal altında tuttuğu topraklarda, hem 
muharip işgale (belligerent occupation) ilişkin uluslararası hukuk normlarına hem 
de insan hakları sözleşmelerine uyması gerektiğini ifade etmiştir. Divan, Siyonist 
devletin duvar inşasına son vermesi, duvar inşası bahanesiyle Filistinlilerden gasp 
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edilen toprakların iadesi ve duvar inşası sürecinde keyfî olarak istimlak edilen 
Filistinlilere ait taşınmazlar ve gerçekleştirdikleri yıkımlar nedeniyle Filistinlilere 
tazminat ödemesi gerektiğine hükmetmiştir. Bu danışma görüşünde, Divan, aynı 
zamanda, İsrail’in, başta Doğu Kudüs olmak üzere, işgal ettiği Filistin 
topraklarında, silahlı çatışmalar sırasında sivillerin korunmasını amaçlayan 1949 
tarihli Dördüncü Cenevre Sözleşmesi’ni sürekli biçimde ihlâl ettiğini ifade etmiştir. 
Böylece Divan bu sözleşmenin hükümlerinin tüm işgal toprakları için uygulanabilir 
nitelikte olduğunu ortaya koymuştur. Divan’a göre, bu sözleşmenin İsrail tarafı için 
bağlayıcılığının başta gelen nedeni, hem Siyonist devletin hem de Ürdün’ün 
1967’deki Altı Gün Savaşı öncesinde bu sözleşmeye taraf olmasıdır.  

Kuşkusuz ‘danışma görüşü’ olması itibariyle bağlayıcı olmayan bu karar, 
önemli bir siyasî ağırlığa sahip oluşunun yanı sıra, aynı zamanda uluslararası 
toplumun önemli bir bölümünün kanaatini yansıtmaktadır. Divan’ın danışma 
görüşleri aynı zamanda uluslararası teamül hukuku kurallarına etki etmekte ve 
uluslararası hukukun genel istikametini ortaya koymaktadır. Ne var ki, kendisini 
uluslararası hukukla hiçbir zaman bağlı saymayan ve hâkim güçlerin koruması 
altında olması itibariyle ‘dokunulmaz’ olduğuna inanan İsrail, bu danışma 
görüşünü reddetmiş ve söz konusu davada ifade edilen talep ve beklentilere 
uygun davranmaktan kaçınmıştır. 

5. GEÇMİŞTEN GÜNÜMÜZE BM’NİN İSRAİL’İN İŞGAL POLİTİKALARI 
KARŞISINDAKİ TAVRINA İLİŞKİN GENEL BİR DEĞERLENDİRME 
Hem BM hem de devletlerin büyük çoğunluğu, dur durak bilmeyen işgalci 
politikalarına rağmen, Siyonist devlete her daim ‘normal devlet’ muamelesi 
yapmışlardır. Başka bir deyişle, izlediği saldırgan, sömürgeci-yerleşimci ve ırkçı 
politikalara rağmen, Siyonist devlete beraberce (veya tek taraflı olarak)  yaptırım 
uygulamak ve başka yollarla bu devleti caydırmak ve cezalandırmak yerine, 
uluslararası toplumu oluşturan aktörlerin önemli bir kısmının bu ‘anormalliği’ 
görmezden gelerek, bu devletle ilişkilerini sıradan bir devletle ilişkilerine benzer 
biçimde sürdürmüş olmasıdır. BM, 1948-1949 Arap-İsrail savaşı sonunda İsrail’in 
işgal ettiği Filistin topraklarından çekilmesini talep etmekten dâhi uzak durmuştur. 
Nitekim 1960’ların sonlarına dek, Batılı devletler grubunun hâkim olduğu bir 
ortamda, hem Güvenlik Konseyi hem de Genel Kurul İsrail’in âdeta ‘gizli işbirlikçisi’ 
gibi davranmıştır. 1967’deki Altı Gün Savaşı sonrasında ise, alınan BM kararlarında, 
İsrail’in 1967’de işgal ettiği topraklardan çekilmesi talep edilmekle birlikte, bu 
kararlar hem yaptırım ya da yaptırım tehdidi içermekten uzak kalmış, hem de 1967 
savaşı öncesinde, Batı Kudüs dâhil, İsrail’in işgal etmiş olduğu Filistin 
topraklarından söz etmemiştir. 

Devletlerin çok önemli bir kısmı, uluslararası hukukun en temel normlarını ve 
bilhassa BM Kurucu Antlaşması’nı biteviye çiğnemekte beis görmeyen bu 
saldırgan, yayılmacı ve ırkçı devletle diplomatik ilişkilerini devam ettirirken, 
uluslararası toplum olarak, söz gelimi, BM bünyesinde onu izole etmeyi ya da 
cezalandırmayı akıllarından geçirmemişlerdir. Buna karşılık, söz gelimi, Ağustos 
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görmezden gelerek, bu devletle ilişkilerini sıradan bir devletle ilişkilerine benzer 
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Nitekim 1960’ların sonlarına dek, Batılı devletler grubunun hâkim olduğu bir 
ortamda, hem Güvenlik Konseyi hem de Genel Kurul İsrail’in âdeta ‘gizli işbirlikçisi’ 
gibi davranmıştır. 1967’deki Altı Gün Savaşı sonrasında ise, alınan BM kararlarında, 
İsrail’in 1967’de işgal ettiği topraklardan çekilmesi talep edilmekle birlikte, bu 
kararlar hem yaptırım ya da yaptırım tehdidi içermekten uzak kalmış, hem de 1967 
savaşı öncesinde, Batı Kudüs dâhil, İsrail’in işgal etmiş olduğu Filistin 
topraklarından söz etmemiştir. 

Devletlerin çok önemli bir kısmı, uluslararası hukukun en temel normlarını ve 
bilhassa BM Kurucu Antlaşması’nı biteviye çiğnemekte beis görmeyen bu 
saldırgan, yayılmacı ve ırkçı devletle diplomatik ilişkilerini devam ettirirken, 
uluslararası toplum olarak, söz gelimi, BM bünyesinde onu izole etmeyi ya da 
cezalandırmayı akıllarından geçirmemişlerdir. Buna karşılık, söz gelimi, Ağustos 

     
 

 

1990’da Kuveyt’i işgal eden Irak’a karşı BM Güvenlik Konseyi hızla harekete 
geçmiş, önce bu ülkeye karşı ağır yaptırımlar içeren kararlar almış, ardından Kasım 
1990’da Irak’a karşı Kuveyt’le işbirliği yapan devletlere işgalci gücü Kuveyt’ten 
çıkarmak amacıyla askerî güç kullanım yetkisi vermiştir. Bu ağır karar ve yaptırımlar 
sonrasında Irak Kuveyt’ten çekilmek zorunda kalmıştır. Aynı Güvenlik Konseyi 
1960’lardan itibaren ülkedeki beyaz olmayan çoğunluğa karşı uygulamaya soktuğu 
Apartheid adı verilen sistematik ırk ayrımcılığı ve komşu ülkelere yönelik saldırgan 
politikaları nedeniyle Güney Afrika’ya karşı bir dizi ambargo kararı almıştır. BM’nin 
aktif tutumunun yanı sıra, yoğun uluslararası baskılar ve içerideki ırkçılık karşıtı 
mücadele sonunda Güney Afrika’daki bu ayrımcı baskı rejimi 1990’ların başlarında 
tedricen yıkılıp gitmiştir. Ne var ki, benzer bir duruma, Filistin trajedisi konusunda 
şahitlik etmemiz, bugüne dek, ne yazık ki mümkün olmamıştır. İsrail, hem işgalci 
ve sömürgeci-yerleşimci bir aktördür, hem de İsrail içinde yaşayan ve İsrail 
vatandaşı olan Filistinlilere karşı Apartheid politikalarını aratmayan sistematik 
ırkçılığı ve dışlamayı temel bir strateji olarak benimsemiştir. Hem Güvenlik 
Konseyi’nin hem de Genel Kurul’un bugüne dek İsrail’e ‘karşı’ almış olduğu 
kararlar, İsrail’i cezalandırmayı ve bu devletin işgal ettiği topraklardan geri 
çekilmesini sağlamayı amaçlamaktan uzak, ‘zahireyi kurtarma’ amaçlı etkisiz ve 
cılız kararlardır. 

6. BUGÜN, ULUSLARARASI TOPLUMUN İSRAİL’E KARŞI HAREKETE GEÇMESİ 
NİÇİN KAÇINILMAZ HÂLE GELMİŞTİR? 
İsrail’in ardı arkası kesilmeyen işgal ve saldırganlıklarının, Filistin halkına yönelik 
rutinleşmiş katliamlarının, sıradan Filistinlilere yönelik özellikle 1967’de işgal ettiği 
Batı Şeria ve Doğu Kudüs’te rutinleşmiş baskı, zulüm, hakaret, aşağılama ve 
tacizleri, onlara yönelik her türden vahim ve kapsamlı insan hakları ihlâlleri, yine 
1967’de işgal etmiş olduğu Gazze’ye yönelik olarak, kâğıt üzerinde ordularını 
buradan 2005 yılında çektiği halde,  zaman zaman gerçekleştirdiği kapsamlı askerî 
saldırılar ve bu saldırılar sırasında işlediği savaş ve insanlık suçları ve Gazze’ye karşı 
2007’den bu yana uyguladığı ölümcül ambargo karşısında uluslararası toplumun 
harekete geçmesi bir seçenek olmaktan çıkmış, zorunluluk hâline gelmiştir. 
Uluslararası toplumun BM öncülüğünde Siyonist devlete karşı, birkaç yıl önce BM 
Güvenlik Konseyi’nin almış olduğu etkili kararlar yoluyla tedricen bağımsızlığa 
kavuşan Güney Sudan ve Doğu Timor formülüne benzer şekilde harekete geçmesi 
ve bu saldırgan, yayılmacı ve ırkçı devlete karşı topyekûn ambargo kararı alması 
gerekmektedir.  Uluslararası barış ve güvenliği sürekli biçimde ihlâl eden İsrail’e 
karşı, askerî zorlama tedbirinin (yani, bu ülkeye karşı –‘istekli’ devletlerce- topluca 
savaş açma yetkisinin verilmesi) de hayata geçirilmesi ve/veya hiç olmazsa BM’ye 
bağlı barış gücü askerlerinin bölgeye gönderilmesi, seçenekler arasında mutlaka 
elde tutulmalıdır. İsrail’e karşı etkili tedbirler yoluyla harekete geçmek dışında, 
uluslararası toplumun ve bilhassa BM’nin önünde herhangi bir seçenek 
kalmamıştır. Özet olarak ifade etmek gerekirse, Siyonist devlete karşı BM’nin 
öncülüğünde uluslararası toplumun harekete geçmesini gerektiren üç temel 
gerekçe mevcuttur:  İsrail’in işgal altında tuttuğu Filistin topraklarından 
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çekilmemekte ısrar etmesi; savaş, işgal ve saldırganlıklarıyla her daim barışa karşı 
suçlar işlemesi; bu durumun hem bölgesel hem de uluslararası barış ve güvenliğe 
zarar vermesi; son olarak da, bu saldırgan ve zalim devletin, aynı zamanda, Filistin 
halkına karşı onlarca yıldır acımasızca savaş suçları ve insanlığa karşı suçlar 
işlemesidir. 

İsrail ile Filistinliler arasında 1993’te başlayan Oslo Barış Süreci, Siyonist 
devletin Filistinlilerle barış yapmak gibi bir niyetinin olmadığını bir kez daha 
göstermiştir. İsrail, hem 1993’te imzalanan Ara dönem Özyönetim Düzenlemeleri 
İlkeler Beyannamesi’nde (Oslo I), hem de bu ana metne bağlı olarak kabul edilen 
başka anlaşmalarda öngörülen yükümlülüklerine uygun davranmaktan uzak 
durmuştur.3 Hem işgal ettiği toprakların önemli bir kısmından çekilmemiş, hem de 
bu topraklarda yasa dışı Yahudi yerleşimleri inşa etmeye devam etmiştir. Francis 
Boyle, Oslo Barış Süreci’nin aslında çıkmaz bir sokak olduğunu şu sözlerle ifade 
etmektedir: “Oslo başarılı olmuş olsaydı bile, günün sonunda Filistin halkının payına 
düşen, kendilerine dayatılmış olan bantustanlar olacaktı” (Boyle, 2009). 

İsrail’in 2005 yılında Gazze topraklarından çekilmesi, bu devletin uluslararası 
hukuka duyduğu saygıdan ya da Filistinlilerle barış yapma niyetinden 
kaynaklanmamıştır. Gerçekte bu tek taraflı çekilme, Filistinlilerin kendi toprakları 
üzerinde denetim kurmasına imkân sağlamayı hedefleyen iyi niyetli bir adım 
olmaktan ziyade, İsrail’in kendi menfaatlerine hizmet eden Makyavelci bir hamle 
niteliğinde idi. Nitekim İsrail’in 2004 tarihli Gözden Geçirilmiş Çekilme Planı’na 
göre, bu devletin Gazze’den çekilmesinin ana amillerinden birisi, “Gazze’de 
yaşayan Filistinlilere yönelik olarak İsrail’in yükümlülükleri olduğuna ilişkin iddialar” 
dan kendisini azade etmekti (Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2004). Daha da 
ötesi, bir işgalin sona ermesine ilişkin uluslararası hukuktaki kurallaşmaya aykırı 
olarak, söz konusu belgede, İsrail ordusuna Gazze toprakları üzerinde geniş 
kapsamlı askerî yetkiler ve imtiyazlar verilmiştir. Bu durum ise, şu ifadelerde de 
belirtildiği üzere, Gazze’nin 2005 sonrasında da fiilen İsrail’in denetimi altında 
olacağını ortaya koymaktaydı: “İsrail devleti Gazze Şeridi’nin kara sınırlarının 
çevresinde gözetim ve denetim yapacak, Gazze hava sahasında münhasıran yetki 
kullanmaya devam edecek ve Gazze Şeridi’nin bitişiğindeki deniz alanlarında güvenlik 
faaliyetlerinde bulunmaya devam edecektir” (Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 
2004). O nedenle İsrail’in Gazze’den çekilmesi Siyonist devletin uluslararası 
hukuka ve özel olarak Filistin halkının self-determinasyon hakkına olan saygısının 
bir nişanesi değildi.  

İsrail’in işgal ettiği Filistin topraklarından çekilmesi ve Filistin halkının self-
determinasyon hakkının hayata geçirilmesi için, BM’nin atması gereken muhtemel 
adımlara ilişkin olarak Francis Boyle, ortaya bir öneriler listesi koymaktadır. 
Saldırgan İsrail’e karşı BM’nin alabileceği muhtemel tedbirler, ona göre, şunlardır: 

Birincisi,  İsrail, BM üyesi olurken kabul etmiş olduğu üyelik koşullarına aykırı 
davrandığı için örgüt üyeliğinden çıkarılmalıdır. Bu devlet, hem BM Genel 
Kurulu’nun Filistin’in taksimini öngören 181 sayılı kararını, hem de yine Genel 
Kurul’un 1948 sonunda almış olduğu, tüm Filistinli mültecilerin yurtlarına dönüş 
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çekilmemekte ısrar etmesi; savaş, işgal ve saldırganlıklarıyla her daim barışa karşı 
suçlar işlemesi; bu durumun hem bölgesel hem de uluslararası barış ve güvenliğe 
zarar vermesi; son olarak da, bu saldırgan ve zalim devletin, aynı zamanda, Filistin 
halkına karşı onlarca yıldır acımasızca savaş suçları ve insanlığa karşı suçlar 
işlemesidir. 

İsrail ile Filistinliler arasında 1993’te başlayan Oslo Barış Süreci, Siyonist 
devletin Filistinlilerle barış yapmak gibi bir niyetinin olmadığını bir kez daha 
göstermiştir. İsrail, hem 1993’te imzalanan Ara dönem Özyönetim Düzenlemeleri 
İlkeler Beyannamesi’nde (Oslo I), hem de bu ana metne bağlı olarak kabul edilen 
başka anlaşmalarda öngörülen yükümlülüklerine uygun davranmaktan uzak 
durmuştur.3 Hem işgal ettiği toprakların önemli bir kısmından çekilmemiş, hem de 
bu topraklarda yasa dışı Yahudi yerleşimleri inşa etmeye devam etmiştir. Francis 
Boyle, Oslo Barış Süreci’nin aslında çıkmaz bir sokak olduğunu şu sözlerle ifade 
etmektedir: “Oslo başarılı olmuş olsaydı bile, günün sonunda Filistin halkının payına 
düşen, kendilerine dayatılmış olan bantustanlar olacaktı” (Boyle, 2009). 

İsrail’in 2005 yılında Gazze topraklarından çekilmesi, bu devletin uluslararası 
hukuka duyduğu saygıdan ya da Filistinlilerle barış yapma niyetinden 
kaynaklanmamıştır. Gerçekte bu tek taraflı çekilme, Filistinlilerin kendi toprakları 
üzerinde denetim kurmasına imkân sağlamayı hedefleyen iyi niyetli bir adım 
olmaktan ziyade, İsrail’in kendi menfaatlerine hizmet eden Makyavelci bir hamle 
niteliğinde idi. Nitekim İsrail’in 2004 tarihli Gözden Geçirilmiş Çekilme Planı’na 
göre, bu devletin Gazze’den çekilmesinin ana amillerinden birisi, “Gazze’de 
yaşayan Filistinlilere yönelik olarak İsrail’in yükümlülükleri olduğuna ilişkin iddialar” 
dan kendisini azade etmekti (Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2004). Daha da 
ötesi, bir işgalin sona ermesine ilişkin uluslararası hukuktaki kurallaşmaya aykırı 
olarak, söz konusu belgede, İsrail ordusuna Gazze toprakları üzerinde geniş 
kapsamlı askerî yetkiler ve imtiyazlar verilmiştir. Bu durum ise, şu ifadelerde de 
belirtildiği üzere, Gazze’nin 2005 sonrasında da fiilen İsrail’in denetimi altında 
olacağını ortaya koymaktaydı: “İsrail devleti Gazze Şeridi’nin kara sınırlarının 
çevresinde gözetim ve denetim yapacak, Gazze hava sahasında münhasıran yetki 
kullanmaya devam edecek ve Gazze Şeridi’nin bitişiğindeki deniz alanlarında güvenlik 
faaliyetlerinde bulunmaya devam edecektir” (Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 
2004). O nedenle İsrail’in Gazze’den çekilmesi Siyonist devletin uluslararası 
hukuka ve özel olarak Filistin halkının self-determinasyon hakkına olan saygısının 
bir nişanesi değildi.  

İsrail’in işgal ettiği Filistin topraklarından çekilmesi ve Filistin halkının self-
determinasyon hakkının hayata geçirilmesi için, BM’nin atması gereken muhtemel 
adımlara ilişkin olarak Francis Boyle, ortaya bir öneriler listesi koymaktadır. 
Saldırgan İsrail’e karşı BM’nin alabileceği muhtemel tedbirler, ona göre, şunlardır: 

Birincisi,  İsrail, BM üyesi olurken kabul etmiş olduğu üyelik koşullarına aykırı 
davrandığı için örgüt üyeliğinden çıkarılmalıdır. Bu devlet, hem BM Genel 
Kurulu’nun Filistin’in taksimini öngören 181 sayılı kararını, hem de yine Genel 
Kurul’un 1948 sonunda almış olduğu, tüm Filistinli mültecilerin yurtlarına dönüş 

     
 

 

hakkını öngören 194 (III) sayılı kararı (UN General Assembly, 1948) çiğnemiştir. 
İsrail, hem 1948-1949 Arap-İsrail savaşı sırasında Taksim Planı’nda Yahudiler için 
öngörülen sınırların ötesine geçmiş ve buradan askerlerin çekmemiş hem de kendi 
yurtlarını terk etmek zorunda kalan Filistinli mültecilerin topraklarına dönüş 
hakkını reddetmiştir. Siyonist devlet sadece bununla da yetinmemiş, aynı zamanda 
hem 181 hem de 194 sayılı kararların hükümsüz olduğunu iddia etmiştir.  

İkincisi, gelecekte, İsrail-Filistin sorununun çözümü için BM Genel Kurulu 181 
ve 194 sayılı kararları esas alınarak bir çözüm çerçevesi oluşturulmalıdır.  

Üçüncüsü, 1950 tarihli Barış İçin Birleşme kararı4 çerçevesinde, BM Genel 
Kurulu, İsrail’e yönelik olarak iktisadî ve diplomatik yaptırım kararları almalı ve bazı 
İsrail vatandaşlarına seyahat yasağı getirmelidir. 

Son olarak, BM Genel Kurulu’nun Filistinlilere karşı İsrail tarafınca işlenen 
savaş suçlarını soruşturmak ve yargılamak üzere ad hoc olarak, yani, sırf Filistin’de 
işlenen suçlara ilişkin olarak bir Uluslararası Ceza Mahkemesi kurması gerekir 
(Boyle, 2009). 

Burada sözü edilen mahkemenin üyeleri, dünyanın farklı coğrafyalarından 
farklı medeniyetleri ve hukuk anlayışlarını temsil edecek yetkin uluslararası 
hukukçularından teşkil olunacağından, mevcut uluslararası hukuk normları 
çerçevesinde savaş suçları işlediğinden şüphelenilen İsrailli yetkililerin bu 
mahkemece cezalandırılması mümkündür. Nitekim daha önce sözü edildiği üzere, 
Uluslararası Adalet Divanı’nın 2004 yılında ortaya koymuş olduğu,  İşgal Altındaki 
Filistin Topraklarındaki Duvar İnşasının Hukukî Sonuçları hususundaki danışma 
görüşünde, İsrail’e duvar inşasına son vermesi çağrısı yapılmış, Filistin halkının self-
determinasyon hakkı teyit edilmiş ve İsrail’in işgal ettiği topraklardan çekilmesi 
istenmiştir. 1990’lı yıllarda savaş suçları ile insanlığa aykırı suçlar bağlamında hem 
eski Yugoslavya’da hem de Ruanda’da işlenen uluslararası suçlara ilişkin olarak 
Güvenlik Konseyi kararıyla burada sözü edilen mahkemenin bir benzeri kurulmuş 
ve uzun süre varlığını sürdürmüştür. Genel Kurul’un Filistinlilere yönelik olarak 
bugüne dek işlenmiş olan savaş suçları ile insanlığa aykırı suçları yargılama konusu 
edecek bir uluslararası mahkeme ihdas etmesi ‘barış için birleşme’ kararı 
çerçevesinde mümkündür. Unutmamak gerekir ki, Güney Afrika’da sistematik bir 
ırkçılık biçimi olarak beyazların üstünlüğünü esas alan Apartheid rejiminin zaman 
içinde son bulmasında, teknik olarak bağlayıcı olmadığı hâlde, bu organın almış 
olduğu bu ülkeyi cezalandırıcı nitelikteki kararların çok önemli bir etkisi olmuştur. 

SONUÇ: ULUSLARARASI HUKUKA GÖRE, HÜKÜMRAN YETKİLERE SAHİBİYET 
ANLAMINDA, KUDÜS KİME AİTTİR? 
Kudüs’ün statüsü meselesi Filistin toprakları üzerinde kimin hükümran (egemen) 
olduğu hususu ile yakından ilişkilidir.  Uluslararası hukuka göre, Filistin toprakları 
yüzyıllarca bu topraklarda yaşamış, kökleri bu topraklarda olan Filistinlilere aittir. 
Filistin halkının önemli bir kısmının kendi anavatanından uzaklaştırılmış olması, 
onların sahip olduğu egemenliği ortadan kaldırmamaktadır. O nedenle, daha 
Milletler Cemiyeti döneminde, manda yönetiminin sona ermesinden sonra 
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bağımsız olması öngörülen Filistinlilerin bu coğrafyada ‘egemen’ olarak hüküm 
sürme hakkına sahip olduğu açıktır (Quigley, 1994: 21).5 

Uluslararası hukuka göre, kendisine ait olmayan bir toprak parçasını askerî 
güç kullanımı yoluyla işgal eden devlet, bu fiilinin sonucu olarak bu topraklar 
üzerinde egemenlik tesis etme hakkına sahip değildir. Bu demektir ki, uluslararası 
işgal hukukuna göre, işgal edilen bir toprak parçasının ilhakı yasaktır. O nedenle bir 
toprak parçası üzerinde egemen olan herhangi bir devlet ya da devlet-dışı aktör 
(örneğin işgal altında ‘halk’), bir devletin bu toprakları işgali nedeniyle fiilî olarak 
buradaki denetimini/kontrolünü kaybetmiş olsa dâhi, onun, hukukî olarak (de jure) 
bu topraklar üzerindeki egemenliği devam eder. Demek ki, işgal ‘geçici’ bir 
durumdur; başka bir deyişle, uluslararası hukuk zaman içinde işgalciye egemen 
yetkiler verilmesine kapı aralamaktan uzaktır. Bu konuyu düzenleyen uluslararası 
hukuk normları uluslararası toplum içinde güçlü bir biçimde kabul görmüş ve 
yerleşmiş bulunmaktadır (Jabarin, 2013: 420-421).6  

BM’nin Siyonist işgal rejimi karşısında bugüne dek ‘etkisiz’ kalmış olması, 
sömürgeciliğin tarihin çöp tenekesine atıldığı bir dönemde, tarihî Filistin 
topraklarını, uluslararası hukuku açıkça ayaklar altına alarak, her aşamada, önce 
İngiltere’nin, sonra da ABD’nin açık desteğiyle sömürgeleştiren bu haydut devletin 
Filistin’deki varlığının tümüyle yasa dışı olduğu gerçeğini değiştirmemektedir. 
BM’nin 181 sayılı Taksim Planı (1947) hem Milletler Cemiyeti Sözleşmesi’nin 22. 
maddesinde manda rejimlerine ilişkin olarak getirilen düzenlemeye aykırıdır, hem 
de bu karar için gerekli olan üçte ikilik oy çoğunluğunun elde edilmesi sürecinde, 
ABD’nin (ve Siyonist lobilerin) BM üyesi birçok devleti hedef alan tehditlerinin ve 
şantajlarının önemli bir etkisi olmuştur. BM düzeninde ve genel uluslararası 
hukukta devletlerin uluslararası ilişkilerinde askerî güç kullanmaları ya da güç 
tehdidinde bulunmaları yasaklandığından (BM Antlaşması, 2(4)üncü madde),  bu 
kararın ‘yasallığı’ çok kuşkuludur. Öte yandan, İsrail’in, Batı Kudüs dâhil, Taksim 
Planı’nda Filistinlilere bırakılmış olan toprakların yaklaşık yarısını 1948-1949 Arap-
İsrail savaşında işgal etmiş olması ve bu işgalin zaman içinde ilhaka dönüşmesi 
karşısında BM’nin sessiz kalmış olması, uluslararası hukuk açısından, bu durumun 
yasa dışılığını değiştirmemektedir: BM’nin kurulmasıyla birlikte oluşan ‘yeni’ 
uluslararası hukuk düzeninde, işgal yoluyla toprak/ülke kazanımı yasaklanmıştır. 
Uluslararası hukuka göre, hem yasa dışı askerî güç kullanımı, hem de işgal edilen 
topraklardaki egemenlik iddiası, uluslararası hukukun en üst normunu teşkil eden 
ve kendisiyle çelişen antlaşmalar hukukunu ya da yapılageliş kurallarını geçersiz 
kılan jus cogens’a (âmir hükümler; buyruk kural) aykırıdır. O nedenle, hem 1948-
1949 hem de 1967 Arap-İsrail savaşlarında İsrail tarafından ele geçirilen Filistin 
topraklarından söz konusu işgalci gücün çıkarılması hususunda uluslararası 
toplumun ortak bir sorumluğu vardır.  

Bütün bu tartışmalar çerçevesinde, birleşik Kudüs’ün, hem de jure hem de de 
facto egemenliğe sahip olması gereken bir Filistin devletinin başkenti 
olacağı/olması gerektiği açıktır. 
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bağımsız olması öngörülen Filistinlilerin bu coğrafyada ‘egemen’ olarak hüküm 
sürme hakkına sahip olduğu açıktır (Quigley, 1994: 21).5 

Uluslararası hukuka göre, kendisine ait olmayan bir toprak parçasını askerî 
güç kullanımı yoluyla işgal eden devlet, bu fiilinin sonucu olarak bu topraklar 
üzerinde egemenlik tesis etme hakkına sahip değildir. Bu demektir ki, uluslararası 
işgal hukukuna göre, işgal edilen bir toprak parçasının ilhakı yasaktır. O nedenle bir 
toprak parçası üzerinde egemen olan herhangi bir devlet ya da devlet-dışı aktör 
(örneğin işgal altında ‘halk’), bir devletin bu toprakları işgali nedeniyle fiilî olarak 
buradaki denetimini/kontrolünü kaybetmiş olsa dâhi, onun, hukukî olarak (de jure) 
bu topraklar üzerindeki egemenliği devam eder. Demek ki, işgal ‘geçici’ bir 
durumdur; başka bir deyişle, uluslararası hukuk zaman içinde işgalciye egemen 
yetkiler verilmesine kapı aralamaktan uzaktır. Bu konuyu düzenleyen uluslararası 
hukuk normları uluslararası toplum içinde güçlü bir biçimde kabul görmüş ve 
yerleşmiş bulunmaktadır (Jabarin, 2013: 420-421).6  

BM’nin Siyonist işgal rejimi karşısında bugüne dek ‘etkisiz’ kalmış olması, 
sömürgeciliğin tarihin çöp tenekesine atıldığı bir dönemde, tarihî Filistin 
topraklarını, uluslararası hukuku açıkça ayaklar altına alarak, her aşamada, önce 
İngiltere’nin, sonra da ABD’nin açık desteğiyle sömürgeleştiren bu haydut devletin 
Filistin’deki varlığının tümüyle yasa dışı olduğu gerçeğini değiştirmemektedir. 
BM’nin 181 sayılı Taksim Planı (1947) hem Milletler Cemiyeti Sözleşmesi’nin 22. 
maddesinde manda rejimlerine ilişkin olarak getirilen düzenlemeye aykırıdır, hem 
de bu karar için gerekli olan üçte ikilik oy çoğunluğunun elde edilmesi sürecinde, 
ABD’nin (ve Siyonist lobilerin) BM üyesi birçok devleti hedef alan tehditlerinin ve 
şantajlarının önemli bir etkisi olmuştur. BM düzeninde ve genel uluslararası 
hukukta devletlerin uluslararası ilişkilerinde askerî güç kullanmaları ya da güç 
tehdidinde bulunmaları yasaklandığından (BM Antlaşması, 2(4)üncü madde),  bu 
kararın ‘yasallığı’ çok kuşkuludur. Öte yandan, İsrail’in, Batı Kudüs dâhil, Taksim 
Planı’nda Filistinlilere bırakılmış olan toprakların yaklaşık yarısını 1948-1949 Arap-
İsrail savaşında işgal etmiş olması ve bu işgalin zaman içinde ilhaka dönüşmesi 
karşısında BM’nin sessiz kalmış olması, uluslararası hukuk açısından, bu durumun 
yasa dışılığını değiştirmemektedir: BM’nin kurulmasıyla birlikte oluşan ‘yeni’ 
uluslararası hukuk düzeninde, işgal yoluyla toprak/ülke kazanımı yasaklanmıştır. 
Uluslararası hukuka göre, hem yasa dışı askerî güç kullanımı, hem de işgal edilen 
topraklardaki egemenlik iddiası, uluslararası hukukun en üst normunu teşkil eden 
ve kendisiyle çelişen antlaşmalar hukukunu ya da yapılageliş kurallarını geçersiz 
kılan jus cogens’a (âmir hükümler; buyruk kural) aykırıdır. O nedenle, hem 1948-
1949 hem de 1967 Arap-İsrail savaşlarında İsrail tarafından ele geçirilen Filistin 
topraklarından söz konusu işgalci gücün çıkarılması hususunda uluslararası 
toplumun ortak bir sorumluğu vardır.  

Bütün bu tartışmalar çerçevesinde, birleşik Kudüs’ün, hem de jure hem de de 
facto egemenliğe sahip olması gereken bir Filistin devletinin başkenti 
olacağı/olması gerektiği açıktır. 

     
 

 

KAYNAKÇA 
Abboushi, W. F. (1977). The Road to Rebellion: Arab Palestine in the 1930’s, Journal of Palestine 

Studies, İlkbahar, cilt: 6, sayı: 3, 23-46. 
Anglo-American Committee of Inquiry (1946). A Survey of Palestine. Palestine: Government 

Printer.  https://www.palestineremembered.com/Acre/Books/Story831.html 
Balfour Declaration (1917, 2 Kasım), https://avalon.law.yale.edu/20th_century/balfour.asp (erişim 

tarihi: 24/08/2022) 
Boyle, Francis A. (2009, 24 Ocak). International Law and Israel’s War on Gaza, Global Research, 

https://www.globalresearch.ca/international-law-and-israel-s-war-on-gaza/11995 
Cassese, A. (2008). The Human Dimension of International Law. USA: Oxford University Press. 
Covenant of the League of Nations (1919, 28 Nisan). 

https://avalon.law.yale.edu/20th_century/leagcov.asp (erişim tarihi: 22/08/2022) 
Falk, Richard A. (2009) “Foreword to Victor Kattan”, From Coexistence to Conquest: International 

Law and the Origins of the Arab-Israeli Conflict, 1891-1945. London: Pluto Press. 
Garaudy, R. (1983). The Case of Israel: A Study of Political Zionism. Londra, Shorouk International. 
Gaza-Jericho Agreement, Annex IV, Protocol on Economic Relations between the Government of 

the State of Israel and the P.L.O., representing the Palestinian people, Paris, (1994, 29 Nisan). 
https://israelipalestinian.procon.org/sourcefiles/1994ParisProtocol.pdf 

Geneva Convention Relative to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War (1949, 12 Ağustos).  
https://www.un.org/en/genocideprevention/documents/atrocity-crimes/Doc.33_GC-IV-EN.pdf  

Hague Convention (1907, 18 Ekim). Convention (IV) respecting the Laws and Customs of War on 
Land and its annex: Regulations concerning the Laws and Customs of War on Land. The Hague. 
https://ihl-databases.icrc.org/ihl/WebART/195-200052 (erişim tarihi: 06/09/2022). 

Halper, Jeff (2015). War against the People: Israel, the Palestinians and Global Pacification. London: 
Pluto Press. 

International Court of Justice (2004). Legal Consequences of the Construction of a Wall in the 
Occupied Palestinian Territory, Advisory Opinion, I. C. J. Reports, 9 Temmuz 2004, 136-203, 
http://www.icj-cij.org/files/case-related/131/131-20040709-ADV-01-00-EN.pdf 

Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs (2004, 6 Haziran). The Cabinet Resolution Regarding the 
Disengagement Plan. http://www.mfa.gov.il/MFA/ForeignPolicy/Peace/MFADocuments/Pages/ 

Revised%20Disengagement%20Plan%206-June-2004.aspx 
Israeli-Palestinian Interim Agreement on the West Bank and the Gaza Strip, Washington, D.C., 

(1995, 28 Eylül) https://ecf.org.il/media_items/624 
Jabarin, Shawan (2013). The Occupied Palestinian Territory and international humanitarian law: 

a response to Peter Maurer. International Review of the Red Cross, cilt: 95, sayı: 890, 415-428. 
Kattan, Victor (2009). From Coexistence to Conquest: International Law and the Origins of the 

Arab-Israeli Conflict, 1891-1945. London: Pluto Press. 
Napolitano, Paolo & Hakala, Pekka (2012). Jerusalem: The Heart of the Israeli-Palestinian Conflict: 

Policy Briefing. Belgium: European Parliament Directorate-General for External Policies of 
the Union Policy Department. https://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/etudes/briefing_ 

note/join/2012/491443/EXPO-AFET_SP(2012)491443_EN.pdf (erişim tarihi: 12/09/2022) 
Oslo Agreement, Declaration of Principles on Interim Self-Government Arrangements (1993, 13 

Eylül) http://www.refworld.org/docid/3de5e96e4.html  
Quigley, John (1994). The Legal Status of Jerusalem under International Law. The Turkish 

Yearbook of International Relations, cilt: 24, 11-23. 
The Wye River Memorandum, (1998, 23 Ekim). https://peacemaker.un.org/sites/peacemaker.un.org/ 

files/IL%20PS_981023_The%20Wye%20River%20Memorandum.pdf  
UN General Assembly (1947, 29 Kasım). Resolution No. 181(II), Resolution Adopted on the Report 

of the Ad Hoc Committee on the Palestinian Question. https://undocs.org/A/RES/181(II) (erişim 
tarihi: 27/08/2022). 



Jo
ur

na
l o

f I
sl

am
ic

je
ru

sa
le

m
 S

tu
di

es
, 2

02
3,

 2
3 

(1)

18

Berdal ARAL

 

UN General Assembly (1966a, 16 Aralık). International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, 
Adopted by the General Assembly of the United Nations, Resolution 2200A (XXI), 
https://www.ohchr.org/sites/default/files/ccpr.pdf. 

UN General Assembly (1966b, 16 Aralık). International Covenant on Social, Economic and Cultural 
Rights, Adopted by the General Assembly of the United Nations, 16 Aralık 1966, Resolution 
2200A (XXI), http://www.ohchr.org/Documents/ProfessionalInterest/cescr.pdf (erişim tarihi: 
4/09/2022). 

UN General Assembly (1970, 24 Ekim). Declaration on Principles of International Law Concerning 
Friendly Relations and Co-operation among States in Accordance with the Charter of the 
United Nations, Res. No. 2625(XXV). https://undocs.org/A/RES/2625(XXV) (erişim tarihi: 
28/08/2022) 

UN General Assembly (1974, 14 Aralık). Definition of Aggression, Resolution No. 3314 (XXIX). 
https://undocs.org/A/RES/3314(XXIX) (erişim tarihi: 09/09/2022) 

UN General Assembly (1950, 3 Kasım). Resolution No. 377 (V), “Uniting for Peace”, 
https://undocs.org/A/RES/377(V) (erişim tarihi: 10/09/2022). 

UN Security Council (1967, 22 Kasım). Resolution 242, Resolution adopted by the Security Council 
at its 1382nd meeting.  https://undocs.org/S/RES/242(1967) (erişim tarihi: 08/09/2022) 

UN Security Council (1973, 22 Ekim). Resolution No. 338, Resolution adopted by the Security 
Council at its 1747th meeting. https://undocs.org/S/RES/338(1973) (erişim tarihi: 09/09/2022) 

UN Security Council (1980, 20 Ağustos).  Resolution No. 478, Resolution adopted by the Security 
Council at its 2245th meeting. https://undocs.org/S/RES/478(1980) (erişim tarihi: 10/09/2022) 

UN General Assembly (1948, 11 Aralık). Resolution No. 194, https://undocs.org/A/RES/194(III)  
(erişim tarihi: 12/09/2022). 

United Nations (1945, 26 Haziran). Charter of the United Nations. New York: United Nations.  
Victor Kattan (2009). From Coexistence to Conquest: International Law and the Origins of the 

Arab–Israeli Conflict, 1891–1949. London: Pluto Press. 
Wilde, R. (2021). Using the Master's Tools to Dismantle the Master's House: International Law 

and Palestinian Liberation. The Palestine Yearbook of International Law, cilt 22(1), 1-74. 
 

SONNOT 

1  Kuşkusuz BM’nin bu tutumunun başta gelen sebebi, uluslararası barış ve güvenlik konusunda geniş 
yetki sahibi olan Güvenlik Konseyi bünyesinde veto yetkisiyle de ‘imtiyazlı’ bir grup oluşturan daimî 
üyelerin kendi aralarındaki Soğuk Savaş kutuplaşmasından kaynaklanan sürtüşmeler, genelde 
jeopolitik çıkarlarını öne çıkarmaları ve bu beş devletin genelde İslam dünyasının sorunları 
hususunda hassasiyet göstermekten uzak oluşlarıdır.  

2  Bu hususta, bakınız: Declaration on Principles of International Law Concerning Friendly Relations, 
(UN General Assembly, 1970); Saldırganlığın Tanımına İlişkin Bildiri: Resolution No. 3314 (XXIX), (UN 
General Assembly, 1974). 

3  Oslo ‘barış süreci’ bağlamında imza edilen başlıca anlaşmalar şunlardır: Oslo Agreement (1993); 
Gaza-Jericho Agreement (1994); Israeli-Palestinian Interim Agreement (1995); The Wye River 
Memorandum (1998). 

4  UN General Assembly (1950). Barış İçin Birleşme kararına göre, uluslararası barış ve güvenliğin ihlâli 
ya da tehlikeye girmesi hâlinde veya bir saldırganlık durumunda, Güvenlik Konseyi bir daimî üyenin 
vetosu nedeniyle karar alamadığında, Konsey üyelerinin çoğunluğunun talebi üzerine, bu krize 
ilişkin olarak Genel Kurul üçte ikilik oy çokluğuyla gerekli ‘kolektif tedbirleri’ üye devletlere tavsiye 
etme konusunda yetkilendirilir.  

5  Self-determinasyon ve egemenlik tartışmaları ekseninde Filistinli Arapların İngiliz mandası 
döneminde uluslararası hukuk çerçevesinde Filistin topraklarındaki konumuna ilişkin  derinlikli bir 
tahlil için, bakınız Kattan, 2009. 

6  Bu husus, inter alia, pek çok BM kararında ve raporunda vurgulanmıştır. 
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AL-QUDS AS MENTIONED IN UN RESOLUTIONS 
 

Mohammed ABU OUN* 

ABSTRACT: Al-Quds (Jerusalem) has always enjoyed a special standing in the 
world for either its historic and civilised position, or for its geographically 
strategic location in the centre of the Arab region and the Old-World 
continents. Due to its importance, its issues were paid attention to on the 
global arena by major countries and international institutes, particularly the 
United Nations and its institutes. This is what prompted these institutions to 
express their positions on this issue, which is what we seek to address during 
this study. This study addresses four main claims: 1) the most prominent UN 
institutes influencing the Palestinian issue, 2) UN resolutions before 1967, 3) 
UN resolutions from 1967-1993, and 4) UN resolutions after 1993.  It adopts a 
descriptive analysis methodology, and concludes that al-Quds is an occupied 
Palestinian city as described in the International Law, the international 
community's complicity with the occupation contributed to the Judaisation 
and seizure of the holy city, and the international resolutions failed to deter 
the occupation from violating the law. The study also recommends shedding 
light on the Israeli occupation, its crimes against the Palestinians, and its 
violations against international law in the international forums. Moreover, it 
recommends exerting pressure on the countries supporting the occupation 
through building Arab and Muslim lobbies that work on breaking the relation 
between those countries and the occupation, and mobilising them to support 
Palestinians' rights.  
 

KEYWORDS: Palestine, United Nations, Israeli Occupation, Jerusalem. 

INTRODUCTION 
The issue of al-Quds has assumed an important position as part of the wider 
Palestinian issue, which had the attention of the entire world throughout history 
because of Palestine's strategic location in the centre of the Arab region and the 
Old-World continents. The powers' ambitions have resulted in the occupation of 
the land, its civilization, and its history. Palestine is the place where the message 
was revealed to the prophets, and where old civilisations grew. The Jewish 
immigration in the early 20th century constituted a major turning point in the 
history of Palestine. It was then when the ambitions of world powers and Jewish 
associations and their desire to seize it were explicitly expressed. After lots of 
endeavours, a huge part of the land was occupied and the occupation continued 
to expand until this day. 
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In April 1945, representatives from 50 countries assembled in the USA to 
agree on a cooperation charter. These states signed on the draft of the founding 
charter of the UN. Poland then joined them, making the total number 51 states. 
The UN was officially declared on October 24, 1945. All active parties and major 
powers assembled at an international level with the USA, Soviet Union, China, 
France and the UK in the lead (United Nations, 2022). The UN encompasses over 
20 specialised institutes that cover most of the global issues and fields. The most 
influential and prominent UN institutes on al-Quds issue are: 

1. The General Assembly: The General Assembly is the largest and most inclusive 
institute. It has 193 state members. It is specialised in enacting policies, and giving 
memberships and representations in the UN (Christian, 2011). 

2. The Security Council: The Security Council consists of 15 members who are 
categorised into two groups: Permanent members (the USA, the UK, Russia, 
China and France); and non-permanent two-year member states. Each country is 
assigned as president for one month (Al-Jazeera, 2014). The Council can also call 
for the use of force to deter parties that violate the International Law (United 
Nations, 2022). 

3. UNESCO: The acronym UNESCO stands for 'the United Nations Educational, 
Scientific and Cultural Organisation'. It was founded in 1945 (UNESCO, 2022). 193 
states are currently members. UNESCO is active in different fields; mainly in 
culture, education, natural sciences, social sciences, human sciences, information 
and communication (UNESCO, 2015). 

Because of its importance at an international level, the Palestinian cause was 
particularly paid attention to by major countries and international institutes 
whose positions and decisions have proven the Palestinian people's right to 
control their land and holy places. Al-Quds was largely addressed by so many 
resolutions and decisions which exposed the occupation's crimes and the 
Palestinian and Islamic right over the holy city. 

 The main focus of the study is how the UN institutes deal with the issue of 
al-Quds, and the resolutions that were issued since the establishment of the 
United Nations until this day. This generates a prominent question for the 
researcher: what is the level of interaction of the UN institutes with al-Quds? And 
what are the most prominent resolutions that were issued by the UN institutes 
during the phases of conflict with the Israeli occupation? The Objectives of the 
Study are: to identify the UN institutes, to determine the international role of the 
United Nations towards the issue of al-Quds, the possibility to activate this role in 
service of the al-Quds issue and to measure the effectiveness of the UN 
resolutions adopted in curbing the occupation's crimes in al-Quds.   

AL-QUDS AS MENTIONED IN UN RESOLUTIONS BEFORE 1967 
The UN emerged around the same time of the Palestinian people's Nakba, from 
when the Zionist project was fully developed and the partition of Palestine, as 
stipulated in a UN resolution, was announced in 1947 until the Nakba and 
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particularly paid attention to by major countries and international institutes 
whose positions and decisions have proven the Palestinian people's right to 
control their land and holy places. Al-Quds was largely addressed by so many 
resolutions and decisions which exposed the occupation's crimes and the 
Palestinian and Islamic right over the holy city. 
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al-Quds, and the resolutions that were issued since the establishment of the 
United Nations until this day. This generates a prominent question for the 
researcher: what is the level of interaction of the UN institutes with al-Quds? And 
what are the most prominent resolutions that were issued by the UN institutes 
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Study are: to identify the UN institutes, to determine the international role of the 
United Nations towards the issue of al-Quds, the possibility to activate this role in 
service of the al-Quds issue and to measure the effectiveness of the UN 
resolutions adopted in curbing the occupation's crimes in al-Quds.   
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The UN emerged around the same time of the Palestinian people's Nakba, from 
when the Zionist project was fully developed and the partition of Palestine, as 
stipulated in a UN resolution, was announced in 1947 until the Nakba and 

     
 

 

expulsion of the Palestinian people in 1948 (Halima, 2019). The issue of the Nakba 
posed a legal dilemma over the legitimacy of the Israeli occupation, the status of 
the areas under its control, and their legal description. Where the occurrence of 
the Nakba was accompanied by consequences of humanitarian, political, security 
and religious dimensions. After the Nakba, the Palestinian issue became the 
centre of the UN's discussions, and because of the holiness of al-Quds city; it 
received special attention and the UN issued resolutions that address these 
issues. Following are the main resolutions that are deemed as proof for the non-
Israeli identity of al-Quds. 

1.  General Assembly Resolutions 
Resolution 181 was issued in November 1947, it was then known as the Plan of 
Partition. It approved dissecting a part of Palestine and giving it to the Jewish 
immigrants. The holy sites in al-Quds and Bethlehem were to come under 
international guardianship and UN supervision (United Nations, 1947). Resolution 
181 was later supported by Resolution 303, which was issued in 1949 and called for 
protecting Jerusalem and the holy sites (Al-Anani, 2002). The Resolution defined 
the bounds of al-Quds and placed it under international guardianship (Al-Qadi, 
2009). The Resolution also confirmed the General Assembly's dismissal of 'Israel's' 
declaration that claimed al-Quds as its capital (United Nations, 2022). 

2.  Security Council Resolutions 
The Security Council issued several resolutions in conjunction with the United 
Nations General Assembly (UNGA) after 1948. These resolutions also called for the 
protection of the holy sites in Jerusalem, and placed it under international 
guardianship and UN forces' protection. Resolution 49, issued in May 1948, was 
the first of many others (United Nations, 1948a). Resolution 50 then followed a 
week later to confirm the protection of people's freedom to reach the holy sites 
(United Nations, 1948b). The Security Council also issued resolutions 54 (United 
Nations, 1948c) and 60 which called for the formation of a sub-committee that 
includes envoys from Britain, China, France, Belgium and Ukraine to prepare for a 
project that puts al-Quds under UN supervision; the resolutions also confirmed 
the protection of holy sites and people's right to reach them (United Nations, 
1948d).  

Following the above-mentioned resolutions until 1967, it appears that the 
UN's interest in al-Quds issue remarkably decreased. The Palestinian issue was no 
longer addressed in the UN, except in a very few resolutions that called for the 
protection of the holy sites, freedom of worship, and a peaceful solution that 
could end the Arab-Israeli conflict (Al-Adayla, 2007). Moreover, those resolutions, 
in addition to being few in number, were also almost without effect and remained 
trapped and without tools for their implementation, which explicitly indicates a 
lack of interest and real determination to implement them. This situation allowed 
the occupation to continue controlling Jerusalem and its suburbs and large areas 
of the occupied West Bank. 
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AL-QUDS AS MENTIONED IN UN RESOLUTIONS FROM 1967-1993 
The Israeli occupation of the West Bank, the Gaza Strip and Al-Quds in 1967 
resulted in a new shock for the international community who failed to protect al-
Quds. The Israeli forces occupied eastern Jerusalem and imposed a state of de-
facto occupation on the holy city. The Israeli behaviour was internationally 
condemned; this is reflected in the UN's resolutions which called for the 
occupation's retreat from al-Jerusalem and the keeping of al-Quds legal status as 
it is in the international system. The resolutions also called for the occupation's 
retreat from political, legal and administrative procedures imposed on the city (Al-
Adayla, 2007). 

Following are the main resolutions on Al-Quds: 

1.  General Assembly Resolutions 
After the 1967 "Naksa", the UN General Assembly issued Resolution 2253 in which 
it expressed its sorrow regarding the occupation's seizure of the West Bank and 
al-Quds (United Nations, 1967). The resolution stated the illegality of Israeli 
behaviour and the need to change it. However, this resolution could not deter the 
occupation which continued to impose its control over the land (Al-Hazayma, 
2011). Such behaviour pushed the UN General Assembly into issuing Resolution 
36/15 in October in 1981. The resolution demanded Israel to stop all excavations 
and changes in the historical, cultural and religious sites in Al-Quds, especially 
beneath and around Al-Masjid Al-Aqsa and the Dome of the Rock (United Nations, 
1981). It deemed any changes in al-Quds as illegal and against the International 
Law, and hindered the achievement of just and inclusive peace. 

2.  Security Council Resolutions 
The Security Council issued Resolution 242 after about 5 months from the Israeli 
occupation of al-Quds in 1967 (Hakeem, 1987). The Council expressed to the Israeli 
occupation the importance of withdrawing to the borders prior to the 1967 war 
(United Nations, 1967), and not to change the status quo through resorting to 
military power and ignoring the international system and resolutions (Al-Anani, 
2001). In the following year in May, the Council issued Resolution 251 (Msalat, 
2006) which condemned the occupation's military parade in al-Quds (United 
Nations, 1968a).  A few days later, Resolution 252 was issued which called for the 
cancellation of arbitrary measures that seek to change Al-Quds (United Nations, 
1968b). In July 1969, the Security Council condemned the burning of al-Masjid al-
Aqsa, and the settlers' profanation of its arenas as declared in Resolution 271 on 
the protection of holy sites in Al-Quds (United Nations, 1969). The Security Council 
urged the Israeli occupation to remove the settlements it had constructed on the 
lands of the West Bank and al-Quds which it had occupied in 1967. Resolution 465 
(United Nations, 1980a) called for ending the planning and construction of 
settlements, and Resolution 476 in 1980 declared the nullity of Israeli procedures 
to change the nature of Al-Quds (United Nations, 1980b). Because the occupation 
continued to impose its rule and law on al-Quds, the Security Council in Resolution 
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AL-QUDS AS MENTIONED IN UN RESOLUTIONS FROM 1967-1993 
The Israeli occupation of the West Bank, the Gaza Strip and Al-Quds in 1967 
resulted in a new shock for the international community who failed to protect al-
Quds. The Israeli forces occupied eastern Jerusalem and imposed a state of de-
facto occupation on the holy city. The Israeli behaviour was internationally 
condemned; this is reflected in the UN's resolutions which called for the 
occupation's retreat from al-Jerusalem and the keeping of al-Quds legal status as 
it is in the international system. The resolutions also called for the occupation's 
retreat from political, legal and administrative procedures imposed on the city (Al-
Adayla, 2007). 

Following are the main resolutions on Al-Quds: 

1.  General Assembly Resolutions 
After the 1967 "Naksa", the UN General Assembly issued Resolution 2253 in which 
it expressed its sorrow regarding the occupation's seizure of the West Bank and 
al-Quds (United Nations, 1967). The resolution stated the illegality of Israeli 
behaviour and the need to change it. However, this resolution could not deter the 
occupation which continued to impose its control over the land (Al-Hazayma, 
2011). Such behaviour pushed the UN General Assembly into issuing Resolution 
36/15 in October in 1981. The resolution demanded Israel to stop all excavations 
and changes in the historical, cultural and religious sites in Al-Quds, especially 
beneath and around Al-Masjid Al-Aqsa and the Dome of the Rock (United Nations, 
1981). It deemed any changes in al-Quds as illegal and against the International 
Law, and hindered the achievement of just and inclusive peace. 

2.  Security Council Resolutions 
The Security Council issued Resolution 242 after about 5 months from the Israeli 
occupation of al-Quds in 1967 (Hakeem, 1987). The Council expressed to the Israeli 
occupation the importance of withdrawing to the borders prior to the 1967 war 
(United Nations, 1967), and not to change the status quo through resorting to 
military power and ignoring the international system and resolutions (Al-Anani, 
2001). In the following year in May, the Council issued Resolution 251 (Msalat, 
2006) which condemned the occupation's military parade in al-Quds (United 
Nations, 1968a).  A few days later, Resolution 252 was issued which called for the 
cancellation of arbitrary measures that seek to change Al-Quds (United Nations, 
1968b). In July 1969, the Security Council condemned the burning of al-Masjid al-
Aqsa, and the settlers' profanation of its arenas as declared in Resolution 271 on 
the protection of holy sites in Al-Quds (United Nations, 1969). The Security Council 
urged the Israeli occupation to remove the settlements it had constructed on the 
lands of the West Bank and al-Quds which it had occupied in 1967. Resolution 465 
(United Nations, 1980a) called for ending the planning and construction of 
settlements, and Resolution 476 in 1980 declared the nullity of Israeli procedures 
to change the nature of Al-Quds (United Nations, 1980b). Because the occupation 
continued to impose its rule and law on al-Quds, the Security Council in Resolution 

     
 

 

478 in 1980 called for not recognising the Israeli law in al-Quds, (Al-Qar'i, 1997) and 
for all countries to withdraw their diplomatic missions from the city (United 
Nations, 1980c).  

The last Resolution of this stage was 672 which condemned the Israeli 
massacre carried out in the arenas of al-Masjid al-Aqsa in 1990. This confirmed the 
Security Council's position on al-Quds as being under Israeli occupation (United 
Nations, 1990). In this stage of al-Quds issue, the occupation had complete control 
over it; occupying the city, seizing its lands and establishing settlements in all 
directions disregarding international law and with full support from the USA (Al-
Arqan, 2003). The occupation's response to all international calls was having more 
determination to carry out its Judaisation plans and seizure of lands.  

It is clear that the multiplicity of resolutions in the Security Council is due to 
the Arab countries' adoption of draft resolutions in favour of the issue of 
Jerusalem, and the adoption of the issue by most countries that believe in justice 
and freedom. So that we realise that the global interest began to be strong and 
largely supportive at the beginning of the occupation of Jerusalem, then it began 
to weaken little by little. This decline in the international position can be attributed 
to the American support for the Israeli occupation and the Israeli diplomatic 
efforts to influence the views that support the Palestinian cause, and sometimes 
threaten these countries. 

UN RESOLUTIONS AFTER 1993 IN REGARDS TO AL-QUDS 
The Oslo Accords of 1993 constitute a major turning point in the history of the 
Palestinian cause. The Palestine Liberation Organisation (PLO) recognised the 
Israeli entity, and in parallel, the occupation recognised the PLO as the official 
representative of the Palestinian people, and the people had temporary self-rule 
in the West Bank and al-Quds under the occupation. However, the latter did not 
adhere to the agreed-on procedures and placed obstacles instead. Al-Quds issue 
was a major topic in the negotiations between Israel and the Palestinian 
Authority. Israel did not stop its endeavours to Judaise the city and impose a fait 
accompli. It breached the agreements on the legal status of al-Quds and seized its 
lands through establishing more settlement units. In Response, the United 
Nations institutions issued several resolutions over the years.  

After the beginning of Al-Aqsa Intifada in late 2000, the issue regained its 
importance in the UN General Assembly. As a result of the Israeli violations, the 
UN General Assembly issued Resolution 55/130 in February 2001. It asked the 
occupiers to make the necessary facilitations for the committee that was going to 
investigate the Israeli practices against the Palestinian people's rights in the 
Palestinian lands, including al-Quds (United Nations, 2000b).  In 2003, the UNGA 
rejected the Israeli construction of the Apartheid Wall in the occupied West Bank. 
It issued Resolution 58/22 (United Nations, 2003a) and Resolution 58/98 in which 
the International Court of Justice called for an urgent resolution on the 
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construction of the wall in the Palestinian lands and around the eastern side of al-
Quds (United Nations, 2003b). 

The UN resolutions against the Israeli crimes, targeting of civilians and 
violation of human rights continued. The UN General Assembly in 2005 asked in 
its Resolution 60/104 the committee to investigate the Israeli practices against 
human rights in all Palestinian territories, including the city of Al-Quds to continue 
its work until the occupation is entirely over (United Nations, 2005). The UNGA 
maintained its position against the settlement project. In 2015, it issued Resolution 
70/98 condemning the Israeli's settlement activities in the occupied Palestinian 
lands, expansion of settlements in the eastern side of Al-Quds, and illegal 
construction of the Apartheid Wall (United Nations, 2015). In the following year, 
UNGA emphasised the importance of applying Geneva Conventions and 
protection of civilians in the Palestinian lands and al-Quds in Resolution 71/96 
(United Nations, 2016b). 

The UN Security Council addressed several Palestinian issues after the Oslo 
Accords were signed. It condemned the Israeli practices and violations against the 
Palestinian civilians and their rights, and construction of settlements on 
Palestinian lands disregarding the International Law and the UN resolutions. The 
UN Security Council in 1996 issued Resolution 1073 in which it urged Israel to stop 
the construction of an entrance to a tunnel in the vicinity of al-Masjid Al-Aqsa. This 
resulted in great confrontations between the occupation's soldiers and the 
Palestinians, and resulted in the martyrdom and injury of many Palestinian civilians 
(United Nations, 1996). 

As the 2000 al-Aqsa Intifada began upon extreme Zionist Ariel Sharon's 
intrusion into al-Masjid al-Aqsa. The Council issued Resolution 1322 and 
condemned the break-in and use of violence against the Palestinian civilians which 
led to the martyrdom of 80 Palestinians in less than a month (United Nations, 
2000a). In 2002, the Security Council issued Resolution 1397 and urged both the 
Palestinians and the Israelis to resume negotiations on concluding a settlement 
policy that guarantees and protects Al-Quds (United Nations, 2002). Whilst in 
December 2016, the Security Council issued Resolution 2334 in which it confirmed 
that the occupation's establishment of settlements in the occupied lands of 1967, 
including the eastern side of al-Quds, has no legal grounds. The resolution 
demanded that the Israeli occupation immediately stop all its settlement 
activities, and it refused to recognise any changes that had been made to the 
borders of 4 June 1967 (United Nations, 2016a). 

UNESCO's resolutions gave al-Quds and its Christian and Islamic sites a 
cultural ground. They recognised the city's historical and religious roots. UNESCO 
issued several resolutions that denounced the Israeli attempts to Judaise al-Quds 
and its sites. In 1996, UNESCO issued Resolution 150 declaring Al-Quds on the List 
of World Heritage in Danger (Al-Israa for Studies and Research, 1998) because the 
Israeli forces had constructed a tunnel along the western wall of al-Masjid al-Aqsa 
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construction of the wall in the Palestinian lands and around the eastern side of al-
Quds (United Nations, 2003b). 

The UN resolutions against the Israeli crimes, targeting of civilians and 
violation of human rights continued. The UN General Assembly in 2005 asked in 
its Resolution 60/104 the committee to investigate the Israeli practices against 
human rights in all Palestinian territories, including the city of Al-Quds to continue 
its work until the occupation is entirely over (United Nations, 2005). The UNGA 
maintained its position against the settlement project. In 2015, it issued Resolution 
70/98 condemning the Israeli's settlement activities in the occupied Palestinian 
lands, expansion of settlements in the eastern side of Al-Quds, and illegal 
construction of the Apartheid Wall (United Nations, 2015). In the following year, 
UNGA emphasised the importance of applying Geneva Conventions and 
protection of civilians in the Palestinian lands and al-Quds in Resolution 71/96 
(United Nations, 2016b). 

The UN Security Council addressed several Palestinian issues after the Oslo 
Accords were signed. It condemned the Israeli practices and violations against the 
Palestinian civilians and their rights, and construction of settlements on 
Palestinian lands disregarding the International Law and the UN resolutions. The 
UN Security Council in 1996 issued Resolution 1073 in which it urged Israel to stop 
the construction of an entrance to a tunnel in the vicinity of al-Masjid Al-Aqsa. This 
resulted in great confrontations between the occupation's soldiers and the 
Palestinians, and resulted in the martyrdom and injury of many Palestinian civilians 
(United Nations, 1996). 

As the 2000 al-Aqsa Intifada began upon extreme Zionist Ariel Sharon's 
intrusion into al-Masjid al-Aqsa. The Council issued Resolution 1322 and 
condemned the break-in and use of violence against the Palestinian civilians which 
led to the martyrdom of 80 Palestinians in less than a month (United Nations, 
2000a). In 2002, the Security Council issued Resolution 1397 and urged both the 
Palestinians and the Israelis to resume negotiations on concluding a settlement 
policy that guarantees and protects Al-Quds (United Nations, 2002). Whilst in 
December 2016, the Security Council issued Resolution 2334 in which it confirmed 
that the occupation's establishment of settlements in the occupied lands of 1967, 
including the eastern side of al-Quds, has no legal grounds. The resolution 
demanded that the Israeli occupation immediately stop all its settlement 
activities, and it refused to recognise any changes that had been made to the 
borders of 4 June 1967 (United Nations, 2016a). 

UNESCO's resolutions gave al-Quds and its Christian and Islamic sites a 
cultural ground. They recognised the city's historical and religious roots. UNESCO 
issued several resolutions that denounced the Israeli attempts to Judaise al-Quds 
and its sites. In 1996, UNESCO issued Resolution 150 declaring Al-Quds on the List 
of World Heritage in Danger (Al-Israa for Studies and Research, 1998) because the 
Israeli forces had constructed a tunnel along the western wall of al-Masjid al-Aqsa 

     
 

 

(WAFA, 1996). In 2010, the UNESCO also denounced the Israeli excavation work in 
al-Masjid al-Aqsa and the Old City in its Resolution 184 in which it expressed its 
concerns over the procedures that contradicted the resolutions of the UNESCO, 
UN and Security Council (WAFA, 2010). Despite all the requests made by UNESCO 
and other specialised international institutions, the occupation did not withdraw 
and, instead, continued the excavation works beneath and around al-Masjid al-
Aqsa. UNESCO then issued Resolution 192 condemning the stubbornness of the 
Israeli occupation and settlers' activities as they continuously break into holy sites 
(WAFA, 2014). 

In addition, UNESCO criticised the Israeli measures that prevented the 
Palestinians' access to al-Quds, the holy sites and the Old City. In June 2000, it 
issued Resolution 159 that stated in article three, "The Executive Board is 
concerned at  the  measures  which  continue  to  impede  the  free  access  of 
Palestinians  to  Jerusalem  and  to  the  Holy  Places  of  the  Old  City  of  Jerusalem" 
(WAFA, 2000). In the last decade, UNESCO issued several decisions against Israeli 
practices that aimed to change the identity of al-Quds. Such practices include the 
closure of buildings, closure of gates, and construction of cable-train to facilitate 
the settlers' movements near al-Masjid al-Aqsa’s wall. The UNESCO's decision 196 
issued in 2015 stated (WAFA, 2015), 

The Executive Board regrets  the  damage  caused  by  Israeli  security  forces  on  
30  October  2014  to  the  historic  gates  and  windows  of  al-Qibli  Mosque  
inside  al-Aqṣà  Mosque/al-Ḥaram  ash-Sharīf which is a Muslim holy site of 
worship and an integral part of the world heritage site; and expresses  its  deep  
concern over  the  Israeli  closure  and  ban  on  the renovation  of  the al-Raḥma  
Gate  building,  one  of  the al-Aqṣà  Mosque/al-Ḥaram  ash-Sharīf  gates,  and  
urges  Israel  to  stop    obstruction  of  the  necessary  restoration  works,  in  
order  to  repair the  damage  caused  by  the  weather  conditions,  especially  
the  water  leakage  into  the  rooms of the building.  

UNESCO issued decision 200 in 2016 and demanded the occupation to return 
to pre-2000, and condemned the continuous incursions of al-Masjid al-Aqsa by 
Israeli right extremists, and the restrictions imposed on al-Masjid. It also 
confirmed that Al-Mughrabi Gate slope is part and parcel of al-Masjid al-Aqsa 
(WAFA, 2016). 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Ultimately, this study highlights the importance of the efforts of the United 
Nations and its position at the international level, and the significance of investing 
those efforts in serving the Palestinian cause and protecting the historic sites and 
holy places. It also shows that the influence of the UN institutes is still vulnerable 
to deter the occupation and prevent it from committing more crimes. The 
Conclusions of the study are as follows: 

● The Palestinian issue is a just cause and has legal grounds guaranteed and 
protected by international institutions' resolutions. 
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● Al-Quds is an occupied city as described by the resolutions of the 
International Law. 

● The unequivocal support provided to Israel by the US, Britain and several 
other UN member states contributed to the Judaisation and seizure of a 
great portion of the Palestinian lands, including lands from al-Quds. 

● There are plenty of UN resolutions that demanded Israel to stop the 
occupation and changing of the demography of al-Quds, but the 
international community has failed to have them implemented. 

 

This study recommends: 

● Raising the world's awareness about the Palestinian issue and ensuring 
enough and continuous support to the cause. 

● Confirming the importance of al-Quds as a holy city with an Islamic and Arab 
identity, and as the right of the Palestinian people for all religions. 

● Building an international network with Arab and Muslim countries as its base 
to protect al-Masjid al-Aqsa and al-Quds from Israel's endeavours to Judaise 
and its seizer. 

● Filing lawsuits in the international courts against the occupation and 
prosecuting it for violating the International Law and continuing to occupy 
al-Quds and changing the demographic structure of the holy city. 
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● Al-Quds is an occupied city as described by the resolutions of the 
International Law. 

● The unequivocal support provided to Israel by the US, Britain and several 
other UN member states contributed to the Judaisation and seizure of a 
great portion of the Palestinian lands, including lands from al-Quds. 

● There are plenty of UN resolutions that demanded Israel to stop the 
occupation and changing of the demography of al-Quds, but the 
international community has failed to have them implemented. 

 

This study recommends: 

● Raising the world's awareness about the Palestinian issue and ensuring 
enough and continuous support to the cause. 

● Confirming the importance of al-Quds as a holy city with an Islamic and Arab 
identity, and as the right of the Palestinian people for all religions. 

● Building an international network with Arab and Muslim countries as its base 
to protect al-Masjid al-Aqsa and al-Quds from Israel's endeavours to Judaise 
and its seizer. 

● Filing lawsuits in the international courts against the occupation and 
prosecuting it for violating the International Law and continuing to occupy 
al-Quds and changing the demographic structure of the holy city. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Today, one of the most contentious disputes in the region and the world at large 
has been centred around Jerusalem, with the al-Aqsa Mosque compound 
becoming the focal point of conflict. It has become the centre of competing 
claims based on history, culture, and, most crucially, religion. Whether or not al-
Aqsa Mosque, which has maintained its structure for more than a millennium, will 
be able to sustain its existence in the future is a topic of worry and debate in light 
of the current developments. Christian and Jewish Zionists have aspired to 
destroy the al-Aqsa Mosque and establish a ‘Jewish Temple’ on its site. 
Evangelicals, particularly in the US, have been pushing this idea for some time. 
Some of the most crucial developments that have ignited these debates today 
arose when Donald Trump was President of the United States (from 2017 to 2021), 
and the ramifications are still being felt today. The Trump administration made 
headlines for its unequivocal support of ‘Israel’ and went the extra mile, taking 
steps that no other president dared to take; leaving a clear imprint on history with 
the publication of the ‘Deal of the Century’, (hereafter, DoC). With Trump in office, 
questions about US support for ‘Israel’, raised in the past, have moved to the 
forefront of the debate, and the impact of Christian Zionism on American politics 
became increasingly more obvious. 

The DoC proposed by the Trump administration completely accepts the 
Zionist perspective while concurrently questioning and undermining the Muslim 
one. The DoC is still relevant today as it had been drafted in accordance with the 
position of ‘Israel’, particularly regarding the al-Aqsa Mosque. Trump's term left 
an irreversible mark on American politics through the substantial privileges 
afforded to ‘Israel’, by means of relocating the US Embassy, recognising the 
annexation of occupied territories, and announcing the Deal of the Century. The 
Deal not only acknowledges ‘‘Israel’s' sovereignty over the al-Aqsa Mosque and 
Jerusalem but also goes further in forging a new reality and bringing an end to the 
long-standing status quo. ‘Israel’ immediately capitalised on these gains and 
started creating a new de facto reality over al-Aqsa Mosque. This cannot be seen 
just as concessions given to ‘Israel’ for purely political reasons, rather Trump was 
clearly appealing to his evangelical constituents and their aspirations. The current 
right-wing Israeli government is pushing the limits on the matter.  This paper will 
thus systematically evaluate the DoC within the framework laid down in Christian 
Zionist ideology, critically analysing what awaits al-Aqsa Mosque in the plans 
envisaged by Christian Zionists, and how the DoC serves these plans. It also 
considers whether the DoC’s promised ‘peace and prosperity’ could be in reality 
translate into a declaration of ‘war and destruction’. 

RELIGIOUS SIGNIFICANCE OF THE SITE OF AL-AQSA MOSQUE 
Al-Aqsa Mosque is a prominent site which constitutes one sixth of the current old 
city of Jerusalem. The holy city, which has a major significance in many respects, 
including globally, politically, geopolitically, and, most importantly, religiously, has 
been the subject of several nations’ competing claims for control over it. Many 
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Jerusalem but also goes further in forging a new reality and bringing an end to the 
long-standing status quo. ‘Israel’ immediately capitalised on these gains and 
started creating a new de facto reality over al-Aqsa Mosque. This cannot be seen 
just as concessions given to ‘Israel’ for purely political reasons, rather Trump was 
clearly appealing to his evangelical constituents and their aspirations. The current 
right-wing Israeli government is pushing the limits on the matter.  This paper will 
thus systematically evaluate the DoC within the framework laid down in Christian 
Zionist ideology, critically analysing what awaits al-Aqsa Mosque in the plans 
envisaged by Christian Zionists, and how the DoC serves these plans. It also 
considers whether the DoC’s promised ‘peace and prosperity’ could be in reality 
translate into a declaration of ‘war and destruction’. 

RELIGIOUS SIGNIFICANCE OF THE SITE OF AL-AQSA MOSQUE 
Al-Aqsa Mosque is a prominent site which constitutes one sixth of the current old 
city of Jerusalem. The holy city, which has a major significance in many respects, 
including globally, politically, geopolitically, and, most importantly, religiously, has 
been the subject of several nations’ competing claims for control over it. Many 

     
 

 

civilisations that dominated this area gave it names that reflected their ideals and 
left a mark of their dominance. As a result, in addition to the name Bayt al-Maqdis, 
other names for the holy city include UrSalim, Yebus, Aelia, al-Quds and 
Jerusalem; each of which has a unique symbolic value to different people (El-
Awaisi, 2019a). Within its ancient walls several buildings, monuments and shrines 
have been constructed over millennia to reflect people’s connection, many of 
which have survived to this day. The holy city of Bayt al-Maqdis has become home 
to numerous sites and locations revered by followers of Islam, Christianity, and 
Judaism. As a result of such monuments, such as al-Aqsa Mosque (and within its 
Dome of the Rock and al-Buraq Wall), and the Church of the Holy Sepulchre, many 
refer to it as “the holiest city in the world” (Berzak, 2014). 

Primarily, al-Aqsa Mosque is the most significant because of its long history, 
with associations dating back to the period of the early Prophets. This area has 
always been holy to the people living there for millennia, even though, 
contemporary archaeology has opposing claims to theological and political claims 
over the site, only dating it back to the Roman period. Moreover, it is generally 
accepted by archaeologists that the Canaanites were the first to settle in this holy 
city, as is also suggested by the Bible (El-Awaisi, 2019a: 20). Historically, the 
Canaanites or even the Natufians thousands of years earlier, may have been the 
original inhabitants of the area; nonetheless, the region is most often associated 
with a single prominent character in the religions of Islam, Judaism, and 
Christianity; Prophet Abraham. According to Hebrew tradition, Jews who 
consider themselves to be descendants of Abraham believe their lineage 
continues with Isaac, ignoring Ishmael; while on the contrary, Christians believe 
that they themselves are the rightful heirs of Abraham as followers of Jesus. 
Abraham, on the other hand, cannot be a Jew as Judaism originated with Moses 
a millennium later, and cannot be a Christian because Christianity commenced 
with Jesus. Furthermore, when we take into consideration how the Qur'an 
clarifies this argument, it resolves this conflict by clarifying that the Prophet 
Abraham cannot belong to religions and revelations subsequent to him (Q 3:65), 
and what is imperative is following the message of submission to God (Islam) 
brought by Abraham (Q 3:67-68), and not the case of descent (Levenson as cited 
in El-Awaisi, 2019a: 22).  

For Jews, this land is where Moses led them, after he freed the Israelites from 
Pharaoh’s oppression in Egypt. Having reached the Holy Land, in the belief that it 
was their ‘Promised Land’, its significance grew in the eyes of the Jews, according 
to their belief. Nevertheless, it is also well-known according to religious sources 
that the Jews, even under Moses’ guidance, refused to enter this land and were 
lost in the wilderness for forty years. A few centuries later they entered into the 
holy city under King David’s leadership and a ‘Temple’ was constructed during 
King Solomon's reign. Moreover, the site of the current al-Masjid al-Aqsa (al-Aqsa 
Mosque) is supposedly referenced in the Second Book of Samuel, when David 
attempted to purchase it from Arnona the Jebusite (II Samuel 24:18-25), and it is 
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even said that Abraham’s encounter with Melchizedek, the Canaanite King of 
Jerusalem and priest of God Most High, was on this revered site. Thus, according 
to the Biblical account, even before the time of David and Abraham, this had 
already been a site where locals were paying importance to. Interestingly, Jews 
believe that the foundation of Judaism begins with Moses in the Sinai Peninsula, 
where he received the Ten Commandments from God; therefore, it is surprising 
that they would choose Mount Zion in Jerusalem rather than Mount Sinai as their 
spiritual centre (Armstrong, 1997).  

For Christians, the holy city of Bayt al-Maqdis is revered as the location where 
Jesus was crucified and risen from the dead (Armstrong, 1997). The holiest site in 
all of Christianity, the Church of the Holy Sepulchre, is located at the end of the 
Via Dolorosa and marks the spot where Jesus is believed to have been crucified, 
buried, and raised from the dead. Jesus’s life and prophecies played an important 
role in the Christian mind and their perceptions of the city.  The New Testament 
asserts that in the teachings and prophecies of Jesus, while on the Mount of 
Olives, that Jerusalem and its ‘temple’ would be completely destroyed (Matthew 
24:2). However, despite the fact that the Holy Land is regarded as one of the most 
significant locations in the Christian religion, the area that is now al-Masjid al-Aqsa 
has never been seen as a particularly significant location by Christians (Al-Ratrout, 
2004). Rather it was seen as the site where the prophecy of Jesus, “not one stone 
here will be left on another”, was realised and thus should be left derelict. In 
addition, for Christians after Jesus’s crucifixion and ascension to the heavens, his 
body became the new ‘temple’; it was now a concept of a heavenly Jerusalem and 
a heavenly temple, rather than an earthly one.  

On the other hand, in the eyes of Muslims, the importance of al-Aqsa Mosque 
does not begin and end with the time of Prophet Muhammad; rather, Muslims 
trace it back all the way back to the time of the first human, Prophet Adam. The 
al-Aqsa Mosque is thus not significant only due to the incident of Isra and Miraj 
(Night Journey and Ascension), but also because it is the second Masjid built on 
earth for the worship of God after the Ka‘bah, besides being the first Qiblah for 
Muslims and earlier prophets. As a result, the holy city of Bayt al-Maqdis and al-
Aqsa Mosque became an integral part of Islam, with its roots traced back to the 
very start of creation, continuing through the time of the last Prophet Muhammad 
and into the future to the Day of Judgment. According to the Quran, al-Aqsa 
Mosque is the source of the blessing (Barakah) and is the centre of the Land of 
Barakah, which has been bestowed upon it long before the migration of Prophet 
Abraham (El-Awaisi, 2007).  

When the second Muslim Caliph ‘Umar took Bayt al-Maqdis peacefully in 637, 
he proceeded to the site of al-Aqsa Mosque, cleansed it and built a structure 
within it. In actual fact, there is substantial historical and archaeological evidence 
showing that the area had been deserted for at least 500 years prior to the arrival 
of Muslims in the seventh century, when al-Aqsa Mosque was rebuilt by Muslims 
(Al-Ratrout, 2004). The city and the site of the mosque were completed 
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where he received the Ten Commandments from God; therefore, it is surprising 
that they would choose Mount Zion in Jerusalem rather than Mount Sinai as their 
spiritual centre (Armstrong, 1997).  

For Christians, the holy city of Bayt al-Maqdis is revered as the location where 
Jesus was crucified and risen from the dead (Armstrong, 1997). The holiest site in 
all of Christianity, the Church of the Holy Sepulchre, is located at the end of the 
Via Dolorosa and marks the spot where Jesus is believed to have been crucified, 
buried, and raised from the dead. Jesus’s life and prophecies played an important 
role in the Christian mind and their perceptions of the city.  The New Testament 
asserts that in the teachings and prophecies of Jesus, while on the Mount of 
Olives, that Jerusalem and its ‘temple’ would be completely destroyed (Matthew 
24:2). However, despite the fact that the Holy Land is regarded as one of the most 
significant locations in the Christian religion, the area that is now al-Masjid al-Aqsa 
has never been seen as a particularly significant location by Christians (Al-Ratrout, 
2004). Rather it was seen as the site where the prophecy of Jesus, “not one stone 
here will be left on another”, was realised and thus should be left derelict. In 
addition, for Christians after Jesus’s crucifixion and ascension to the heavens, his 
body became the new ‘temple’; it was now a concept of a heavenly Jerusalem and 
a heavenly temple, rather than an earthly one.  

On the other hand, in the eyes of Muslims, the importance of al-Aqsa Mosque 
does not begin and end with the time of Prophet Muhammad; rather, Muslims 
trace it back all the way back to the time of the first human, Prophet Adam. The 
al-Aqsa Mosque is thus not significant only due to the incident of Isra and Miraj 
(Night Journey and Ascension), but also because it is the second Masjid built on 
earth for the worship of God after the Ka‘bah, besides being the first Qiblah for 
Muslims and earlier prophets. As a result, the holy city of Bayt al-Maqdis and al-
Aqsa Mosque became an integral part of Islam, with its roots traced back to the 
very start of creation, continuing through the time of the last Prophet Muhammad 
and into the future to the Day of Judgment. According to the Quran, al-Aqsa 
Mosque is the source of the blessing (Barakah) and is the centre of the Land of 
Barakah, which has been bestowed upon it long before the migration of Prophet 
Abraham (El-Awaisi, 2007).  

When the second Muslim Caliph ‘Umar took Bayt al-Maqdis peacefully in 637, 
he proceeded to the site of al-Aqsa Mosque, cleansed it and built a structure 
within it. In actual fact, there is substantial historical and archaeological evidence 
showing that the area had been deserted for at least 500 years prior to the arrival 
of Muslims in the seventh century, when al-Aqsa Mosque was rebuilt by Muslims 
(Al-Ratrout, 2004). The city and the site of the mosque were completed 

     
 

 

annihilated and raised to the ground twice in the first and second century CE by 
the Romans. The foundation’s that remained date back to when it was rebuilt 
again during the reign of Emperor Hadrian in the 2nd Century CE (Al-Ratrout, 2013). 
Thus, the site of the Masjid has no archaeological remnants prior to that, and 
therefore disproves the claim that the Buraq Wall is a relic of a ‘Jewish Temple’.1 
Indeed, Jewish interest in this wall is rather more recent and together with the 
advent of Jewish Zionism and the start of the occupation, it turned into both a 
national and religious symbol. 

Since the inception of the Zionist movement in the 1880s, Jewish nationalists 
have believed Zion to be the spiritual and political heart of the Jewish people 
(Ma’oz, 2014). Nonetheless, the size, form, and placement of the ‘Jewish Temple’ 
in relation to the existing territory of al-Aqsa Mosque are contested amongst 
biblical scholars and even Israeli archaeologists, making the topic of the first and 
second ‘Jewish Temples’ appear more linked to mythology than archaeology (Al-
Ratrout, 2004). This theological deception by the Zionists to stake a claim for the 
demolition of the al-Aqsa Mosque is based on the belief that King Solomon 
established a ‘temple’ on the existing location of the Mosque. Despite more than 
150 years of subterranean excavations at al-Aqsa Mosque and the surrounding 
area, this claim has not been proven. In this respect, the Zionist assertion that the 
Western Wall is a part of the temple is very inconsistent, especially given that 
there is no hard-archaeological evidence of the temple in the area surrounding the 
platform of the Mosque. Even until the late Ottoman era and the British 
intervention in the region, the alleged ‘Wailing Wall’ or the western al-Buraq Wall 
of al-Aqsa Mosque held no significance for the Jewish community. The 
international commission appointed by the British government to look into the 
claims to this wall during the 1929 Buraq Revolt determined that the Western Wall 
and the surrounding area belonged solely to the Muslims and is a Waqf property, 
subsequently being approved by the League of Nations in 1931 (International 
Commission, 1999). Last but not least, in order to uncover the mystery of the 
ideological narratives ensuring the collaboration between Jewish and Christian 
Zionism and the relationship based on mutual interests, reflected in the DoC, it is 
also necessary to take into consideration the significance of the site of al-Aqsa 
Mosque from a Christian Zionist perspective. Christian Zionism, often known as 
‘Christian support for Zionism’ or ‘political philo-Semitism’, places a great value on 
the existing location of al-Aqsa Mosque due to the belief in an impending ‘Jewish 
temple’ that would soon be built there. A contemporary Christian Zionist, Randall 
Price (2006), argues that the Jewish people are obligated by the Torah to ‘restore 
the temple’ as soon as they are able to do so and it heralds that when the 
Messianic Age comes to fruition, all of Israel will be saved and brought back to 
their homeland. Additionally, during this time period, the temple will once again 
stand complete with its Levitical priesthood, and a righteous descendant of David, 
the Messiah, will rule from Jerusalem (based on Jeremiah 33:14-18, Exodus 25:8).  
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Despite the fact that archaeological and historical narratives are developing 
contrary to current Jewish Zionist claims, it is interesting to see how many modern 
Israeli practices, such as the annexation and colonisation of Palestinian owned 
land, are justified by Christian Zionists on the grounds of their beliefs that Jews 
remain as God’s chosen people. It must be noted that the concept of a Zionist 
client-state, established to further Western interests in the area, predates Jewish 
Zionism and was encouraged by Christian Zionists (El-Awaisi, 2019b). This 
particularly urged the return of Jews to Palestine and facilitated it. Christian 
Zionists encouraged Western governments to support this, and more recently, 
actively advocated for the moving of their embassies to Jerusalem and the official 
recognition of Jerusalem as the everlasting and undivided capital of Jews and 
‘Israel’. Those who believe that the Bible foretells the rebuilding of the ‘temple’ 
and the restoration of the priesthood and sacrifice system provide varied degrees 
of financial and moral support to Jewish ‘Temple Mount’ groups working toward 
these ends. Peter Wagner, James DeLoach, Terry Reisenhoover, and Doug Kreiger 
are only some of the Christian Zionist leaders who have played a key role in 
mobilising substantial American funding for extremist Jewish groups like ‘Gush 
Emunim’ and the ‘Temple Mount Faithful’ (Sizer, 2006: 172). To Christian Zionists, 
any advocate for Israeli compromise with Islam or coexistence with Palestinians 
is to identify with those destined to fight God and ‘Israel’ in the approaching battle 
of Armageddon; hence there is no hope for genuine peace between Jews and 
Muslims (Sizer, 2006: 8). For this reason, in the language of Christian Zionists, the 
‘Temple Mount’ is “the most contested 35 acres on the planet” and the single most 
essential key to future predictions (Lindsey as cited in Sizer, 2006: 172). 

Accordingly, it is worth noting that US politicians who were elected with the 
help of evangelicals’ views on both domestic and international issues have 
adopted their positions. In this setting, religion (in the evangelical sense) is kept 
on the agenda at practically every opportunity, and religious jargon dominates US 
political vocabulary. The context in which Bush used religious language, such as 
‘forces of evil’ and ‘Crusade’, in reference to political and military actions carried 
out by the United States and its allies in the ‘Middle East’, is one such example 
(Gündüz, 2018). In addition to Reagan, Bush, and George W. Bush; Trump has been 
added to the list of American presidents who have had evangelical influence on 
their policies; with Reagan expecting the predicted War of Armageddon to take 
place during his administration. Therefore, efforts to demolish al-Aqsa Mosque, 
which is part of achieving the ambitions of Christian Zionism, and building the 
privileged ‘Jewish Temple’, have reached the highest level in directing American 
politics, which has evolved under the influence of evangelicalism, with the Trump 
administration coming to the forefront. Consequently, having established the 
significance of al-Aqsa Mosque to various faiths and ideologies as an introductory 
section of this paper, this context is essential to the subsequent assessments, 
namely providing a ground for examining American politics, primarily the DoC, 
from a broad perspective consistent with the goals of Christian Zionism.  
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Despite the fact that archaeological and historical narratives are developing 
contrary to current Jewish Zionist claims, it is interesting to see how many modern 
Israeli practices, such as the annexation and colonisation of Palestinian owned 
land, are justified by Christian Zionists on the grounds of their beliefs that Jews 
remain as God’s chosen people. It must be noted that the concept of a Zionist 
client-state, established to further Western interests in the area, predates Jewish 
Zionism and was encouraged by Christian Zionists (El-Awaisi, 2019b). This 
particularly urged the return of Jews to Palestine and facilitated it. Christian 
Zionists encouraged Western governments to support this, and more recently, 
actively advocated for the moving of their embassies to Jerusalem and the official 
recognition of Jerusalem as the everlasting and undivided capital of Jews and 
‘Israel’. Those who believe that the Bible foretells the rebuilding of the ‘temple’ 
and the restoration of the priesthood and sacrifice system provide varied degrees 
of financial and moral support to Jewish ‘Temple Mount’ groups working toward 
these ends. Peter Wagner, James DeLoach, Terry Reisenhoover, and Doug Kreiger 
are only some of the Christian Zionist leaders who have played a key role in 
mobilising substantial American funding for extremist Jewish groups like ‘Gush 
Emunim’ and the ‘Temple Mount Faithful’ (Sizer, 2006: 172). To Christian Zionists, 
any advocate for Israeli compromise with Islam or coexistence with Palestinians 
is to identify with those destined to fight God and ‘Israel’ in the approaching battle 
of Armageddon; hence there is no hope for genuine peace between Jews and 
Muslims (Sizer, 2006: 8). For this reason, in the language of Christian Zionists, the 
‘Temple Mount’ is “the most contested 35 acres on the planet” and the single most 
essential key to future predictions (Lindsey as cited in Sizer, 2006: 172). 

Accordingly, it is worth noting that US politicians who were elected with the 
help of evangelicals’ views on both domestic and international issues have 
adopted their positions. In this setting, religion (in the evangelical sense) is kept 
on the agenda at practically every opportunity, and religious jargon dominates US 
political vocabulary. The context in which Bush used religious language, such as 
‘forces of evil’ and ‘Crusade’, in reference to political and military actions carried 
out by the United States and its allies in the ‘Middle East’, is one such example 
(Gündüz, 2018). In addition to Reagan, Bush, and George W. Bush; Trump has been 
added to the list of American presidents who have had evangelical influence on 
their policies; with Reagan expecting the predicted War of Armageddon to take 
place during his administration. Therefore, efforts to demolish al-Aqsa Mosque, 
which is part of achieving the ambitions of Christian Zionism, and building the 
privileged ‘Jewish Temple’, have reached the highest level in directing American 
politics, which has evolved under the influence of evangelicalism, with the Trump 
administration coming to the forefront. Consequently, having established the 
significance of al-Aqsa Mosque to various faiths and ideologies as an introductory 
section of this paper, this context is essential to the subsequent assessments, 
namely providing a ground for examining American politics, primarily the DoC, 
from a broad perspective consistent with the goals of Christian Zionism.  

     
 

 

TRUMP’S STANCE ON RESOLVING THE CONFLICT & HIS DEAL OF THE CENTURY 
Supported by Christian and Jewish Zionist lobbies, the Trump administration 
played a significant role in bolstering pro-Israeli measures, which are unparalleled 
in the history of US foreign policy towards the Palestinian-Israeli conflict. The 
United States has long portrayed itself as a mediator in the Palestinian-Israeli 
conflict, and officially supported the establishment of two states. Though it may 
seem that a resolution could be achieved through intermediary states, ending the 
quest for dominance in the Holy Land based on their respective national, religious 
and historical narrative, the United States’ pro-Israeli policies have only served to 
exacerbate tensions in this region. For instance, the United States was the first 
country to officially recognise ‘Israel’ in 1948 (Ross, 2015); US foreign aid to ‘Israel’ 
saw a significant increase beginning in the early 1960s under John F. Kennedy 
making ‘Israel’ the largest recipient, surpassing Egypt by more than $60 billion 
(Cavari and Nyer, 2016); and overall, the United States has viewed ‘Israel’ as both 
a strategic and a friendly de facto ally amidst the tumultuous ‘Middle East’ (Ross, 
2015). The Trump administration, renowned for its explicit statements on US 
policy towards West Asia, has contributed to a surge in potential differences and 
disputes regarding the United States' involvement in an area beleaguered by 
conflicts for over a century.  

Trump consistently portrayed himself as less hawkish on foreign policy than 
his opponents during his campaigns. However, his but his presidency’s actions 
have been seen as detrimental to global peace and the liberal international order 
(Payne, 2017). Critics argue that the Trump’s version of ‘America First’ undermined 
the established liberal international order (Adri, 2020). The Trump 
administration’s policies aimed at ensuring political stability in West Asia, and the 
overt favours granted to ‘Israel’ in contrast to previous American presidents, have 
stoked the flames of conflict, plunging the region deeper into crisis. During his 
presidential campaign, Trump pledged to bring an end to the Palestinian-Israeli 
issue. Once in office, he established a team to facilitate peace talks. To that end, 
he designated his Jewish son-in-law Jared Kushner as his special envoy to execute 
a peace plan. Additionally, he appointed David Friedman as US Ambassador to 
‘Israel’, as well as Jason Greenblatt, his former attorney, to this ‘peace team’, both 
of whom have been vocal supporters and financial backers of illegal Israeli 
settlements on occupied Palestinian territory and who are also Jewish. Alongside 
these appointments, President Trump had an evangelical Vice-President Mike 
Pence and an evangelical Secretary of State Mike Pompeo. However, the 
assumption that Trump’s team would approach the matter impartially was tainted 
by their pro-Israeli stance on the conflict, and cast a shadow of doubt over the 
United States' ability to act as an impartial mediator (Wermenbol, 2019). 

In May 2017, Trump and included ‘Israel’ in his first overseas visit as president, 
and was the first sitting US president to visit the Western Buraq Wall. His 
administration announced on 6 December 2017 that the United States recognised 
‘United Jerusalem’ as the capital of ‘Israel’ and would relocate the US embassy 
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there. Moreover, on the 70th anniversary of the Palestinian Nakbah or the ‘Great 
Catastrophe’, and the day ‘Israel’ was established in 1948, the US formally 
inaugurated its embassy in Jerusalem on 14 May 2018, against global opposition 
(Abu Shammalah, 2019).  On 25 March 2019, Trump reversed decades of US policy 
by recognising Israel's annexation of the occupied Golan region. Furthermore, the 
US unveiled a proposal on 20 June 2019 to establish a global investment fund for 
the Palestinians and neighbouring Arab states as part of the US’s ‘Middle East 
Peace Plan’. Furthermore, following his threats to stop assistance to the 
Palestinians in a series of tweets, blaming their inability to ‘talk peace’, the US 
government cancelled more than half of its projected funding to UNRWA, the UN 
organisation for Palestinian refugees (Lieberman, 2019). 

Along with this, on 28 January 2020, Trump made his most high-profile 
polemical move as president when he finally released the long-promised 'Peace 
to Prosperity' plan for ‘Israel’ and the Palestinians (Zanotti, 2019). The Trump 
administration has been consistently aggressive in its stance on the Palestinian 
issue and has consistently supported solely pro-Israeli measures (Payne, 2017). 
Any remaining optimism that Trump would have adopted a neutral posture, 
particularly in policies towards the Holy Land, has been dashed by his repeated 
emphasis on the need to restore ties with ‘Israel’ in light of Obama's lack of an 
active ‘Israel’ policy during the former US administration (Thompson, 2018).  

The US plan, dubbed as ‘the Deal of the Century’, was unveiled in its 
economic component in the capital of Bahrain, Manama, in June 2019; and was 
fully unveiled by Donald Trump and Benjamin Netanyahu at the White House on 
28 January 2020. This plan is an attempt to legalise Israel's illegal presence in the 
occupied territories by disregarding the internationally binding decisions adopted 
by the United Nations Security Council in the past which demand ‘Israel’ to 
withdraw from the occupied territories such as the West Bank, Gaza and the 
Golan, and also by disregarding the Oslo process, that resulted in various 
agreements (Yetim, 2020).2 At this point, although the announcement of 
annexing some areas in the occupied West Bank region by ‘Israel’ is contrary to all 
the agreements and international law, the 'Deal of the Century' leads ‘Israel’ to 
such an undertaking. On the other hand, Palestinian President Mahmoud Abbas, 
who blames the US for the oppression of the Palestinian people, has criticised 
President Trump's peace proposal for the ‘Middle East’ as the 'Slap of the Century' 
and instead reaffirmed his commitment to establishing a Palestinian state with 
‘East Jerusalem’ as its capital within the framework of the 1967 borders in 

accordance with UN Security Council Resolution 242 (Sawafta & al-Mughrabi, 2020). 
The DoC clearly presented what ‘Israel’ aspired to achieve from the US, and 

nothing that the Palestinians wanted. This is not surprising as one of the key 
architects of the plan, Jared Kushner, Trump’s son-in-law, is actually Jewish.  He 
stated to the media, while trying to justify the DoC, that: “I’ve been studying this 
now for three years, I’ve read 25 books on it…”. Many of the books he supposedly 
read present the Zionist narrative, including works by Jonathan Schanzer, Vice 
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there. Moreover, on the 70th anniversary of the Palestinian Nakbah or the ‘Great 
Catastrophe’, and the day ‘Israel’ was established in 1948, the US formally 
inaugurated its embassy in Jerusalem on 14 May 2018, against global opposition 
(Abu Shammalah, 2019).  On 25 March 2019, Trump reversed decades of US policy 
by recognising Israel's annexation of the occupied Golan region. Furthermore, the 
US unveiled a proposal on 20 June 2019 to establish a global investment fund for 
the Palestinians and neighbouring Arab states as part of the US’s ‘Middle East 
Peace Plan’. Furthermore, following his threats to stop assistance to the 
Palestinians in a series of tweets, blaming their inability to ‘talk peace’, the US 
government cancelled more than half of its projected funding to UNRWA, the UN 
organisation for Palestinian refugees (Lieberman, 2019). 

Along with this, on 28 January 2020, Trump made his most high-profile 
polemical move as president when he finally released the long-promised 'Peace 
to Prosperity' plan for ‘Israel’ and the Palestinians (Zanotti, 2019). The Trump 
administration has been consistently aggressive in its stance on the Palestinian 
issue and has consistently supported solely pro-Israeli measures (Payne, 2017). 
Any remaining optimism that Trump would have adopted a neutral posture, 
particularly in policies towards the Holy Land, has been dashed by his repeated 
emphasis on the need to restore ties with ‘Israel’ in light of Obama's lack of an 
active ‘Israel’ policy during the former US administration (Thompson, 2018).  

The US plan, dubbed as ‘the Deal of the Century’, was unveiled in its 
economic component in the capital of Bahrain, Manama, in June 2019; and was 
fully unveiled by Donald Trump and Benjamin Netanyahu at the White House on 
28 January 2020. This plan is an attempt to legalise Israel's illegal presence in the 
occupied territories by disregarding the internationally binding decisions adopted 
by the United Nations Security Council in the past which demand ‘Israel’ to 
withdraw from the occupied territories such as the West Bank, Gaza and the 
Golan, and also by disregarding the Oslo process, that resulted in various 
agreements (Yetim, 2020).2 At this point, although the announcement of 
annexing some areas in the occupied West Bank region by ‘Israel’ is contrary to all 
the agreements and international law, the 'Deal of the Century' leads ‘Israel’ to 
such an undertaking. On the other hand, Palestinian President Mahmoud Abbas, 
who blames the US for the oppression of the Palestinian people, has criticised 
President Trump's peace proposal for the ‘Middle East’ as the 'Slap of the Century' 
and instead reaffirmed his commitment to establishing a Palestinian state with 
‘East Jerusalem’ as its capital within the framework of the 1967 borders in 

accordance with UN Security Council Resolution 242 (Sawafta & al-Mughrabi, 2020). 
The DoC clearly presented what ‘Israel’ aspired to achieve from the US, and 

nothing that the Palestinians wanted. This is not surprising as one of the key 
architects of the plan, Jared Kushner, Trump’s son-in-law, is actually Jewish.  He 
stated to the media, while trying to justify the DoC, that: “I’ve been studying this 
now for three years, I’ve read 25 books on it…”. Many of the books he supposedly 
read present the Zionist narrative, including works by Jonathan Schanzer, Vice 

     
 

 

President for Research at the Foundation for Defense of Democracies (Middle 
East Eye, 2020; Pink, 2020), a US based pro-Zionist think tank, which is part of the 
Israeli lobby. Kushner’s views have been recently exposed in his autobiography, 
Breaking History: A White House Memoir, in which he discusses what has shaped 
his dogma (Kushner, 2022). He reaffirms some of his sources, stating for instance, 
that an event reminded him of what he had read in Fight for Jerusalem: Radical 
Islam, the West, and the Future of the Holy City. This book was authored by Dore 
Gold, who had worked for Ariel Sharon, presenting the ultra-nationalist politics of 
the Israeli Likud party.  

The rest of Kushner’s 'small' team was composed mainly of Jews with 
orthodox upbringing, namely Avi Berkowitz, Jason Greenblatt and David 
Friedman (Kampeas, 2019), in addition to Coptic Christian Dina Powell, due to her 
knowledge of Arabic (she left a few months later), and Catholic Brian Hook, due 
to his strong stance on Iran, which was needed when he met Arab leaders to 
convince them of the plan.3 Kushner does not disguise the Jewish background of 
his team; he even boasts about it. He notes how he met Berkowitz during 
Passover in 2011 and Greenblatt being Trump’s lawyer and the campaign’s liaison 
to the Jewish community. As for Ambassador Friedman, Kushner was well aware 
of him not only being a pro-Israel hawk but also having strong connections to the 
evangelical and Jewish right wings, something Kushner saw as an 'asset' in this 
endeavour (Kushner, 2022, 111). Trump in unveiling the DoC, threatened the 
Palestinians that “this could be the last opportunity they will ever have”, stating 
the first reason for that is there will never be a team like this which, “We have a 
team of people that love the United States and they love Israel, and they’re very 
smart and very, very committed”, naming the four in the team Friedman, 
Greenblatt, Berkowitz and Kushner, but excluding Hook, whom Netanyahu did 
not forget in his speech (Trump & Netanyahu, 2020). 

The team, with such backgrounds, connections, and being vocal supporters 
and financial backers of ‘Israel’ shows a clear bias. Moreover, Israel’s official 
involvement in the drafting of the deal, as Kushner boasts writing; “We had spent 
two years haggling over every line, and we had created a thoughtful plan that Bibi 
believed could actually work”, is telling. Trump, at the unveiling of the DoC, said he 
delivered his vision for peace only a few days before the launch. Kushner, 
however, adds that the night before the announcement both he and Netanyahu 
went through the final version before it was announced; “Bibi was careful to make 
sure that not a single word of the plan would put any Israeli at risk and was 
understandably nervous about how it could affect the upcoming election” 
(Kushner, 2022, 286-287). Their background, together with Israel’s official 
involvement and even making changes until the last minute, is clear testimony not 
only of bias but of presenting Zionist aspirations. Netanyahu, in the unveiling of 
the deal said, “it’s a great plan for Israel” (Trump & Netanyahu, 2020). In this 
respect, the significance of al-Aqsa Mosque and changes to its status, announced 
in the context of this deal, needs to be read against this background. 
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As a consequence, it is obvious that the plan fits the definition of a matter of 
coercion rather than a peace for reasons such as the proposal of Jerusalem to 
‘Israel’ as a single and inseparable whole, proposals to turn the site of al-Aqsa 
Mosque into a multi-religious tourist destination, denying the inherent right of 
Palestinian refugees to return to their homes, and supporting the annexation 
initiatives. Accordingly, we can say that it is a document in which Palestine is 
excluded and therefore arises from the intersection of a two-way alliance of 
interests. Besides the gains ‘Israel’ was making, it benefited the Trump 
administration in consolidating the support of Jewish and evangelical lobbies in 
the US. In this regard ‘Israel’ made use of the current national, regional and global 
context with the aim of putting into practice its illegal and occupation-based 
expansionist initiatives. This was reflected in Netanyahu’s attempt to secure more 
concessions from the US during the unveiling of the plan by pushing the idea of 
further annexation in the West Bank in accordance with the new map in the DoC. 
This reflects the more concessions given to the Zionist state, the more it would 
want to acquire. This last episode even made Trump “feel dirty”, as Netanyahu 
was “giving a campaign speech” for the looming elections (Kushner, 2022, 292). 

The Significance of al-Aqsa Mosque in the Deal 
The White House’s ‘Peace to Prosperity: A Vision to Improve the Lives of the 
Palestinian and Israeli People’ plan, dubbed as the ‘Deal of the Century’, centres on 
a unilateral resolution of a host of contentious issues, including those pertaining 
to borders and settlements, security, Palestinian refugees, the status of the 
Palestinian state, Jerusalem, and holy sites, primarily al-Aqsa Mosque enclave. 
This document is a direct outcome of Trump’s pro-Israeli actions, and it’s 
significant to note that in doing so, Trump accorded ‘Israel’ full recognition of its 
control over the entirety of Jerusalem and al-Aqsa Mosque. Furthermore, a 
‘sovereign’ Palestine, perceived as a threat to the survival of ‘Israel’, is thus 
dismissed as part of the DoC, thereby further bolstering Israel’s claims to the area 
as its purported ‘ancient homeland’ (White House, 2020, p.8).  

Regarding the status of al-Aqsa Mosque, the document denotes the entire 
mosque complex by the Zionist/Biblical term ‘Temple Mount’, instead of the term 
‘al-Aqsa Mosque’. This indicates that the site’s significance as a Muslim place of 
worship is being deliberately disregarded. The terminological preferences are 
alternatives to overt justifications as seen in numerous points in the text. 
Consequently, it can be discerned that Trump’s plan prioritises the significance of 
the ‘Temple Mount’ over al-Aqsa Mosque, largely adopting a Zionist perspective, 
although adding a latter term ‘Haram al-Sharif’. Moreover, the preference for 
specific terminology not only legitimises the Jewish Zionist narrative concerning the 

existing location of al-Aqsa Mosque but also ignores historical and archaeological 
evidence based on continuing excavations surrounding the mosque’s complex. In 
the opening section entitled “Jerusalem’s Holy Sites”, 31 holy sites are listed; 17 
are Christian, 13 are supposedly Jewish and only a mention of ‘the Muslim Holy 
Shrines’ is made without naming a single site from the hundreds within the Old 
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As a consequence, it is obvious that the plan fits the definition of a matter of 
coercion rather than a peace for reasons such as the proposal of Jerusalem to 
‘Israel’ as a single and inseparable whole, proposals to turn the site of al-Aqsa 
Mosque into a multi-religious tourist destination, denying the inherent right of 
Palestinian refugees to return to their homes, and supporting the annexation 
initiatives. Accordingly, we can say that it is a document in which Palestine is 
excluded and therefore arises from the intersection of a two-way alliance of 
interests. Besides the gains ‘Israel’ was making, it benefited the Trump 
administration in consolidating the support of Jewish and evangelical lobbies in 
the US. In this regard ‘Israel’ made use of the current national, regional and global 
context with the aim of putting into practice its illegal and occupation-based 
expansionist initiatives. This was reflected in Netanyahu’s attempt to secure more 
concessions from the US during the unveiling of the plan by pushing the idea of 
further annexation in the West Bank in accordance with the new map in the DoC. 
This reflects the more concessions given to the Zionist state, the more it would 
want to acquire. This last episode even made Trump “feel dirty”, as Netanyahu 
was “giving a campaign speech” for the looming elections (Kushner, 2022, 292). 

The Significance of al-Aqsa Mosque in the Deal 
The White House’s ‘Peace to Prosperity: A Vision to Improve the Lives of the 
Palestinian and Israeli People’ plan, dubbed as the ‘Deal of the Century’, centres on 
a unilateral resolution of a host of contentious issues, including those pertaining 
to borders and settlements, security, Palestinian refugees, the status of the 
Palestinian state, Jerusalem, and holy sites, primarily al-Aqsa Mosque enclave. 
This document is a direct outcome of Trump’s pro-Israeli actions, and it’s 
significant to note that in doing so, Trump accorded ‘Israel’ full recognition of its 
control over the entirety of Jerusalem and al-Aqsa Mosque. Furthermore, a 
‘sovereign’ Palestine, perceived as a threat to the survival of ‘Israel’, is thus 
dismissed as part of the DoC, thereby further bolstering Israel’s claims to the area 
as its purported ‘ancient homeland’ (White House, 2020, p.8).  

Regarding the status of al-Aqsa Mosque, the document denotes the entire 
mosque complex by the Zionist/Biblical term ‘Temple Mount’, instead of the term 
‘al-Aqsa Mosque’. This indicates that the site’s significance as a Muslim place of 
worship is being deliberately disregarded. The terminological preferences are 
alternatives to overt justifications as seen in numerous points in the text. 
Consequently, it can be discerned that Trump’s plan prioritises the significance of 
the ‘Temple Mount’ over al-Aqsa Mosque, largely adopting a Zionist perspective, 
although adding a latter term ‘Haram al-Sharif’. Moreover, the preference for 
specific terminology not only legitimises the Jewish Zionist narrative concerning the 

existing location of al-Aqsa Mosque but also ignores historical and archaeological 
evidence based on continuing excavations surrounding the mosque’s complex. In 
the opening section entitled “Jerusalem’s Holy Sites”, 31 holy sites are listed; 17 
are Christian, 13 are supposedly Jewish and only a mention of ‘the Muslim Holy 
Shrines’ is made without naming a single site from the hundreds within the Old 

     
 

 

City. Furthermore, new Jewish holy sites are seemingly invented in the city, which 
previously held no sacred status in Judaism, aligning with a new narrative 
advocated by settler groups and successive right-wing governments. The plan 
does not distinguish between “central holy sites and peripheral sites or sites that 
are of varying importance to more than one religion” (Emek Shaveh, 2020). 

The statements within the text of the DoC reveal a clear bias; it claims that 
since 1967, “the State of Israel has been a good custodian of Jerusalem. During 
Israel’s stewardship, it has kept Jerusalem open and secure” (White House, 2020, 
p.9). This assertion does not seem to reflect the reality on the ground. Prior to the 
Zionist occupation, Jews, Christians, and Muslims around the world had the right 
to visit this holy city. However, there is an evident discrepancy between what is 
stated in the text and what is actually practised. Today over two billion Muslims 
have restricted access to their holy sites in the Holy Land. The stipulations outlined 
in the DoC regarding how “the State of Israel is to be commended for safeguarding 
the religious sites of all … Given this commendable record for more than half a 
century… we believe that this practice should remain, and that all of Jerusalem’s 
holy sites should be subject to the same governance regimes that exist today”, not 
only overlooks the real circumstances such as the numerous constraints imposed 
by the Israeli government on Muslims and Christians to freely practise their 
worship at their holy places, but also raises questions regarding how ‘Israel’ will 
manage to keep Jerusalem open and secure for all worshippers while it is the one 
desecrating its sanctity.  

In this context, grave claims have also been made that the Israeli government 
would become the mosque’s keeper and administrator, thereby granting them 
full jurisdiction over the site. This is asserted within the DoC’s text, as it intends to 
end Muslim religious autonomy over the site and, therefore, terminate the status 
quo, which the document contends should be preserved! It maintains: 

Jerusalem’s holy sites should remain open and available for peaceful 
worshippers and tourists of all faiths. People of every faith should be permitted 
to pray on the Temple Mount/Haram al-Sharif, in a manner that is fully respectful 
to their religion, taking into account the times of each religion’s prayers and 
holidays, as well as other religious factors.  

This dubious statement clearly raises additional concerns about the future of al-
Aqsa as a mosque. As a city of significance to the three religions, it in turn implies 
that the mosque should also serve as a synagogue for Jews and church for 
Christians, on their respective holy days. The mention of “every faith” appears to 
include Christians but mainstream Christians have never aspired to this. They have 
been lumped into the equation to mask the clear intention of turning the mosque 
into a Jewish place of worship. 

In the sections of the DoC where the significance of the al-Aqsa Mosque in 
relation to Islam, Judaism, and Christianity is discussed, other noteworthy 
comments regarding the al-Aqsa Mosque are prominent. According to this 
section, there are very sharp statements regarding its significance for Judaism 
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such as its history dating back to the time of Abraham for the Jews, and how this 
land evolved into a political centre during the time of King David, with the Jews 
having at least three thousand years of history. The document also references 
King Solomon and Moses in the Jewish narrative and the placement of the Ten 
Commandments in the ‘temple’. It mentions that although Jews pray at the 
Western Wall, part of the ‘Second Temple’, the al-Aqsa Mosque or ‘Temple 
Mount’ is their holiest site (White House, 2020, p.15). This strongly implies their 
claim over the site and implicitly suggesting the need to construct a ‘Jewish 
Temple’ there. While no emphasis is placed on the site’s significance to Christians, 
the Muslim significance is distinctly undermined. 

The intriguing aspect of how these claims are articulated in the DoC is the 
detailed explanation elaborating on the Jews' presence in the Holy Land and 
supporting their stance towards al-Aqsa Mosque while degrading others’ beliefs. 
‘Mount Moriah’, which is claimed in the biblical narrative to be where the Dome 
of the Rock, is situated and believed to be the site where Abraham intended to 
sacrifice his son Isaac, is a prime example of the deliberate use of language in the 
DoC to advance a specific narrative. In this case, the Jewish and Christian 
mythology and claims over al-Aqsa and its Dome of the Rock are evident, asserting 
that it was formerly Mount Moriah and is based on an entirely fictitious dispute. 
The document then makes another claim that it became the political centre of the 
Jewish people at the time of King David, and the building of an alleged “First 
Temple on Mount Moriah” and that the “Second Temple was built atop the same 
mountain” until they were destroyed. This becomes more apparent in another 
statement that lays the groundwork for this attempt regarding the whole site of 
al-Aqsa and its Western Wall as remnants of the Second Temple; “Although Jews 
pray today at the Western Wall, which was a retaining wall of the Second Temple, 
the Temple Mount itself is the holiest site in Judaism” (White House, 2020, p.16). 
Thus, the claim over the Buraq Wall is the departing point for subsequent material 
claims over the entire site of the mosque. 

 It is clear that an attempt is being made to endorse Jewish rights in the area 
by using claims in the document that have no ground; on the contrary they are 
opposed by archaeological evidence. This includes Biblical and Israeli 
archaeologists, many of whom question such arguments. Aren Maeir of Bar-Ilan 
University states: “if the scholars asked a hundred scholars (about the Jewish 
Temple), you will get a hundred and one opinions” (Maeir as cited in al-Ratrout, 
2012). This is reflected in the various theories and locations of the ‘temple’ in 
available literature. Ernest Martin, a Biblical scholar even argues that based on the 
scripture, the site of al-Aqsa was never a Jewish temple, rather a Roman fortress 
(Martin, 2000). As noted earlier such statements within the DoC do not have valid 
evidence to go beyond just being claims of mythology along with the lack of 
archaeological finds and historical evidence. It is well established that the site has 
no remains of a ‘Jewish Temple’ as even established by Israeli archaeologists and 
it was a desolate area during the Roman period; Tuvia Sagiv concludes that the 
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such as its history dating back to the time of Abraham for the Jews, and how this 
land evolved into a political centre during the time of King David, with the Jews 
having at least three thousand years of history. The document also references 
King Solomon and Moses in the Jewish narrative and the placement of the Ten 
Commandments in the ‘temple’. It mentions that although Jews pray at the 
Western Wall, part of the ‘Second Temple’, the al-Aqsa Mosque or ‘Temple 
Mount’ is their holiest site (White House, 2020, p.15). This strongly implies their 
claim over the site and implicitly suggesting the need to construct a ‘Jewish 
Temple’ there. While no emphasis is placed on the site’s significance to Christians, 
the Muslim significance is distinctly undermined. 

The intriguing aspect of how these claims are articulated in the DoC is the 
detailed explanation elaborating on the Jews' presence in the Holy Land and 
supporting their stance towards al-Aqsa Mosque while degrading others’ beliefs. 
‘Mount Moriah’, which is claimed in the biblical narrative to be where the Dome 
of the Rock, is situated and believed to be the site where Abraham intended to 
sacrifice his son Isaac, is a prime example of the deliberate use of language in the 
DoC to advance a specific narrative. In this case, the Jewish and Christian 
mythology and claims over al-Aqsa and its Dome of the Rock are evident, asserting 
that it was formerly Mount Moriah and is based on an entirely fictitious dispute. 
The document then makes another claim that it became the political centre of the 
Jewish people at the time of King David, and the building of an alleged “First 
Temple on Mount Moriah” and that the “Second Temple was built atop the same 
mountain” until they were destroyed. This becomes more apparent in another 
statement that lays the groundwork for this attempt regarding the whole site of 
al-Aqsa and its Western Wall as remnants of the Second Temple; “Although Jews 
pray today at the Western Wall, which was a retaining wall of the Second Temple, 
the Temple Mount itself is the holiest site in Judaism” (White House, 2020, p.16). 
Thus, the claim over the Buraq Wall is the departing point for subsequent material 
claims over the entire site of the mosque. 

 It is clear that an attempt is being made to endorse Jewish rights in the area 
by using claims in the document that have no ground; on the contrary they are 
opposed by archaeological evidence. This includes Biblical and Israeli 
archaeologists, many of whom question such arguments. Aren Maeir of Bar-Ilan 
University states: “if the scholars asked a hundred scholars (about the Jewish 
Temple), you will get a hundred and one opinions” (Maeir as cited in al-Ratrout, 
2012). This is reflected in the various theories and locations of the ‘temple’ in 
available literature. Ernest Martin, a Biblical scholar even argues that based on the 
scripture, the site of al-Aqsa was never a Jewish temple, rather a Roman fortress 
(Martin, 2000). As noted earlier such statements within the DoC do not have valid 
evidence to go beyond just being claims of mythology along with the lack of 
archaeological finds and historical evidence. It is well established that the site has 
no remains of a ‘Jewish Temple’ as even established by Israeli archaeologists and 
it was a desolate area during the Roman period; Tuvia Sagiv concludes that the 

     
 

 

ancient archaeological remains of al-Aqsa's foundation should be dated to the 
Pagan Roman Emperor Hadrian, in the second century CE, and not earlier to the 
time of Herod (Sagiv as cited in al-Ratrout, 2012, 84).  

In addition, the Western Buraq Wall of al-Aqsa Mosque was not even holy to 
Jews or a place where they worshipped until the late Ottoman period. The wall 
became Joha’s False Nail during the British occupation in order to lay further claims 
over the mosque (al-Jubeh, 2003). The clear distortion evident in the DoC is in line 
with the modern Zionist narrative that made the Western Wall a national and 
religious symbol (Cohen-Hattab & Bar, 2018; Ricca, 2010), this came following 
Trump’s visit to the wall as the first US sitting president to do so. Christian Zionists, 
on the other hand, taking the Bible literally, see the religious scripture as their 
historical source, thus confirming both the first and second ‘temples’. Therefore, 
without any requirement for solid proof, the DoC lends credence to the idea that 
the site of al-Aqsa was the temple and its western wall is a relic of the second 
‘Jewish Temple’, which in turn brings us to the Christian Zionist perspective and 
the historical backing they offered the Jews in accordance with the Christian and 
Jewish Zionism alliance. To put it another way, the objective of the DoC, as a 
product of the pro-Israeli Trump administration, is not to bring peace and 
prosperity to the Holy Land as is claimed, but rather to lay the groundwork for the 
fulfilment of evangelical and Jewish predictions. Furthermore, the DoC makes a 
claim that there “are nearly 700 separate references to Jerusalem in the Hebrew 
Bible”, an argument Zionists propagate. However, when looking at the Torah, 
“Jerusalem is not mentioned explicitly in the Torah, the first five most sacred books 
of the Hebrew Bible” (Armstrong, 1997, 1), not even once. This section of the DoC 
not only emphasises Jerusalem's significance to the Jews but narrows it down to 
primarily the site of al-Aqsa Mosque. 

The following paragraph on the Christian significance, although no 
importance is paid to the site of al-Aqsa Mosque, the wording also undermines 
Islam and Muslims. There are clear inferences that Christians “longed to recover 
the holy city” from the day Muslims took it in 637, and achieved such desire with 
the Crusades! Not only that, but during Muslim rule, the medieval period, pilgrims 
would face “dangers and challenges” and only during the late Ottoman period 
were they “granted legal rights to their holy sites”. While under ‘Israel’ there is a 
“thriving Christian population” (White House, 2020, p.15). These references clearly 
undermine the Islamic framework and practices, under which Christians and Jews 
lived side by side, for the first time in history, in peace under Islam’s inclusive vision 
(Armstrong, 1997).  

While analysing the following passage, associated with Islam, it is clear that 
any claims made regarding the matter's significance to Muslims are not fully in 
line with the material presented in Islamic sources and are, on the contrary, 
twisted. Accordingly, the value of al-Masjid Al-Aqsa to Muslims is confined to a 
single building within al-Aqsa Mosque enclave and merely to the period of the last 
Prophet Muhammad, and specifically to the occurrence of Isra and Miraj and the 
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claimed subsequent Qiblah. However, to reduce the significance of al-Masjid Al-
Aqsa to Muslims to a singular event alone while ignoring its predecessors is a 
distortion of the historical and theological reality. It also utilises orientalist and 
Zionist arguments that undermine the importance of al-Aqsa to Muslims, by 
claiming that the Umayyads made “Jerusalem as an alternative place of pilgrimage 
when Mecca [sic] was controlled by a rival caliphate”. Thus, arguing that some 
Muslim rulers attempted to give emphasis to a religious importance of Jerusalem 
and such the victory of Salah al-Din “led to a revival of Islamic interest in Jerusalem” 
that is implied to have been non-existent at some stage. It even goes further in 
undermining its importance to Muslims today as “the third holiest site in Islam”, 
while establishing it as the “holiest site in Judaism”. Thus, the DoC depicts a 
scenario in which the significance of the al-Aqsa Mosque and, by extension, the 
holy city is undermined for Muslims and implies that the existence of the al-Aqsa 
Mosque, as a Muslim site of worship, hinders the construction of the Jewish 
temple. Ultimately, it is obvious that these statements are unqualified to doubt 
the importance for Muslims. 

Once it is established that the site of al-Aqsa Mosque, in the religious and 
historical sense, is holiest to Jews, with little or no significance to Christians, and 
questionable holiness to Muslims, the proposed future is then based on such a 
framework. As for the sovereignty in the future of al-Aqsa Mosque, it is clear in 
the DoC that the state of ‘Israel’ will have jurisdiction over the site. It qualifies this 
with what was implied earlier, and with a further distortion of facts and history; 
“Unlike many previous powers that had ruled Jerusalem, and had destroyed the holy 
sites of other faiths, the State of Israel is to be commended for safeguarding the 
religious sites of all and maintaining a religious status quo”. Israel’s violation of 
human rights, disregard of international law and international humanitarian law, 
and imposing upon Palestine an apartheid reality as reported to the UN’s Human 
Rights Council (2022), is conversely commended in the DoC and thus encouraged 
for taking on this aggressive role. The policies that Israel has implemented in the 
Holy Land since the foundation of the Zionist state are commended and praised, 
and this occupation should continue disregarding international law. The 
document goes on to allege that previous rulers before the Zionist occupation 
have “destroyed the holy sites of other faiths”, when seen through the lens of 
historical records, it is clear that this is nothing more than an exaggerated claim 
without historical context. Taking into account the time prior to the twentieth 
century, inclusivity reigned in the region for centuries under Muslim rule, since the 
seventh century, with the exception of the Crusades, and thus indicate that this 
notion utterly distorts historical realities. According to historical records, the city 
had a cultural renaissance not only during the Islamic Ottoman era, but 
throughout the lengthy periods under Islam and places of worship were 
protected from the time Caliph Umar issued his Assurance of Safety (El-Awaisi, 
2007; Abu Munshar, 2012), and the existence of churches is testimony to this. 
Historical sources demonstrate that the era of the Crusades, the largest genocide 
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claimed subsequent Qiblah. However, to reduce the significance of al-Masjid Al-
Aqsa to Muslims to a singular event alone while ignoring its predecessors is a 
distortion of the historical and theological reality. It also utilises orientalist and 
Zionist arguments that undermine the importance of al-Aqsa to Muslims, by 
claiming that the Umayyads made “Jerusalem as an alternative place of pilgrimage 
when Mecca [sic] was controlled by a rival caliphate”. Thus, arguing that some 
Muslim rulers attempted to give emphasis to a religious importance of Jerusalem 
and such the victory of Salah al-Din “led to a revival of Islamic interest in Jerusalem” 
that is implied to have been non-existent at some stage. It even goes further in 
undermining its importance to Muslims today as “the third holiest site in Islam”, 
while establishing it as the “holiest site in Judaism”. Thus, the DoC depicts a 
scenario in which the significance of the al-Aqsa Mosque and, by extension, the 
holy city is undermined for Muslims and implies that the existence of the al-Aqsa 
Mosque, as a Muslim site of worship, hinders the construction of the Jewish 
temple. Ultimately, it is obvious that these statements are unqualified to doubt 
the importance for Muslims. 

Once it is established that the site of al-Aqsa Mosque, in the religious and 
historical sense, is holiest to Jews, with little or no significance to Christians, and 
questionable holiness to Muslims, the proposed future is then based on such a 
framework. As for the sovereignty in the future of al-Aqsa Mosque, it is clear in 
the DoC that the state of ‘Israel’ will have jurisdiction over the site. It qualifies this 
with what was implied earlier, and with a further distortion of facts and history; 
“Unlike many previous powers that had ruled Jerusalem, and had destroyed the holy 
sites of other faiths, the State of Israel is to be commended for safeguarding the 
religious sites of all and maintaining a religious status quo”. Israel’s violation of 
human rights, disregard of international law and international humanitarian law, 
and imposing upon Palestine an apartheid reality as reported to the UN’s Human 
Rights Council (2022), is conversely commended in the DoC and thus encouraged 
for taking on this aggressive role. The policies that Israel has implemented in the 
Holy Land since the foundation of the Zionist state are commended and praised, 
and this occupation should continue disregarding international law. The 
document goes on to allege that previous rulers before the Zionist occupation 
have “destroyed the holy sites of other faiths”, when seen through the lens of 
historical records, it is clear that this is nothing more than an exaggerated claim 
without historical context. Taking into account the time prior to the twentieth 
century, inclusivity reigned in the region for centuries under Muslim rule, since the 
seventh century, with the exception of the Crusades, and thus indicate that this 
notion utterly distorts historical realities. According to historical records, the city 
had a cultural renaissance not only during the Islamic Ottoman era, but 
throughout the lengthy periods under Islam and places of worship were 
protected from the time Caliph Umar issued his Assurance of Safety (El-Awaisi, 
2007; Abu Munshar, 2012), and the existence of churches is testimony to this. 
Historical sources demonstrate that the era of the Crusades, the largest genocide 

     
 

 

seen by the Holy Land, is now being replayed eight centuries later at the hands of 
the Zionist enterprise, despite the image depicted in the wording of the DoC; 
falsifying history and creating a new twisted narrative. However, such historical 
references are lacking in the text of the Deal, which causes casting doubt on the 
veracity of the material and making an unbiased political approach difficult. 

The text of the Deal intentionally leaves out historical atrocities since the 
onset of the occupation. It neglects to mention how Israel demolished the historic 
Maghariba neighbourhood soon after seizing the entire city in 1967 as part of its 
Judaisation project, which began with Israel's declaration of its presence in the 
region (Abu Shammalah, 2019). From the outset, ‘Israel’ embarked on a campaign 
of terror and violence, which has led to the demolition of all mosques, houses, 
shops and other waqf structures the neighbourhood’s (such as Madrasah, 
Zawiyah and Sufi lodges), that have had stood there for centuries. Israeli military 
troops have been responsible for a wave of terrorism that has included the 
displacement of the residents of the Maghariba neighbourhood, located next to 
the Western Buraq Wall of the al-Aqsa Mosque, and its destruction (Abu 
Shammalah, 2019). The Deal claims that Israel has established security in the 
region and maintains political stability in Jerusalem, where clashes have continued 
for over half a century and massacres have been committed within its holy sites 
(such as the 1990 al-Aqsa and the 1994 Ibrahimi Mosque massacres). The 
increasing desecration of Muslim holy sites is clear evidence of the distortion of 
history to suit the Zionist narrative.  

Statements in the DoC imply that the US administration believes all of 
Jerusalem's holy sites should be governed in the same manner as they are 
currently. If this is the case, then the al-Aqsa Mosque is entirely subject to 
whatever administrative authority Israel appoints and whatever fate it chooses. 
With no provision for Muslims to have a say in the American decision and Israeli 
sovereignty over the al-Aqsa Mosque, the text of the Deal while claiming that the 
status quo should be maintained, actually makes it abundantly clear that the 
status of what it terms the 'Temple Mount/ Haram al-Sharif' would be entirely 
altered. Kushner, in his memoir, emphasises that the issue of al-Aqsa Mosque was 
central to the 'deal'. Predictably, its formation was one of the main objectives of 
the DoC as, in Kushner’s own words, it was what was lacking in earlier ‘peace’ 
initiatives; the “most contentious issue -the status of East Jerusalem and its crown 
jewel, the Temple Mount-” (Kushner, 2022, 109). He adds that in meetings with 
some Arab leaders, this issue continually arose in discussions. In his meeting with 
the late Sultan Qaboos of Oman on 23 February 2019,4 he told him, “the most 
crucial element of Israeli-Arab peace was access to the al-Aqsa Mosque on the 
Temple Mount”. Kushner adds that the Sultan expressed his disappointment 
because “for years the Arab media had spread a false narrative that Israel wanted 
to destroy the mosque” (Kushner, 2022, 214). The Sultan further said that he felt 
bad for the Palestinians as they “carry with them the burden of the Muslim world”. 
This was a turning point for Kushner to focus on al-Aqsa Mosque in the ‘deal’. He 
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states that as he flew to Bahrain the next morning, this issue was playing over in 
his mind, particularly concerning who appointed inept Abbas and his ‘band’ to 
“represent the entire Arab world on the issue of the al-Aqsa Mosque”. Having a 
‘eureka moment’, that besides the territorial conflict between Israelis and 
Palestinians, the main “broader conflict between Israel and all Arabs about access 
to the al-Aqsa Mosque”, he concluded after two years of exploring this conflict, to 
“narrow our focus to the issue of access to the al-Aqsa Mosque” as that would make 
progress possible (Kushner, 2022, 217-218). Before landing in Bahrain, he asked his 
team to make changes to the ‘deal’, so that the issue of al-Aqsa Mosque was 
removed from being a subject of negotiation with the Palestinians to being the 
centrepiece of the normalisation agreements between Muslim countries and 
‘Israel’, paving the way for the 'Abraham Accords' (Kushner, 2022, 219).5  

Thus, Kushner shifted this from being a subject to be negotiated to settling 
it in the way he, and naturally Israel, saw fit.  He emphasises his point in various 
places in his memoirs. His and Israel’s stance and narrative are clearly articulated; 
“after being denied access to the Temple Mount for decades, Israel would never 
agree to give up control of East Jerusalem” (Kushner, 2022, 110). Adopting Israel’s 
position, the fact that the future administration of al-Masjid al-Aqsa would remain 
entirely under Israeli control indicates that this mission of demolition and 
Judaisation will continue. Consequently, the fact that this document defends 
Israel's sovereignty over the al-Aqsa Mosque and supports this decision casts 
significant doubt on whether the al-Aqsa Mosque will continue to exist as a 
mosque. Furthermore, it introduces the idea of opening the site to Jewish prayer. 
This was advanced by the team while the DoC was being drafted. Jason Greenblatt 
(2022) in his recently published memoirs, claims that he was the driving force 
behind this; “I also recommended that people of every faith, including Jews who 
were presently excluded, should be permitted to pray on the Temple Mount/Haram 
al-Sharif, in a manner fully respectful to their religion, taking into account the times 
of each religion’s prayers and holidays, as well as other religious factors”. The same 
wording was included in the DoC, albeit diluted to encompass other religions. 
Thus, the survival of al-Aqsa Mosque is threatened by the major privileges 
accorded to ‘Israel’ in the language of the DoC for the purpose of implementing 
the principles of Christian Zionism and its future aspirations.  

Therefore, the Trump administration's DoC makes it clear that ‘Israel’ would 
have full control of the Holy City, while the Palestinians would be confined to a 
few neighbourhoods on the city's eastern outskirts, beyond the apartheid 8-m-
high wall. While an undivided Jerusalem becomes the sovereign capital of the 
Zionist state, the document absurdly suggests that the Palestinians could choose 
one of the villages, such as Abu Dis, and “could be named Al Quds”! This insulting 
proposal, while upholding a Jewish Jerusalem, paradoxically expects Palestinians 
to search for a plot of land and simply call it al-Quds, negating their connection 
with the holy city, while amplifying the Jewish connection. It may be argued that 
the content of the DoC is predicated on a hypothetical situation designed to yield 
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states that as he flew to Bahrain the next morning, this issue was playing over in 
his mind, particularly concerning who appointed inept Abbas and his ‘band’ to 
“represent the entire Arab world on the issue of the al-Aqsa Mosque”. Having a 
‘eureka moment’, that besides the territorial conflict between Israelis and 
Palestinians, the main “broader conflict between Israel and all Arabs about access 
to the al-Aqsa Mosque”, he concluded after two years of exploring this conflict, to 
“narrow our focus to the issue of access to the al-Aqsa Mosque” as that would make 
progress possible (Kushner, 2022, 217-218). Before landing in Bahrain, he asked his 
team to make changes to the ‘deal’, so that the issue of al-Aqsa Mosque was 
removed from being a subject of negotiation with the Palestinians to being the 
centrepiece of the normalisation agreements between Muslim countries and 
‘Israel’, paving the way for the 'Abraham Accords' (Kushner, 2022, 219).5  

Thus, Kushner shifted this from being a subject to be negotiated to settling 
it in the way he, and naturally Israel, saw fit.  He emphasises his point in various 
places in his memoirs. His and Israel’s stance and narrative are clearly articulated; 
“after being denied access to the Temple Mount for decades, Israel would never 
agree to give up control of East Jerusalem” (Kushner, 2022, 110). Adopting Israel’s 
position, the fact that the future administration of al-Masjid al-Aqsa would remain 
entirely under Israeli control indicates that this mission of demolition and 
Judaisation will continue. Consequently, the fact that this document defends 
Israel's sovereignty over the al-Aqsa Mosque and supports this decision casts 
significant doubt on whether the al-Aqsa Mosque will continue to exist as a 
mosque. Furthermore, it introduces the idea of opening the site to Jewish prayer. 
This was advanced by the team while the DoC was being drafted. Jason Greenblatt 
(2022) in his recently published memoirs, claims that he was the driving force 
behind this; “I also recommended that people of every faith, including Jews who 
were presently excluded, should be permitted to pray on the Temple Mount/Haram 
al-Sharif, in a manner fully respectful to their religion, taking into account the times 
of each religion’s prayers and holidays, as well as other religious factors”. The same 
wording was included in the DoC, albeit diluted to encompass other religions. 
Thus, the survival of al-Aqsa Mosque is threatened by the major privileges 
accorded to ‘Israel’ in the language of the DoC for the purpose of implementing 
the principles of Christian Zionism and its future aspirations.  

Therefore, the Trump administration's DoC makes it clear that ‘Israel’ would 
have full control of the Holy City, while the Palestinians would be confined to a 
few neighbourhoods on the city's eastern outskirts, beyond the apartheid 8-m-
high wall. While an undivided Jerusalem becomes the sovereign capital of the 
Zionist state, the document absurdly suggests that the Palestinians could choose 
one of the villages, such as Abu Dis, and “could be named Al Quds”! This insulting 
proposal, while upholding a Jewish Jerusalem, paradoxically expects Palestinians 
to search for a plot of land and simply call it al-Quds, negating their connection 
with the holy city, while amplifying the Jewish connection. It may be argued that 
the content of the DoC is predicated on a hypothetical situation designed to yield 

     
 

 

results favourable to ‘Israel’ and that this situation disregards the vast majority of 
any relevant context. The Palestinians would have to accept this unilateral deal in 
order to avoid the consequences that would befall them if they chose to oppose 
it. All things considered, the US plan to ‘resolve’ the conflict only aggravates the 
conflict further, violates international law regarding Jerusalem’s status and 
ignites a new wave of controversy on an issue very sensitive to billions of Muslims 
around the world, namely al-Aqsa Mosque.  

THE FUTURE OF AL-AQSA AS PROJECTED BY THE DEAL & ITS IMPLICATIONS 
As is justified in the DoC, ‘Israel’ has not hesitated to publicly state that it asserts 
sovereignty over the al-Aqsa Mosque. Consequently, the interferences in the 
status quo of the Masjid are not limited to justifications in the DoC, as Israel had 
already been establishing a de facto dominance over al-Aqsa Mosque. However, 
there are two key points within the language of the DoC that should be 
emphasised, as they pose serious threats to the future existence of al-Aqsa 
Mosque. In association with the DoC, the first key point directly indicates that the 
site of the al-Aqsa Mosque is to become a shared space for prayers and tourists 
of all faiths, a desire strongly promoted by certain radical Jewish and Christian 
Zionists. This is blatantly asserted within the DoC:  

Jerusalem’s holy sites should remain open and available for peaceful 
worshippers and tourists of all faiths. People of every faith should be permitted 
to pray on the Temple Mount/Haram al-Sharif [i.e. al-Aqsa], in a manner that is 
fully respectful to their religion, taking into account the times of each religion’s 
prayers and holidays, as well as other religious factors (White House, 2020, p.16).  

If implemented, it would be impossible to ensure that al-Aqsa Mosque enclave, 
will continue to serve solely as a mosque in the future. Moreover, if this particular 
site of worship for Muslims becomes accessible for other faiths' worship as 
indicated in the language of the DoC, there will be no future for al-Aqsa Mosque 
as an exclusively Muslim place of worship. In reality, this would serve as an open 
invitation allowing Jewish settlers, who have been attempting to perform prayers 
on the site for years, to finally enter al-Aqsa Mosque freely. Even if Muslims today 
defend the mosque from the incursions of intruders, this statement in the DoC 
undermines the fundamental integrity of al-Aqsa Mosque and grants the luxury of 
dedicating a new space for other rituals, paving the path for the construction of 
structures, and eventually the envisaged Jewish temple on this site.  

This first critical aspect in the DoC regarding the future of al-Aqsa Mosque 
leads naturally into a second issue, which is the guarantee that people of all faiths 
would be permitted to perform their religious prayers, taking into account their 
respective religious holidays. Therefore, the second major issue is that the DoC 
dictates that all religions should be permitted to pray fully on what it terms the 
'Temple Mount', taking into consideration the times of prayers and festivals of 
each religion, among other religious factors. The choice of the term ‘Temple 
Mount’ over ‘al-Aqsa Mosque’ in the DoC lends legitimacy to Jewish claims to the 
site,6 a position already established in the document concerning the first and 
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second 'Temples', thus ushering for the construction of a third 'Jewish Temple', a 
fulfilment of prophecy important to Evangelicals. 

Taking this assertion in the DoC into account, it becomes clear that its 
objective is to provide a valid foundation for additional major changes concerning 
the future of al-Aqsa Mosque. This blatantly alters the status quo of al-Aqsa 
Mosque and divides the mosque both temporally and spatially. It is essential to 
recall that since the occupation in 1967, an agreement was reached to maintain 
the internal administration of the entirety of al-Aqsa Mosque under Jordan's 
Islamic Waqf. However, though ‘Israel’ regarded its occupation as ‘liberation’ and 
hoisted its flag atop the Dome of the Rock, it was favourable for both sides at the 
time to retain the internal administration of the al-Aqsa Mosque (al-Haram al-
Sharif) under Jordanian Awqaf control. The site was exclusively dedicated to 
Muslim worship, while non-Muslims were only permitted to enter as visitors or 
tourists (Zalzberg, 2020). Furthermore, Jewish Law (Halakhah), as proclaimed by 
the Chief Rabbinate of Israel, prohibits Jews from accessing the mosque’s 
compound as it is deemed too holy to tread upon.7 However, certain radical 
Jewish groups have been vigorously lobbying to overturn this position and defy 
this halakhic prohibition by entering the site and more recently praying within it. 

Nonetheless, the status quo has been altered on multiple occasions, some 
planned and others as reaction to certain events (al-Jubeh, 2010). The first change 
was the actual occupation in 1967 and its immediate consequences; including the 
seizure of al-Aqsa’s Buraq Wall, destruction of the adjacent Maghariba Quarters, 
Israel's control over all the gates of the mosque and the confiscation of the key to 
the Maghariba Gate8 as well as the confiscation of al-Madrasa al-Tankiziyya.9 In 
addition, a permanent Israeli military police station was established inside the 
mosque, north of the Dome of the Rock, and Israeli border police were later 
positioned at all the gates of the mosque. This was followed by declaring the site 
of al-Aqsa Mosque as 'public open spaces', and initiating archaeological 
excavations in the vicinity and underneath the mosque from 1968.10 The status 
quo continued to be altered; the tunnel under the western wall of the mosque 
was completed and officially opened in 1996.11 Israel established within 
synagogues and places for Jewish worship within the tunnel, directly beneath the 
mosque’s western wall. Another significant change was associated with Ariel 
Sharon's storming of into the Mosque in 2000 with thousands of soldiers, 
resulting in the killing of dozens of Muslims inside the mosque. This incident 
resulted in further major changes to the status quo, through which Israel ended 
Jordan’s control over the entry of non-Muslims into the mosque, as well as ending 
the Awqaf’s right to renovate the mosque.12 Israel clearly claimed that the area of 
the mosque was public spaces under its jurisdiction and permitted Israelis and 
tourists, escorted by Israeli police, access from 2003; furthermore, no renovation 
could be undertaken without its approval. Israel’s restriction of Palestinian 
Muslims from the mosque and their forcible removal to make way for Jewish 
visitors represented another change to the status quo. This was followed by the 
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second 'Temples', thus ushering for the construction of a third 'Jewish Temple', a 
fulfilment of prophecy important to Evangelicals. 

Taking this assertion in the DoC into account, it becomes clear that its 
objective is to provide a valid foundation for additional major changes concerning 
the future of al-Aqsa Mosque. This blatantly alters the status quo of al-Aqsa 
Mosque and divides the mosque both temporally and spatially. It is essential to 
recall that since the occupation in 1967, an agreement was reached to maintain 
the internal administration of the entirety of al-Aqsa Mosque under Jordan's 
Islamic Waqf. However, though ‘Israel’ regarded its occupation as ‘liberation’ and 
hoisted its flag atop the Dome of the Rock, it was favourable for both sides at the 
time to retain the internal administration of the al-Aqsa Mosque (al-Haram al-
Sharif) under Jordanian Awqaf control. The site was exclusively dedicated to 
Muslim worship, while non-Muslims were only permitted to enter as visitors or 
tourists (Zalzberg, 2020). Furthermore, Jewish Law (Halakhah), as proclaimed by 
the Chief Rabbinate of Israel, prohibits Jews from accessing the mosque’s 
compound as it is deemed too holy to tread upon.7 However, certain radical 
Jewish groups have been vigorously lobbying to overturn this position and defy 
this halakhic prohibition by entering the site and more recently praying within it. 

Nonetheless, the status quo has been altered on multiple occasions, some 
planned and others as reaction to certain events (al-Jubeh, 2010). The first change 
was the actual occupation in 1967 and its immediate consequences; including the 
seizure of al-Aqsa’s Buraq Wall, destruction of the adjacent Maghariba Quarters, 
Israel's control over all the gates of the mosque and the confiscation of the key to 
the Maghariba Gate8 as well as the confiscation of al-Madrasa al-Tankiziyya.9 In 
addition, a permanent Israeli military police station was established inside the 
mosque, north of the Dome of the Rock, and Israeli border police were later 
positioned at all the gates of the mosque. This was followed by declaring the site 
of al-Aqsa Mosque as 'public open spaces', and initiating archaeological 
excavations in the vicinity and underneath the mosque from 1968.10 The status 
quo continued to be altered; the tunnel under the western wall of the mosque 
was completed and officially opened in 1996.11 Israel established within 
synagogues and places for Jewish worship within the tunnel, directly beneath the 
mosque’s western wall. Another significant change was associated with Ariel 
Sharon's storming of into the Mosque in 2000 with thousands of soldiers, 
resulting in the killing of dozens of Muslims inside the mosque. This incident 
resulted in further major changes to the status quo, through which Israel ended 
Jordan’s control over the entry of non-Muslims into the mosque, as well as ending 
the Awqaf’s right to renovate the mosque.12 Israel clearly claimed that the area of 
the mosque was public spaces under its jurisdiction and permitted Israelis and 
tourists, escorted by Israeli police, access from 2003; furthermore, no renovation 
could be undertaken without its approval. Israel’s restriction of Palestinian 
Muslims from the mosque and their forcible removal to make way for Jewish 
visitors represented another change to the status quo. This was followed by the 

     
 

 

sealing off part of the mosque to Muslim access and the closure of al-Aqsa for two 
weeks in 2017 (El-Awaisi and Yavuz, 2020, 224; al-Jubeh, 2010, Emek Shaveh, 2017). 
More recently, a new reality has been enforced, legitimising Jewish prayer within 
the mosque area as a direct result of the DoC. In summary, these actions, which 
aggressively undermine the sanctity of the mosque, stand in stark contrast to the 
security and peace purportedly promised by the DoC for Jerusalem. The DoC 
which claims to uphold the status quo, is effectively ending it once and for all, as 
it proposes three main changes in practice; it would reverse the centuries-old 
arrangement by giving control of the site to Israel, removing Jordan's custodial 
administrative role, and allowing non-Muslims to worship there (El-Awaisi and 
Yavuz, 2020: 224).  

The primary change proposed for the al-Aqsa Mosque is to allow non-Muslim 
prayers inside the Mosque’s area, which not only alters the status quo but 
terminates it completely. It suggests that during non-Muslim religious holidays, 
the al-Aqsa Mosque should be accessible only to non-Muslims. This is something 
that Jewish temple groups have been advocating in recent years and has even 
been discussed in the Israeli Knesset to enforce a model similar to that of the 
Ibrahimi Mosque in Hebron, where Jews have exclusive access during their 
religious festivals, including the participation of high-ranking state officials. Within 
al-Aqsa Mosque, this has not yet been implemented, but attempts to do so are 
evident, posing a serious threat to the continued existence of al-Masjid al-Aqsa as 
a mosque. Earlier measures allowed occupation authorities to limit Muslim access 
to the al-Aqsa Mosque during the hours of the morning (7:30 to 11:30) and early 
afternoon to make way for Jewish settlers and tourists. More recently and 
following the announcement of the Deal, Jewish groups have raised the bar 
further. Although previously they just required access, now prayers are conducted 
under the protection of Israeli occupation forces. The fact that the DoC asserts 
that “Jerusalem’s holy sites should remain open and available for peaceful 
worshippers and tourists of all faiths”, and that they should be allowed to pray in 
the mosque taking into consideration “the times of each religion’s prayers and 
holidays, as well as other religious factors” has enabled these Jewish groups to 
begin implementing this on the ground with the support of the Zionist 
establishment. Given these wordings, it is uncertain how situations would be 
handled when two or more religions celebrate their holidays on the same days, 
but priority to Jews is evident.13 Indeed, taking into consideration the rituals, 
festivals, and prayers of each religion “in a manner that is fully respectful to their 
religion”, suggests a definite division of the site and its allocation to ‘other 
religions’ besides Islam. Since the DoC was announced Israel has begun allowing 
Jews to enter the mosque during the holy month of Ramadan, and particularly the 
last ten days, which was previously not allowed. This has escalated in the last few 
years since the DoC and has led to an outright attack on the mosque. 

Ostensibly, according to Jewish law, as noted earlier, Jews are prohibited 
from entering the entire site of al-Aqsa Mosque, let alone worshipping there. 
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Fanatical Jewish groups, with the support of Christian Zionists, are evidently 
pushing for a change in religious rulings and seeking ways to circumvent them. 
Temple groups have reduced the hallowed ground that they are not supposed to 
enter to just the platform of the Dome of the Rock, and with the backing of some 
reformist Rabbis, they have issued a revised ruling. There has even been an 
attempt to remove the sign from the Chief Rabbinate at the Maghariba Gate, 
which forbids entry to the site. Moreover, there are ongoing campaigns to 
encourage Jews to enter the mosque site, and prizes and incentives are being 
offered to those who smuggle in offerings and other religious items, such as the 
shofar (ram's horn) (Israel National News, 2022). On the other hand, this 
restriction is no longer being strictly enforced, and Jews are not bound by this 
ruling. The text of the DoC instead of adopting the view of the Chief Rabbinate 
and maintaining peace, takes an extreme stance and encourages Jews to pray 
inside the mosque. This clearly demonstrates that the plan projected by the DoC 
does not reflect mainstream Jewish or Christian beliefs but rather the extreme 
views of Jewish groups, such as the 'Temple Mount' Organisations, and the 
apocalyptic beliefs of Christian Zionists. 

The DoC not only advances the temporal division but also a spatial one, as 
these groups have seized this opportunity and started to congregate in large 
numbers on the eastern side of the mosque, near the al-Rahma Gate. During their 
intrusions and congregation within this part of the mosque, Muslims are not 
permitted to approach that area, and if they insist on being there, even outside of 
these hours, they are either arrested or escorted away. However, Jewish groups 
have continued to escalate their demands asking for more concessions regarding 
their prayers within the mosque, initially requesting to bring in prayer shawls, 
religious books, and religious objects. On 22 May 2022, an Israeli Jerusalem 
Magistrates Court ruled that Jewish prayer and prostration are permitted, as 
these are rights recognised for all religions and do not contradict the Law of 
Protection of Holy Places. Following international outcry regarding the change in 
the status quo, the government secretariat issued a statement on the court 
decision, asserting that “there is no change, on the status quo of the Temple 
Mount” and this pertained to a court case involving three Jews who had 
conducted Jewish prayers inside al-Aqsa. Though it was claimed that the 
Appellate Court had revoked the decision, the reality on the ground suggests 
otherwise. The Supreme Court of Israel issued a verdict allowing Jews to blow the 
shofar and conduct other religious rituals at the eastern wall of al-Aqsa Mosque 
on 19 September 2022. Jewish groups succeeded in bringing religious 
accoutrements for worship, such as the shofar, into the mosque in September 
2022 on multiple occasions. Additionally, they managed to conduct a Rabbinic 
summit inside al-Aqsa Mosque twice, in April and October 2022, under the 
protection of the Israeli police, during which Rabbi Yehuda Shlush stated, “we 
were in large numbers, we conducted prayer, Mussaf and Hosanna, in congregation 
with priestly benediction, out aloud and without interruption” (Gottlieb, 2022). 
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Fanatical Jewish groups, with the support of Christian Zionists, are evidently 
pushing for a change in religious rulings and seeking ways to circumvent them. 
Temple groups have reduced the hallowed ground that they are not supposed to 
enter to just the platform of the Dome of the Rock, and with the backing of some 
reformist Rabbis, they have issued a revised ruling. There has even been an 
attempt to remove the sign from the Chief Rabbinate at the Maghariba Gate, 
which forbids entry to the site. Moreover, there are ongoing campaigns to 
encourage Jews to enter the mosque site, and prizes and incentives are being 
offered to those who smuggle in offerings and other religious items, such as the 
shofar (ram's horn) (Israel National News, 2022). On the other hand, this 
restriction is no longer being strictly enforced, and Jews are not bound by this 
ruling. The text of the DoC instead of adopting the view of the Chief Rabbinate 
and maintaining peace, takes an extreme stance and encourages Jews to pray 
inside the mosque. This clearly demonstrates that the plan projected by the DoC 
does not reflect mainstream Jewish or Christian beliefs but rather the extreme 
views of Jewish groups, such as the 'Temple Mount' Organisations, and the 
apocalyptic beliefs of Christian Zionists. 

The DoC not only advances the temporal division but also a spatial one, as 
these groups have seized this opportunity and started to congregate in large 
numbers on the eastern side of the mosque, near the al-Rahma Gate. During their 
intrusions and congregation within this part of the mosque, Muslims are not 
permitted to approach that area, and if they insist on being there, even outside of 
these hours, they are either arrested or escorted away. However, Jewish groups 
have continued to escalate their demands asking for more concessions regarding 
their prayers within the mosque, initially requesting to bring in prayer shawls, 
religious books, and religious objects. On 22 May 2022, an Israeli Jerusalem 
Magistrates Court ruled that Jewish prayer and prostration are permitted, as 
these are rights recognised for all religions and do not contradict the Law of 
Protection of Holy Places. Following international outcry regarding the change in 
the status quo, the government secretariat issued a statement on the court 
decision, asserting that “there is no change, on the status quo of the Temple 
Mount” and this pertained to a court case involving three Jews who had 
conducted Jewish prayers inside al-Aqsa. Though it was claimed that the 
Appellate Court had revoked the decision, the reality on the ground suggests 
otherwise. The Supreme Court of Israel issued a verdict allowing Jews to blow the 
shofar and conduct other religious rituals at the eastern wall of al-Aqsa Mosque 
on 19 September 2022. Jewish groups succeeded in bringing religious 
accoutrements for worship, such as the shofar, into the mosque in September 
2022 on multiple occasions. Additionally, they managed to conduct a Rabbinic 
summit inside al-Aqsa Mosque twice, in April and October 2022, under the 
protection of the Israeli police, during which Rabbi Yehuda Shlush stated, “we 
were in large numbers, we conducted prayer, Mussaf and Hosanna, in congregation 
with priestly benediction, out aloud and without interruption” (Gottlieb, 2022). 

     
 

 

According to these Temple groups, this means that al-Aqsa is now de facto a 
temple, as, according to the Talmud and the Sanhedrin literature, such a 
congregation of the court of the Rabbis can only occur inside the 'Temple'. 

Until now, Muslims were able to stay in al-Aqsa Mosque and chant takbir 
(God is Great) to emphasise the Islamic identity of the Mosque before the DoC. 
However, presently Muslims are forcefully evicted from the Mosque during the 
incursions of Jewish settlers, even during the month of Ramadan in the last three 
years. The text of the DoC states, consistent with Israel’s policy, that “peaceful 
worshippers” are allowed to worship freely. Therefore, with this DoC, the Israeli 
government, believing that Muslims standing in opposition to intruders are not 
‘peaceful worshippers’, is granted the authority to forcibly restrict Muslims' 
access and prayer to accommodate Jewish settlers (El-Awaisi and Yavuz, 2020: 
229).  Consequently, the debate regarding the future of al-Aqsa Mosque has 
intensified due to the proposal to end the Mosque’s status quo by making it “open 
and available for peaceful worshippers and tourists of all faiths”. In reality, it is 
already unfeasible to respect the rights of Muslims if their mosque is open to 
adherents of other religions. Furthermore, this could potentially trigger an 
immediate religious conflict over al-Aqsa Mosque, which Christian Zionists eagerly 
anticipate. The deliberate choice of terms such as “peaceful worship” and “in a 
manner that is completely respectful their religious beliefs and practices” are 
emphasised to keep the al-Aqsa Mosque accessible to all people (White House, 
2020, p.16), but this puts Muslims in a defensive position to protect their mosque, 
as was observed in Ramadan 2021, 2022 and 2023. They would subsequently be 
labelled as ‘violent’ worshippers and aggressors while defending their holy site 
from intruders. While tens of thousands of Muslims were in al-Aqsa Mosque 
during the month of Ramadan, armed occupation forces would evict them to 
make way for a handful of Jewish extremists. This pleases both the Temple groups 
and evangelical fanatics awaiting the apocalypse. 

 Throughout the entire 181-page document of the DoC the al-Aqsa Mosque 
site is neither recognised nor treated as a Mosque or a Masjid; instead, it is 
regarded as an esplanade or, as Israel prefers to call it, ‘public open spaces’. There 
is not a single line defending the indisputable rights of Muslims who have been 
dwelling and worshipping on this land for centuries, while it is biasedly defending 
the rights of Jews, who have failed to provide any historical or archaeological 
evidence to support the site was ever a synagogue or temple. Thus, alarm bells 
are ringing for these biased verdicts, and it paves the way for the Israeli authority 
to determine which side should be respected and who is engaging in peaceful 
worship. In this context, the Muslims who are banned from praying in al-Aqsa 
Mosque, especially the murabits (the steadfast guardians), are not considered 
‘peaceful worshippers’ by Israeli forces and settlers. Israel has exercised, and now 
has, even more, unchecked power to keep Muslims, who are not deemed 
‘peaceful’, by Israel’s definition, out of the mosque site at any time. 
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With the current right-wing government and Itamar Ben Gvir serving as 
Minister of National Security, one of his first actions was to provocatively storm 
al-Aqsa Mosque on 3 January 2023 eliciting international condemnation for his 
intrusion. The Temple groups have realigned their strategy with the increasing 
support of the government and police. They have escalated their demands, and 
on the day Ben Gvir assumed office (1 January 2023), they submitted to the Israeli 
police commissioner a list of demands for numerous changes to their access to al-
Aqsa Mosque and requested an audience with the minister. These demands were 
submitted through Aviad Fisoli, the attorney for the new Sanhedrin council, a key 
rabbinical institution of Temple settler groups supported by the Temple Institute 
and even evangelical groups. Their demands include, among other things, 
granting full freedom of worship to Jews to perform prayers and religious rituals 
inside the mosque, extending opening hours to include access on Friday, 
Saturday, and evenings, as well as unrestricted access to the mosque throughout 
Jewish holidays and not limiting access during Muslim holidays. They also demand 
the opening of all gates through which Jews can enter, besides the Maghariba 
Gate, ending police escorting Jews during incursions and allowing Jews to roam 
as they please, declaring the ‘equal right’ of all religions to Al-Aqsa, lifting the ban 
on bringing plant and animal offerings as well as sacred religious accoutrements, 
and allocating a site for a permanent synagogue inside the mosque (Jundi, 2023; 
Shragai, 2023).  

In this regard, besides the temporal division, the DoC lays the groundwork 
for spatial division, similar to the division of the Ibrahimi Mosque in Hebron, 
wherein the eastern part of al-Aqsa Mosque could be reserved exclusively for 
Jews. The Israeli authorities have been pushing for a ban on Muslims visiting Bab 
al-Rahma, which was opened by Muslim worshippers by force in September 2019 
after it had been shut for over a decade. As the number of Jewish intruders has 
increased, and as some have started performing full prostrations as part of prayer 
procedures in that area, Israeli forces have detained and expelled an increasing 
number of local Muslims in an apparent attempt to cordon off the area. Moreover, 
an Israeli court determined the closure of the Bab al-Rahma building in July 2020 
(El-Awaisi and Yavuz, 2020: 230). Numerous Israeli lawmakers have openly 
suggested the division of al-Aqsa Mosque in the past. More recently, Amit Halevi, 
an MK for the ruling Likud party, has introduced a draft bill proposing the division 
of Al-Aqsa Mosque, leaving Muslims with only 30% of the mosque, while also 
redefining al-Aqsa Mosque as a single building, in line with the DoC (Anadolu 
Agency, 2013; Yerushalmi, 2023). These developments have led to calls for a 
separate administration to be established to handle Jewish worship, as well as 
limitations of the Islamic Awaqf. All of these measures seem to align with the 
provisions outlined in the DoC, which states that “People of every faith should be 
permitted to pray on the Temple Mount/Haram al-Sharif” and grants full Israeli 
control over al-Aqsa Mosque area (White House, 2020, p.16). Thus, the DoC sets 
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With the current right-wing government and Itamar Ben Gvir serving as 
Minister of National Security, one of his first actions was to provocatively storm 
al-Aqsa Mosque on 3 January 2023 eliciting international condemnation for his 
intrusion. The Temple groups have realigned their strategy with the increasing 
support of the government and police. They have escalated their demands, and 
on the day Ben Gvir assumed office (1 January 2023), they submitted to the Israeli 
police commissioner a list of demands for numerous changes to their access to al-
Aqsa Mosque and requested an audience with the minister. These demands were 
submitted through Aviad Fisoli, the attorney for the new Sanhedrin council, a key 
rabbinical institution of Temple settler groups supported by the Temple Institute 
and even evangelical groups. Their demands include, among other things, 
granting full freedom of worship to Jews to perform prayers and religious rituals 
inside the mosque, extending opening hours to include access on Friday, 
Saturday, and evenings, as well as unrestricted access to the mosque throughout 
Jewish holidays and not limiting access during Muslim holidays. They also demand 
the opening of all gates through which Jews can enter, besides the Maghariba 
Gate, ending police escorting Jews during incursions and allowing Jews to roam 
as they please, declaring the ‘equal right’ of all religions to Al-Aqsa, lifting the ban 
on bringing plant and animal offerings as well as sacred religious accoutrements, 
and allocating a site for a permanent synagogue inside the mosque (Jundi, 2023; 
Shragai, 2023).  

In this regard, besides the temporal division, the DoC lays the groundwork 
for spatial division, similar to the division of the Ibrahimi Mosque in Hebron, 
wherein the eastern part of al-Aqsa Mosque could be reserved exclusively for 
Jews. The Israeli authorities have been pushing for a ban on Muslims visiting Bab 
al-Rahma, which was opened by Muslim worshippers by force in September 2019 
after it had been shut for over a decade. As the number of Jewish intruders has 
increased, and as some have started performing full prostrations as part of prayer 
procedures in that area, Israeli forces have detained and expelled an increasing 
number of local Muslims in an apparent attempt to cordon off the area. Moreover, 
an Israeli court determined the closure of the Bab al-Rahma building in July 2020 
(El-Awaisi and Yavuz, 2020: 230). Numerous Israeli lawmakers have openly 
suggested the division of al-Aqsa Mosque in the past. More recently, Amit Halevi, 
an MK for the ruling Likud party, has introduced a draft bill proposing the division 
of Al-Aqsa Mosque, leaving Muslims with only 30% of the mosque, while also 
redefining al-Aqsa Mosque as a single building, in line with the DoC (Anadolu 
Agency, 2013; Yerushalmi, 2023). These developments have led to calls for a 
separate administration to be established to handle Jewish worship, as well as 
limitations of the Islamic Awaqf. All of these measures seem to align with the 
provisions outlined in the DoC, which states that “People of every faith should be 
permitted to pray on the Temple Mount/Haram al-Sharif” and grants full Israeli 
control over al-Aqsa Mosque area (White House, 2020, p.16). Thus, the DoC sets 

     
 

 

the preliminary steps necessary for the construction of a Jewish temple, 
consistent with the eschatological prophecies of evangelicals.14 

THE ENVISAGED JEWISH TEMPLE AND ARMAGEDDON 
As projected by the DoC, the transformation of al-Aqsa Mosque into a multi-
religious site open to non-Muslims will result in the site no longer being exclusively 
a mosque for Muslims in the foreseeable future. This will provide Zionists with the 
foundation for constructing their long-awaited ‘Jewish Temple’, to be followed by 
the Battle of Armageddon. Initially, it is worth noting that Christian Zionism has 
been a major factor in both Trump's announcement of the DoC and Israel's 
current position in Jerusalem (Sağlam, 2023). The importance of the Holy Land 
and the site of al-Aqsa Mosque in terms of Christian Zionism has been discussed 
previously; accordingly, considering the significance of the site of al-Aqsa Mosque 
within the Holy Land for evangelicals, the 45th US president Trump issued the DoC 
not only in accordance with political interests, but also with religious concerns, 
serving Christian Zionism. The DoC is a serious step towards the fulfilment of 
prophecies that Christian Zionism expects to occur in the imminent future. Since 
the rise of premillennial dispensationalism in the early nineteenth century, the 
belief in the imminent rebuilding of a ‘Jewish Temple’ has gradually grown in 
popularity, and now ‘the Temple Mount’ is at the centre of the controversy 
regarding the Jewish claim to exclusive sovereignty over the Old City of Jerusalem 
(Sizer, 2006: 174). Today, many Christian Zionists, namely evangelicals, actively 
support the establishment of the ‘Jewish Temple’ due to their belief in its 
imminent rebuilding and the reinstitution of animal sacrifices in a millennial 
temple. Thomas Ice, Randall Price, Grant Jeffrey, Hal Lindsey, Tim LaHaye, Dave 
Hunt, and Grace Halsell (who estimates that 10% of Americans back this 
movement) are just a few of the modern Christian Zionists whose works discuss 
the reconstruction of the ‘Jewish Temple’; their combined book sales exceed $100 
million, and their works can be found in more than fifty languages (Halsell as cited 
in Sizer, 2006: 171). 

In the eyes of Christian Zionists, the establishment of ‘Israel’ in Palestine is a 
fulfilment of a crucial prophecy that has been latent for ages, thus reviving faith 
in the Second Coming of Christ. Accordingly, many Christians and Jewish Zionists 
believe that to fulfil biblical prophecy and hasten the arrival of the Messiah, the 
Muslim al-Aqsa Mosque, with its Dome of the Rock, must be demolished, the 
temple erected, priests consecrated, and sacrifices reinstituted. Christian Zionists 
are raising money to build this ‘temple’, in alliance with the ‘Temple Institute’ and 
the Israeli establishment, and are also sponsoring excavations in the Old City and 
in Silwan, which they call the City of David. Recently, evangelical Christian farmers 
in Texas even donated five red heifers, needed for the building of the temple.15 
From the perspective of futuristic literal hermeneutics, the construction of the 
‘temple’ is not an end in itself but a significant step towards the fulfilment of 
prophecies immediately before Christ’s Second Coming. The ultimate aim is to 
defeat the evil ones, namely Muslims, in the grand scheme of things. According to 
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their theology, building the ‘temple’ will pave the way for the return of Jesus and 
the Battle of Armageddon in the final phase. All of these fit their theology 
regarding al-Aqsa Mosque, which they consider to be the site of the ‘Jewish 
Temple’, and which lies at the heart of the prophecies to be fulfilled. Since the 
occupation of al-Aqsa Mosque in 1967, evangelical voices have revitalised the 
reawakening of the prophecies starting with the building of a ‘Jewish Temple’ on 
the site of al-Aqsa Mosque, as they see the destruction of al-Aqsa Mosque as the 
starting point leading to the aspirations of Evangelism (Durbin, 2020).  

Additionally, the capture of East Jerusalem, the West Bank, and the defeat of 
five Arab states were interpreted as a manifestation of God’s intervention in 
human affairs and a sign that the apocalypse was imminent (Armstutz, 2016: 123-
124). When the Israeli forces took control of the eastern side of the city including 
the site of al-Aqsa Mosque, Herbert W. Armstrong, an American evangelist and 
founder of the Worldwide Church of God, re-shared a prophecy in the editorial of 
his magazine indicating that the Temple would be built within four and a half 
years.16 This incited Dennis Michael Rohan, an Australian Christian Zionist, to set 
fire to al-Aqsa Mosque in 1969 to hasten the fulfilment of this prophecy (Amal, 
2021).17 Israel sought to prevent Muslims from extinguishing the fire by cutting off 
water supplies and not allowing fire engines to reach the site. While the 
occupation authorities were complicit in various ways, they distanced themselves, 
as did Armstrong and his church, from Rohan and his actions (Gerringer, 1975). 
Evangelicals advocated the idea of forcing ‘God's Hand’ by destroying the mosque 
to achieve their prophecies. During the ongoing process, the situation has evolved 
to a stage where Christian Zionists have been providing financial support to 
biblical archaeology. Herbert W. Armstrong himself participated in digs alongside 
Israeli archaeologist Benjamin Mazar in a 50/50 joint venture with his institution 
(Nagtegaal, 2022). Christian Zionists preach their beliefs using religious 
justifications, such as the need to financially and politically back the ‘state of 
Israel’, as manifested in the ongoing, unconditional US support and as envisaged 
in Trump's Deal of the Century. 

Biblical prophecy, according to Christian Zionists, predicts a time of 
tribulation, the secret rapture of the saints, and the rebuilding of the ‘Jewish 
Temple’ on the site of al-Aqsa Mosque, all of which will lead to the war of 
Armageddon, in which many Jews will be killed or massacred. After this, Jesus will 
return and rule from Jerusalem for a thousand years (Sizer, 2006: 184). Thus, the 
construction of the ‘Temple’ is crucial in the chronology of predictions, alongside 
the rapture, the tribulation, Armageddon, the Second Coming, and the Day of 
Judgment. Hal Lindsey, regarded as the ‘Father of the Modern-Day Bible Prophecy 
Movement’, states clearly that: 

There is one major problem barring the construction of a third Temple. That 
obstacle is the second holiest place of the Muslim faith, the Dome of the Rock. 
This is believed to be built squarely in the middle of the old temple site. Obstacle 
or no obstacle, it is certain that the Temple will be rebuilt. Prophecy demands it... 
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occupation of al-Aqsa Mosque in 1967, evangelical voices have revitalised the 
reawakening of the prophecies starting with the building of a ‘Jewish Temple’ on 
the site of al-Aqsa Mosque, as they see the destruction of al-Aqsa Mosque as the 
starting point leading to the aspirations of Evangelism (Durbin, 2020).  

Additionally, the capture of East Jerusalem, the West Bank, and the defeat of 
five Arab states were interpreted as a manifestation of God’s intervention in 
human affairs and a sign that the apocalypse was imminent (Armstutz, 2016: 123-
124). When the Israeli forces took control of the eastern side of the city including 
the site of al-Aqsa Mosque, Herbert W. Armstrong, an American evangelist and 
founder of the Worldwide Church of God, re-shared a prophecy in the editorial of 
his magazine indicating that the Temple would be built within four and a half 
years.16 This incited Dennis Michael Rohan, an Australian Christian Zionist, to set 
fire to al-Aqsa Mosque in 1969 to hasten the fulfilment of this prophecy (Amal, 
2021).17 Israel sought to prevent Muslims from extinguishing the fire by cutting off 
water supplies and not allowing fire engines to reach the site. While the 
occupation authorities were complicit in various ways, they distanced themselves, 
as did Armstrong and his church, from Rohan and his actions (Gerringer, 1975). 
Evangelicals advocated the idea of forcing ‘God's Hand’ by destroying the mosque 
to achieve their prophecies. During the ongoing process, the situation has evolved 
to a stage where Christian Zionists have been providing financial support to 
biblical archaeology. Herbert W. Armstrong himself participated in digs alongside 
Israeli archaeologist Benjamin Mazar in a 50/50 joint venture with his institution 
(Nagtegaal, 2022). Christian Zionists preach their beliefs using religious 
justifications, such as the need to financially and politically back the ‘state of 
Israel’, as manifested in the ongoing, unconditional US support and as envisaged 
in Trump's Deal of the Century. 

Biblical prophecy, according to Christian Zionists, predicts a time of 
tribulation, the secret rapture of the saints, and the rebuilding of the ‘Jewish 
Temple’ on the site of al-Aqsa Mosque, all of which will lead to the war of 
Armageddon, in which many Jews will be killed or massacred. After this, Jesus will 
return and rule from Jerusalem for a thousand years (Sizer, 2006: 184). Thus, the 
construction of the ‘Temple’ is crucial in the chronology of predictions, alongside 
the rapture, the tribulation, Armageddon, the Second Coming, and the Day of 
Judgment. Hal Lindsey, regarded as the ‘Father of the Modern-Day Bible Prophecy 
Movement’, states clearly that: 

There is one major problem barring the construction of a third Temple. That 
obstacle is the second holiest place of the Muslim faith, the Dome of the Rock. 
This is believed to be built squarely in the middle of the old temple site. Obstacle 
or no obstacle, it is certain that the Temple will be rebuilt. Prophecy demands it... 

     
 

 

the most important sign of Jesus Christ's soon coming is before us... It is like the 
key piece of a jigsaw puzzle being found (Sizer, 2006).18 

Accordingly, evangelicals envision a ‘temple’ extending over the current area of 
al-Aqsa Mosque and the reopening of the sealed Gate of Rahma, Golden Gate, 
through which they believe Jesus Christ will enter.19 The Gate of Rahma is thus a 
focal point of conflict in Islamicjerusalem due to Muslim ownership of a site that 
Jews and Christian Zionists believe should be accessible to them to clear the path 
for the arrival of the respective Messiah. In light of the possibility of a spatial 
division occurring at al-Aqsa Mosque, as suggested by the DoC, the location of the 
Gate of Rahma may be one of the reasons why the seizure of the eastern part of 
the mosque will be a priority for Jewish and Christian Zionists in this context. 
Therefore, in terms of the Evangelical vision and in alignment with their plans for 
the fulfilment of the prophecies, one of the most significant hurdles delaying the 
construction of the ‘Jewish Temple’ is the existence of al-Aqsa Mosque, despite 
numerous plans and attempts to demolish it over the past century. 

The alliance between Christian evangelicals and Jews is in reality is a 
temporary one and is predestined to end once the Jews have fulfilled their role. 
Lindsey argues for the inevitability of a war over al-Aqsa site; he states that 
prophecy demands “that the Jews rebuild the Temple for the third time upon its 
original site. At that point, Judaism and Islam will be placed on an inevitable course 
of war over the site, a war that will start Armageddon... any move toward that 
direction is a crucial clue to what hour it is on God's prophetic timetable” (Sizer, 
2006). Additionally, David Brickner, the International Director of Jews for Jesus, 
argues that the rebuilding of the ‘Temple’ will be directly linked with the deaths 
of most Israelis, based on his literal interpretation of the Bible; “a full two-thirds 
of the population of Israel will perish in the ensuing conflict.. The hope of the Jewish 
people in seeing the glorious Temple rebuilt will, in fact, lead to their greatest 
calamity and suffering” (Sizer, 2006). Christian Zionist enthusiasm for building a 
‘Jewish Temple’ over the site of al-Aqsa Mosque is part of a broader projection of 
the future they envisage, where Jews only play a role in its fulfilment and will 
eventually be wiped out. 

According to dispensationalists, this will be followed by two stages leading 
to Christ’s inevitable return; firstly, ‘the rapture of the saints’ through removal of 
Christians from the earth to meet Christ in the air, and the second phase, the rise 
of the Antichrist with evil prevailing and unbelievers, including the Jews now 
restored to ‘Israel’, will suffer for seven years during the tribulation (Sizer, 2006: 
192). The coming of Christ will annihilate Satan’s rule over the world, Christians 
will be raptured safely to heaven just before Armageddon begins, whereas Jews 
will face an imminent holocaust and Israel will be the ‘Fuse of Armageddon’ 
(Lindsey as cited in Sizer, 2006: 192). In fact, as seen from the DoC, after the 
privileges granted to ‘Israel’ in accordance with this alliance, dispensationalists 
engage in anti-Jewish (anti-Semitic) rhetoric when it comes to the prophecy of the 
Battle of Armageddon. William Blackstone (d.1935), an American evangelist and 
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Christian Zionist, is explicit about the suffering of the Jewish people during the 
Tribulation in his book, Jesus is Coming, and asserts: 

Surely Israel shall be restored; but there is an awful time of trouble awaiting her. 
Israel’s sins are mountain high. The guilt of innocent blood is on the Israelite’s –the 

precious blood of Jesus Christ… It is probable that ‘the times of the Gentiles’ are 
nearing their end, and that the nations are soon to plunge into the mighty whirl 
of events connected with Israel’s godless gathering (Blackstone, 1989: 173, 244). 

By this projection, it is clear that although Christian Zionists appear to be the main 
supporters of Jews in realising their aspirations, their primary goal is merely to 
fulfil their religious responsibilities towards their own prophecies. Furthermore, 
Christian Zionists believe that Jews deserve this catastrophic end because they 
are responsible for innocent blood including that of Jesus Christ. So, as it is 
embodied by the statements of Blackstone, while the Christian Zionist idea 
evaluates ‘Zionism’ as a sign for the apocalyptic prophecies, it is not welcomed or 
associated with; it merely serves as a stepping stone for Evangelical aspirations. 
Modern dispensationalists share a similar view, predicting that the Jewish people 
will be among those most negatively affected by the events leading up to the 
‘Battle of Armageddon’ and the Tribulation in ‘Israel’. Another Christian Zionist, 
Charles Ryrie (d. 2016), claims that this is the time of Israel's greatest bloodbath, 
while John Walvoord (d. 2002) predicts a holocaust in which at least 750 million 
people will perish, and Tim LaHaye (d. 2016) warns that the trouble that is coming 
to Jacob, as foretold in Jeremiah 30:7, will be far worse than the Spanish 
Inquisition or the Holocaust of Adolf Hitler (Sizer, 2006: 194). Therefore, it would 
be appropriate to say that the Christian Zionists believe that they will definitely be 
saved by Christ and that they will witness these great massacres from the 
heavens. It is claimed that only a small number of Jews who convert to Christianity 
during the Tribulation will survive to see Christ return and be saved, but the truth 
is that two-thirds of the Jewish people will be slaughtered in a catastrophe, akin 
to the Holocaust, before Christ can save a small group of them (Sizer, 2006: 203). 
Despite the belief that Jews will become pawns in the salvation of Christians and 
will perish, Christian Zionism essentially does not consider Jews valuable and 
considers them only a commandment of God and a necessity for the fulfilment of 
their prophecies; it is Jews again that will have an important place, following 
Armageddon, in God’s judgement. Christian Zionists have keen insight on this 
matter, and Brickner's warning that those who resist Christ, the Antichrist, and 
Israel will be judged horribly and sent into the abyss serves as a good example of 
their ideas (Brickner as cited in Sizer, 2006: 201). 

As a result, the ‘state of Israel’ is sacralised in a way that makes it clear why 
Christian Zionists insist on giving Israel such privileges in US policy, as reflected in 
the DoC, which embodies the favour shown to ‘Israel’ from the past to the 
present. This is because they have an unshakeable belief in how people and 
nations approach Israel’s territorial or religious claims, and whether they assisted 
or resisted Jewish immigration to Palestine will determine their eternal destiny. 
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Christian Zionist, is explicit about the suffering of the Jewish people during the 
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Israel’s sins are mountain high. The guilt of innocent blood is on the Israelite’s –the 

precious blood of Jesus Christ… It is probable that ‘the times of the Gentiles’ are 
nearing their end, and that the nations are soon to plunge into the mighty whirl 
of events connected with Israel’s godless gathering (Blackstone, 1989: 173, 244). 

By this projection, it is clear that although Christian Zionists appear to be the main 
supporters of Jews in realising their aspirations, their primary goal is merely to 
fulfil their religious responsibilities towards their own prophecies. Furthermore, 
Christian Zionists believe that Jews deserve this catastrophic end because they 
are responsible for innocent blood including that of Jesus Christ. So, as it is 
embodied by the statements of Blackstone, while the Christian Zionist idea 
evaluates ‘Zionism’ as a sign for the apocalyptic prophecies, it is not welcomed or 
associated with; it merely serves as a stepping stone for Evangelical aspirations. 
Modern dispensationalists share a similar view, predicting that the Jewish people 
will be among those most negatively affected by the events leading up to the 
‘Battle of Armageddon’ and the Tribulation in ‘Israel’. Another Christian Zionist, 
Charles Ryrie (d. 2016), claims that this is the time of Israel's greatest bloodbath, 
while John Walvoord (d. 2002) predicts a holocaust in which at least 750 million 
people will perish, and Tim LaHaye (d. 2016) warns that the trouble that is coming 
to Jacob, as foretold in Jeremiah 30:7, will be far worse than the Spanish 
Inquisition or the Holocaust of Adolf Hitler (Sizer, 2006: 194). Therefore, it would 
be appropriate to say that the Christian Zionists believe that they will definitely be 
saved by Christ and that they will witness these great massacres from the 
heavens. It is claimed that only a small number of Jews who convert to Christianity 
during the Tribulation will survive to see Christ return and be saved, but the truth 
is that two-thirds of the Jewish people will be slaughtered in a catastrophe, akin 
to the Holocaust, before Christ can save a small group of them (Sizer, 2006: 203). 
Despite the belief that Jews will become pawns in the salvation of Christians and 
will perish, Christian Zionism essentially does not consider Jews valuable and 
considers them only a commandment of God and a necessity for the fulfilment of 
their prophecies; it is Jews again that will have an important place, following 
Armageddon, in God’s judgement. Christian Zionists have keen insight on this 
matter, and Brickner's warning that those who resist Christ, the Antichrist, and 
Israel will be judged horribly and sent into the abyss serves as a good example of 
their ideas (Brickner as cited in Sizer, 2006: 201). 

As a result, the ‘state of Israel’ is sacralised in a way that makes it clear why 
Christian Zionists insist on giving Israel such privileges in US policy, as reflected in 
the DoC, which embodies the favour shown to ‘Israel’ from the past to the 
present. This is because they have an unshakeable belief in how people and 
nations approach Israel’s territorial or religious claims, and whether they assisted 
or resisted Jewish immigration to Palestine will determine their eternal destiny. 

     
 

 

Accordingly, Christian Zionism shows that Jews are given as much importance as 
believing in Jesus.20 The Holy Land, in particular and the geography of the ‘Middle 
East’ in general, is the gateway to the New World for evangelicals. The beliefs and 
prophecies attributed to the city of Jerusalem, which is the place where Jesus 
Christ will come on the way to the Battle of Armageddon, and where he will 
protect the Kingdom of God along with those who believe in him, have also 
manifested in a way in the DoC in terms of its objectives as a product of Christian-
Jewish Zionist alliance. In this respect Evangelicalism, which also drives 
imperialism, has formed the basis of the policies of Trump's administration, which 
marked this period with many privileges granted to ‘Israel’, one of which the DoC 
has set as milestone of the American-Israeli alliance. According to its beliefs and 
prophecies, God entrusted the globe to the Israelites, but He promised an eternal 
reward to those who helped to build His reign on earth. Thus, the Christian 
Zionists, who have the most important share in the initiatives for the future of al-
Aqsa Mosque, pushed to officially and legally hand over the sovereignty of both 
al-Aqsa Mosque and Jerusalem to the Jews, and the DoC is one of the most 
concrete and up-to-date representations of this approach.  

As Jews have an important role in preparing an ideal environment for 
Christian Zionists regarding their beliefs on shared fate with Jews, especially in 
terms of expectations regarding the eschaton, Jesus’ return, and the re-
establishment of the kingdom of heaven (Kurtoğlu, 2016: 64), it may be concluded 
that most of the US policies during Trump’s administration to legitimise and to 
support Israeli existence by emphasising the ancestral and religious connections 
of Jews lay the groundwork for the ‘Divine plan’ and pave the way for the 
salvation of Christian Zionists. The fact that there is no emphasis on the eternal 
rights of any other nation or religion in the Holy Land other than ‘Israel’ and the 
Jews in Trump’s policies and specifically in the text of the DoC also provides a basis 
for this conclusion. In consequence of the covenantal tradition, evangelicals 
assign important roles to Jews (Mead, 2008). Jerusalem must belong to the Jews, 
and in particular, the ‘Jewish temple’ should be built as soon as possible, in order 
to achieve salvation in the Great War, namely the Battle of Armageddon 
(Albayrak, 2019). 

CONCLUSION 
The Western attitude towards the establishment of the Zionist state in Palestine 
has been kindled with religious euphoria from its outset. Christian Zionists have 
heralded Jewish Zionism by calling for Jews to be taken to Palestine, the 
establishment of a Jewish state and the building of a 'Jewish Temple', to hasten 
the Second Coming of Christ. The US's unequivocal support has been partly driven 
by this. Although American presidents has sided with 'Israel', and many vowed to 
move the US embassy to Jerusalem, this was only realised by Trump. His 'Deal of 
the Century' endeavoured to enforce a new reality for the Israeli-Palestinian 
conflict, legitimising further annexation into the Occupied Territories and ending 
the status quo over Jerusalem and al-Aqsa Mosque. Despite being a flagrant 
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violation of international law, and in spite of Palestinian objections and 
international condemnation, Trump accomplished his pledges. The authorship of 
the text of the Deal was written with a clear bias that fulfils what 'Israel' and 
evangelicals aspire to in the short and medium terms. In the official 
pronouncement of the deal at the White House on 28th January 2020, both Trump 
and Netanyahu used rhetoric that appealed to the large evangelical leadership 
attending the event. The same was seen at the inauguration of the US Embassy in 
Jerusalem on 14th May 2018, where most of the key speakers were preachers and 
pastors from evangelical circles who emphasised the coming of the Messiah in 
their speeches. With Trump voted out of office, he boasted about how “No 
President has done more for Israel than I have”, while also expressing his 
discontent with Jewish Americans for not being supportive enough of his policies 
towards 'Israel' whilst in office. He openly disclosed, “Somewhat surprisingly, 
however, our wonderful Evangelicals are far more appreciative of this than the 
people of the Jewish faith, especially those living in the US” (Doğru, 2022). Both 
events and these recent statements clearly reveal the real driving force behind 
Trump’s policy in trying to please both Christian and Jewish Zionists. This is also 
evident in the pro-Israel team that drafted the DoC and Israel’s involvement in 
making changes to it before its publication. 

Within this context it is not surprising that the deal is not just biased but 
presents the basis for the aspirations of both Jewish and Christian Zionists. Within 
the text of the DoC, the importance of the site of al-Aqsa Mosque is discussed 
with a comparative approach, starting with promoting the Jewish narrative while 
undermining the Muslim one. Even facts about the historical and religious 
connections of Muslims to Jerusalem are twisted in line with their spurious 
arguments. Therefore, it seems unlikely that the DoC, defined by the White House 
as a vision for 'peace and prosperity', would realise what it insinuates for the Holy 
Land, where many conflicts have taken root over the past century. The drafting 
of the DoC in such a way that it appeals to the realisation and aspirations of 
evangelical Christians suggests an eventual transformation of turning the site of 
al-Aqsa Mosque into a multi-religious tourist destination, with the looming 
outcome of obliterating the mosque from the site and giving 'Israel' the prospect 
to build their claimed 'Jewish Temple'. Consequently, it is evident that 
evangelicals continue to work to influence American politics in line with their 
views and literal interpretations of the Bible, as they have the backing of such a 
sizeable constituency and financial clout. This was clearly reflected in the 
appointments of Trump’s administration inner circle. 

It is also concluded that Christian Zionists have interest-oriented relations 
with 'Israel' due to their partisan support for Israel’s apartheid regime, their 
obsessive Islamophobic views translated into hatred of Muslims worldwide as 
well as Palestinians in the Holy Land, and their eager anticipation of Armageddon. 
Accordingly, evangelicals attribute significant value to Jewish involvement in two 
key events important to their future vision: the building of the 'Jewish Temple' 
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attending the event. The same was seen at the inauguration of the US Embassy in 
Jerusalem on 14th May 2018, where most of the key speakers were preachers and 
pastors from evangelical circles who emphasised the coming of the Messiah in 
their speeches. With Trump voted out of office, he boasted about how “No 
President has done more for Israel than I have”, while also expressing his 
discontent with Jewish Americans for not being supportive enough of his policies 
towards 'Israel' whilst in office. He openly disclosed, “Somewhat surprisingly, 
however, our wonderful Evangelicals are far more appreciative of this than the 
people of the Jewish faith, especially those living in the US” (Doğru, 2022). Both 
events and these recent statements clearly reveal the real driving force behind 
Trump’s policy in trying to please both Christian and Jewish Zionists. This is also 
evident in the pro-Israel team that drafted the DoC and Israel’s involvement in 
making changes to it before its publication. 

Within this context it is not surprising that the deal is not just biased but 
presents the basis for the aspirations of both Jewish and Christian Zionists. Within 
the text of the DoC, the importance of the site of al-Aqsa Mosque is discussed 
with a comparative approach, starting with promoting the Jewish narrative while 
undermining the Muslim one. Even facts about the historical and religious 
connections of Muslims to Jerusalem are twisted in line with their spurious 
arguments. Therefore, it seems unlikely that the DoC, defined by the White House 
as a vision for 'peace and prosperity', would realise what it insinuates for the Holy 
Land, where many conflicts have taken root over the past century. The drafting 
of the DoC in such a way that it appeals to the realisation and aspirations of 
evangelical Christians suggests an eventual transformation of turning the site of 
al-Aqsa Mosque into a multi-religious tourist destination, with the looming 
outcome of obliterating the mosque from the site and giving 'Israel' the prospect 
to build their claimed 'Jewish Temple'. Consequently, it is evident that 
evangelicals continue to work to influence American politics in line with their 
views and literal interpretations of the Bible, as they have the backing of such a 
sizeable constituency and financial clout. This was clearly reflected in the 
appointments of Trump’s administration inner circle. 

It is also concluded that Christian Zionists have interest-oriented relations 
with 'Israel' due to their partisan support for Israel’s apartheid regime, their 
obsessive Islamophobic views translated into hatred of Muslims worldwide as 
well as Palestinians in the Holy Land, and their eager anticipation of Armageddon. 
Accordingly, evangelicals attribute significant value to Jewish involvement in two 
key events important to their future vision: the building of the 'Jewish Temple' 

     
 

 

over the site of al-Aqsa Mosque, and the start of a great war in the 'Middle East'. 
In this respect, the Christian Zionist perspective is also highly anti-Semitic in its 
beliefs, as the privileges granted to 'Israel' in the DoC ultimately end with the 
belief that Jews will perish in an inevitable war, with a catastrophic outcome 
greater than the Holocaust. While the majority of Jews will perish in the War of 
Armageddon, a small remainder will convert to Christianity; Muslims, who are 
viewed as adversaries, will be on the side of evil as ‘friends of Satan’ and will be 
vanquished and annihilated upon the return of Jesus to Earth. Therefore, whether 
intentionally or otherwise, based on the ‘privileges’ granted in the DoC, it can be 
seen that this legitimises the oppression of the Palestinians in the name of God, 
as well as the inevitable mass killing of Jews. 

As evangelicals view Jews as pawns in their plots, they currently support 
Jewish interests and agendas, notably Jewish Zionism, wherever they have 
influence. As a result of their close ties to influential Jewish lobbies in the United 
States, they provide political and financial support for Israel's 'Middle East' policy. 
Hence, evangelicals view Islam and Muslims as the most obvious security threat 
and consider them the greatest obstacle to the fulfilment of evangelical 
prophecies. In other words, it is concluded that with their multi-billion-dollar 
budgets, propagandist preachers, and lobbying activities encouraging Western 
states to combat Muslims, whom Israel perceives as enemies, Christian Zionists 
constitute one of the most serious challenges facing the Holy Land through their 
encouragement to cleanse Jerusalem of Muslims and providing substantial 
financial and moral support for this purpose. However, when the tide turns, the 
outcome will not be a favourable for the Jews. In this context, the eschatological 
beliefs of Christian Zionists have had the power to influence the foreign policy of 
the United States. Theologically, Trump's recognition of Jerusalem as the capital 
of 'Israel', the inclusion of the Golan region within the borders of Israel, as well as 
statements and decisions in these respects, are directly influenced by Christian 
Zionism. Moreover, it is apt to say that the current administration in the US, led 
by Joe Biden, a steadfast supporter of 'Israel' for a long time, is maintaining the 
situation as it is with regard to 'Israel' and the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. This 
includes upholding some Trump-era decisions, like recognising Israeli sovereignty 
over the Golan. President Joe Biden, a self-described Zionist, is frequently quoted 
as saying that “if there was no Israel, the United States would have to establish 
one”. The current US stance is still more akin to what it was under Trump than to 
attitudes under Barack Obama, according to rights groups who claim the 
Democratic president has so far failed to fulfil his modest pledges to the 
Palestinians. In a sense, in the post-Trump period under Biden’s administration, 
the US has treated Jerusalem as Israel's capital while using imprecise language to 
indicate its position on Eastern Jerusalem. 

In summary, it would not be an exaggeration to state that we are faced with 
a high-level Machiavellian movement that will not end until Jesus Christ returns, 
and which is willing to risk the annihilation of a substantial portion of humankind, 
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including Jews, through possible nuclear wars in order to achieve its ultimate 
aims. In this respect, the DoC, which undermines the importance of Jerusalem and 
especially al-Aqsa Mosque for Muslims, aims to grant certain dominance to the 
Israeli government in the region in accordance with the Jewish-Christian Zionist 
alliance. This is being continued by the American government today in conjunction 
with a right-wing Israeli government, which is willing to push things to the limit 
over al-Aqsa Mosque. This has been clearly demonstrated in recent Ramadans and 
is likely to be further tested in the coming months. This, in turn, indicates that the 
validity of this alliance remains in terms of its objectives, not only for Jerusalem 
including the site of al-Aqsa Mosque but also for the region at large.  
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including Jews, through possible nuclear wars in order to achieve its ultimate 
aims. In this respect, the DoC, which undermines the importance of Jerusalem and 
especially al-Aqsa Mosque for Muslims, aims to grant certain dominance to the 
Israeli government in the region in accordance with the Jewish-Christian Zionist 
alliance. This is being continued by the American government today in conjunction 
with a right-wing Israeli government, which is willing to push things to the limit 
over al-Aqsa Mosque. This has been clearly demonstrated in recent Ramadans and 
is likely to be further tested in the coming months. This, in turn, indicates that the 
validity of this alliance remains in terms of its objectives, not only for Jerusalem 
including the site of al-Aqsa Mosque but also for the region at large.  
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ENDNOTES 

1   Today the wall known as al-Buraq Wall, commemorates Prophet Muhammad's miraculous nocturnal 
journey and is located on the western side of the al-Aqsa Mosque. As the Islamic narrative goes, before 
Prophet Muhammad ascended to heaven at the conclusion of his Night Journey (al-Isra) from Makkah to 
al-Aqsa Mosque, the Prophet tied al-Buraq here.  This remarkable occurrence is a clear reference to the 
role of al-Aqsa Mosque as a meeting place for humanity and God (Nor, 2006). This miraculous event, 
which doubles its importance of this region by Muslims, is also an indication of an undeniable connection 
between Makkah and Islamicjerusalem, established by God, and this is also corroborated by the direction 
of the walls al-Aqsa Mosque towards the Ka‘bah in Makkah (Al-Ratrout, 2013; El-Awaisi, 2007). 

2  According to the Oslo conventions, the West Bank region belonging to the Palestinian State, whose 
independence will be registered over time, was divided into three areas: areas A, B and C. Area A was 
left to the full control of Palestinians, while area B was left to the Palestinian authority and Israeli security 
control, and area C, which corresponds to about 60% of the West Bank area, was left to Israeli control in 
its entirety. Originally, it was planned that these territories, which were formed in the 1993 Oslo 
Agreement, would be completely left under Palestinian control as a result of mutual fulfilment of 
obligations under the agreement, and a Palestinian state based on the West Bank and Gaza, which 
corresponds to about 22% of historical Palestine, would be created. It should be noted that the areas, 
mainly form the C zone in the Oslo Accords and occupied by Israel mainly after the June 1967 war, are 
important strategic areas for ensuring both the water needs and the safe food supply of Palestine 
(Yetim, 2020). 

3  Kushner is rather clear on this in his memoirs, he states: “I included Brian in most of my meetings with 
Arab leaders not only because he was an astute policy adviser, but also because his presence reminded Arab 
nations that we were aligned on a key priority for them, and we expected them to engage constructively on 
our other priorities” (Kushner 2022, 222). 

4  His team were all American Jewish Zionist, Avi Berkowitz, Jason Greenblatt, and Brian Hook. 
5  “After two years of building trust in the region, I was encouraged that Arab leaders seemed ready to move 

forward with a new paradigm for the Middle East. If Israel’s prime minister endorsed the plan following the 
elections in April, the Arabs and Israelis would be closer than ever on several key issues, including the path 
to a Palestinian state and access to the al-Aqsa Mosque. This would shake up the status quo and put in 
motion our newly refined strategy to encourage the Palestinians to come to the table, while we pursued a 
parallel track of normalization between Israel and the Arab nations” (Kushner, 2022, 224). 

6  The way the term al-Aqsa Mosque was used reduces it to a singular building within the mosque’s 
compound, which constitutes only a fraction (about 3%) of the mosque’s area. 

7  This was also the position of earlier Jewish religious authorities such as Rabbi Yosef Chaim Sonnenfeld, 
the chief rabbi of the Orthodox community of Jerusalem during the Buraq revolt. He issued a statement 
published in the Palestine Bulletin on 29 November 1929 which stated: “The Jewish People do not, under 
any consideration, desire to lay hand on that which is not theirs and much less to touch any of the rights of 
the rest of the inhabitants to the places they have been holding and towards which they have been 
cherishing respect and holiness. There is, particularly, no foundation whatsoever to the rumour that the 
Jews wish to acquire the "Har Habaith" (Mosque of Omar site [i.e. al-Aqsa Mosque]). On the contrary, since, 
by reason of our sins, we were exiled from our land, our Temple was destroyed and we are without the 
means of purification set out by our Torah, it is forbidden to any Jewish person to put his foot on the site of 
the Har Habaith (Mosque of Omar site), until the arrival of the righteous Messiah, who, by the spirit of the 
Lord, will righteously reign for the welfare of entire humanity and who will give us back the means of 
purification prescribed for in our Torah” (Sonnenfeld, 1929, 3). 

8  Jordan’s Awqaf allowed non-Muslim tourists access to the site after buying a ticket, through the 
Maghariba Gate until the year 2000, there were exceptions to this, for more see al-Jubeh (2010).  

9  What was confiscated from al-Aqsa on its western side, was immediately turned into Jewish spaces, both 
of which are Islamic Waqf property. 

10  Excavation under the mosque that started in 1968 reached in 1981 Sabil Qaytbay close to the Dome of 
the Rock, and was threating the foundations of the mosque. 

11  The opening of the tunnel in 1996, caused an uprising amongst Palestinians, tens of whom were killed. 
12  As the Awqaf had done in 1996 and 1997 in reopening the Marwani Musalla and Aqsa al-Qadim. 
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13  For example, on the Eid al-Adha (9th August, 2019), one of the special holidays for Muslims, fanatical Jews 

had requested permission from the police to have access to the al-Aqsa Mosque as it coincided with their 
Tisha B’Av mourning and fasting day, which corresponds to the first day of the eve and Eid al-Adha. Then, 
more than 250 fanatical Jews stormed the al-Aqsa Mosque under occupation police protection. On the 
other hand, a joint statement from the Supreme Council for Islamic Affairs, the Palestinian Supreme 
Fatwa Council, and the Islamic Awqaf, Affairs and Holy Sites Council, called on the Palestinian people “to 
stand guard at al-Aqsa Mosque against possible raids by fanatical Jews”. In the statement, it was 
emphasised that all other mosques in Jerusalem will be closed in order to perform Eid prayers only at al-
Aqsa Mosque, and all the plans that Israel was trying to implement through incursion organised by 
fanatical Jews were disclosed (Fırat, 2019). 

14  While the majority of Jews believe that the temple will only be built through divine intervention and will 
ascend from the heavens. 

15  According to Jewish tradition for a Jew to become ritually pure, the ashes of a heifer red in colour and 
unblemished are the two requirements for sacrifice according to Numbers 19 (Jones, 2022).  

16  On 1 May 1967, Armstrong gave a speech in England in which he stated "There will be a Jewish Temple 
built in Jerusalem, with animal sacrifices once again being offered, probably within about four-and-one-half 
years. It is going to take some time to build such a Temple… So once again before the second coming of 
Christ, a vile leader will stop the daily sacrifices being offered in the Temple (yet to be built) in Jerusalem, 
and will profane the Holy Place with an idol… So there will be a Temple built on the spot of the old Temple 
in Jerusalem. The Jews will again be offering the daily sacrifices… "So putting all these prophecies together, 
it is plain the Israelis must soon flood over the 'no-man's land' of the divided city of Jerusalem, and take at 
least the territory where the ancient Temple stood, and then start to build a Temple." He reiterated this in 
his magazine after the occupation of Jerusalem in 1967 in which he wrote: “But be sure time is shorter 
than you supposed! Momentous prophecies are due for fulfillment, very rapidly, from now on! ... I will just 
say, now, that from those prophecies, it is possible that the taking away of the daily sacrifice in the Temple 
- the placing of the "abomination" there also - could take place early in 1972. This is indicated by Revelation 
12: 14 (another three-and-one half-year period), by Rev. 3:10; and other facts of history and prophecy 
connected with Matthew 24: 14 – as well as other prophecies in Daniel.”. (Armstrong, 1967, 1-5). 

17  According to Michael Rohan’s later confessions, “after reading that article, he felt that he was sent by God 
and that he acted according to divine commands in line with the Book of Remembrance, so he tried to 
destroy al-Aqsa Mosque so that the Jews could rebuild the Temple and thus speed up the coming of the 
Messiah the Savior who will rule the world for 1,000 years.” (Amal, 2021). 

18  Although Lindsey altered their views on the site of the temple, claiming it can be built alongside the 
Dome of the Rock, however, most orthodox Jews, remain convinced before the Temple can be rebuilt 
the Dome of the Rock has to be removed (Sizer, 2006). 

19  Al-Rahma Gate or the Golden Gate is one of the two sealed gates located on the eastern walls of al-Aqsa 
Mosque and it is believed that from this gate Jesus will enter and according to a Jewish tradition, the 
Messiah will enter through this gate. Christians associate it with Emperor Heraclius who is said when 
taking the city back from the Persians entered from this gate with the Holy Cross following the path 
Jesus followed before he was crucified. However, archaeologists have preferred the opinion that the 
gate was constructed during the reign of the Umayyads. The gate was closed in the Abbasid or Fatimid 
period and during the crusade it use to be opened twice; on Palm Sunday and the Feast of the Cross. The 
gate was ultimately sealed shut with stones in the Ottoman period (Jallad, 2017). In 614, the Persians 
conquered Jerusalem and the Holy Cross, on which Christians believe Jesus was crucified, captured and 
taken to Persia. Fifteen years later, Emperor Heraclius led the Byzantine army to victory over the 
Persians, recapturing the cross. Heraclius, as depicted in innumerable Christian icons, returned the cross 
to the Church of the Holy Sepulchre. According to Christian tradition, this gate was built in line with the 
Holy Sepulchre by the Emperor Heraclius during the Byzantine era in the course of the returning of the 
stolen Holy Cross. It is actually disputed whether this gate was built by Heraclius, before the Umayyad 
era (Hasson, 2019). 

20  This was the initial premise of British institutions established in the 19th century with the idea of 
converting Jews to Christianity and taking them to Palestine, such as the Church Missionary Society 
(CMS) in 1799 and the London Society for Promoting Christianity Amongst the Jews or the London 
Jews Society (LJS) in 1809. For more El-Awaisi & Yiğit (2020). 
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Kudüs, kadim tarihi ve kendisine atfedilen kutsiyeti ile bugün her iki kişiden biri için 
kutsal mekân olarak kabul edilmektedir. Tarih boyunca bu şehir hem dini hem de 
siyasi anlamda çatışmaların merkezinde bulunmuştur. Haiz olduğu önemden 
dolayı Kudüs; birçok farklı medeniyet, kültür ve millete ev sahipliği yapmıştır. 
Yahudilik, Hristiyanlık ve İslam dinlerinde merkezî bir kutsi değer taşıyan kent, üç 
dinin mensuplarının da aidiyet hissettiği bir mekân olma özelliğini de taşımaktadır. 

Yahudilik için Kudüs; hem dini ve tarihi açıdan birçok önemli olaya tanıklık 
etmesinden hem de kente atfedilen kutsiyetten ötürü dini bir merkez 
konumundadır.  Aynı şekilde Yahudilik mirasını devam ettiren Hristiyanlık da bu 
şehirde doğmuş; Hz. İsa ve havarileri burada yaşamışlardır. Hristiyan inancına göre 
Hz. İsa bu şehirde çarmıha gerilmiş ve tekrar bu şehirde dirilmiştir. Kendisinden 
önceki Yahudilik ve Hristiyanlığın kutsiyet mirasını tevarüs eden İslam’da ise, İsrâ 
ve Miraç hadiseleri burada yaşanmış ve Beytülmakdis Müslümanlar için ilk kıblenin 
bulunduğu şehir konumunda olmuştur. Üç İbrahimî dinin de öğretilerinde kutsal 
sayılan bu şehir ile ilgili gerek Türkiye’de gerekse yurt dışında birçok çalışma 
yapılmıştır ve yapılmaya devam etmektedir. Kudüs, haiz olduğu öneme bakılırsa 
şüphesiz yapılan çalışmalara ve hatta daha da fazlasına müstahaktır.  

Türkiye’de, Beytülmakdis’in tarihini ilk çağlarından itibaren ele alan çok az 
sayıda çalışma mevcuttur. Genelde ya Kudüs’ün güncel durumu ya da siyasi bazı 
olayların Kudüs ile temas eden tarafları ele alınmıştır. Ancak Nuh Arslantaş ve Eldar 
Hasanoğlu’nun ortak çalışması olan “Kudüs, Vahiyle Kutsanan Şehir” adlı çalışma, 
daha önce yapılan çalışmalardan farklı olarak şehrin tarihini eski çağlardan itibaren 
ele alıp, 1917 yılında İngilizlerin Kudüs’ü işgaline kadar olan süreci işlemektedir. 
Eser özellikle Kudüs’teki Müslüman mirası hakkında çok önemli bilgiler ihtiva 
etmekte ve önemli noktalara temas etmektedir. Eser genel olarak Kudüs’ün tarihi 
serüveni, kutsal dinlerdeki konumu, Kudüs’te İslam mirası ve sonuç olmak üzere 
toplam sekiz bölümden oluşmaktadır. 

Yazarlar çalışmanın başında Kudüs’ün antik çağlardaki tarihini, şehirleşmesini 
ve coğrafi konumunu açıklamaktadırlar. Şehir asıl önemini “Yahudilik, Hristiyanlık 
ve İslam açısından mukaddes ve mübarek olarak kabul edilmesinden almaktadır” 
(s.19). Kudüs ile ilgili yapılan çalışmalara bakıldığında, özellikle Kudüs’ü tarihi 
açıdan ele alan çalışmalarda, genellikle kentin tarihinin ve kutsiyetinin Yahudilikle 

 

                                                                                                                   
13  For example, on the Eid al-Adha (9th August, 2019), one of the special holidays for Muslims, fanatical Jews 

had requested permission from the police to have access to the al-Aqsa Mosque as it coincided with their 
Tisha B’Av mourning and fasting day, which corresponds to the first day of the eve and Eid al-Adha. Then, 
more than 250 fanatical Jews stormed the al-Aqsa Mosque under occupation police protection. On the 
other hand, a joint statement from the Supreme Council for Islamic Affairs, the Palestinian Supreme 
Fatwa Council, and the Islamic Awqaf, Affairs and Holy Sites Council, called on the Palestinian people “to 
stand guard at al-Aqsa Mosque against possible raids by fanatical Jews”. In the statement, it was 
emphasised that all other mosques in Jerusalem will be closed in order to perform Eid prayers only at al-
Aqsa Mosque, and all the plans that Israel was trying to implement through incursion organised by 
fanatical Jews were disclosed (Fırat, 2019). 

14  While the majority of Jews believe that the temple will only be built through divine intervention and will 
ascend from the heavens. 

15  According to Jewish tradition for a Jew to become ritually pure, the ashes of a heifer red in colour and 
unblemished are the two requirements for sacrifice according to Numbers 19 (Jones, 2022).  

16  On 1 May 1967, Armstrong gave a speech in England in which he stated "There will be a Jewish Temple 
built in Jerusalem, with animal sacrifices once again being offered, probably within about four-and-one-half 
years. It is going to take some time to build such a Temple… So once again before the second coming of 
Christ, a vile leader will stop the daily sacrifices being offered in the Temple (yet to be built) in Jerusalem, 
and will profane the Holy Place with an idol… So there will be a Temple built on the spot of the old Temple 
in Jerusalem. The Jews will again be offering the daily sacrifices… "So putting all these prophecies together, 
it is plain the Israelis must soon flood over the 'no-man's land' of the divided city of Jerusalem, and take at 
least the territory where the ancient Temple stood, and then start to build a Temple." He reiterated this in 
his magazine after the occupation of Jerusalem in 1967 in which he wrote: “But be sure time is shorter 
than you supposed! Momentous prophecies are due for fulfillment, very rapidly, from now on! ... I will just 
say, now, that from those prophecies, it is possible that the taking away of the daily sacrifice in the Temple 
- the placing of the "abomination" there also - could take place early in 1972. This is indicated by Revelation 
12: 14 (another three-and-one half-year period), by Rev. 3:10; and other facts of history and prophecy 
connected with Matthew 24: 14 – as well as other prophecies in Daniel.”. (Armstrong, 1967, 1-5). 

17  According to Michael Rohan’s later confessions, “after reading that article, he felt that he was sent by God 
and that he acted according to divine commands in line with the Book of Remembrance, so he tried to 
destroy al-Aqsa Mosque so that the Jews could rebuild the Temple and thus speed up the coming of the 
Messiah the Savior who will rule the world for 1,000 years.” (Amal, 2021). 

18  Although Lindsey altered their views on the site of the temple, claiming it can be built alongside the 
Dome of the Rock, however, most orthodox Jews, remain convinced before the Temple can be rebuilt 
the Dome of the Rock has to be removed (Sizer, 2006). 

19  Al-Rahma Gate or the Golden Gate is one of the two sealed gates located on the eastern walls of al-Aqsa 
Mosque and it is believed that from this gate Jesus will enter and according to a Jewish tradition, the 
Messiah will enter through this gate. Christians associate it with Emperor Heraclius who is said when 
taking the city back from the Persians entered from this gate with the Holy Cross following the path 
Jesus followed before he was crucified. However, archaeologists have preferred the opinion that the 
gate was constructed during the reign of the Umayyads. The gate was closed in the Abbasid or Fatimid 
period and during the crusade it use to be opened twice; on Palm Sunday and the Feast of the Cross. The 
gate was ultimately sealed shut with stones in the Ottoman period (Jallad, 2017). In 614, the Persians 
conquered Jerusalem and the Holy Cross, on which Christians believe Jesus was crucified, captured and 
taken to Persia. Fifteen years later, Emperor Heraclius led the Byzantine army to victory over the 
Persians, recapturing the cross. Heraclius, as depicted in innumerable Christian icons, returned the cross 
to the Church of the Holy Sepulchre. According to Christian tradition, this gate was built in line with the 
Holy Sepulchre by the Emperor Heraclius during the Byzantine era in the course of the returning of the 
stolen Holy Cross. It is actually disputed whether this gate was built by Heraclius, before the Umayyad 
era (Hasson, 2019). 

20  This was the initial premise of British institutions established in the 19th century with the idea of 
converting Jews to Christianity and taking them to Palestine, such as the Church Missionary Society 
(CMS) in 1799 and the London Society for Promoting Christianity Amongst the Jews or the London 
Jews Society (LJS) in 1809. For more El-Awaisi & Yiğit (2020). 
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başlatıldığı görülmektedir. Ancak Hasanoğlu ve Arslantaş bu eserde söz konusu 
durumun aksini ifade etmektedirler: “Kudüs’ün tarihi ve kutsallığı Yahudilikle 
başlamış değildir. Şehirde eski çağlarda dönemin şartlarına uygun olarak gelişmiş 
yerleşik bir düzen mevcuttu. O dönemde Kudüs, bölgenin güçlü ve hükmünü yürüten 
şehir devletlerinden biriydi.” (s.19) ifadeleri genel kabul gören bir kanıyı 
değiştirmeye namzettir. Eser, bu açıdan alanda yapılmış ve Kudüs’ün kutsiyetini 
Yahudilik ile başlatmış olan diğer çalışmalardan farklılık göstermektedir. Yazarlar, 
Yahudilikten önce şehrin adının yerel bir ilaha nispetle “Uru-Şalim” diye 
isimlendirildiğine değinmektedirler ve üç dinin de kaynaklarında, Yahudilikten 
önce Malki-Tsedek / Melkisedek yönetimindeki bir idareden söz edildiğini, üç dinin 
de bu zatı saygıyla andıklarını dile getirmektedirler. Kudüs’ün kutsiyet tarihinin 
Yahudilik ile başlamadığını, bilakis daha öncesinde de şehirde yaşanmış bir tarihin 
varlığını dile getiren yazarlar, akabinde Kudüs’ün üç İbrahimî din için de önemine 
kısaca değinmektedirler.    

Kent’in kutsiyetin merkezi ve tanrının şehri olduğuna inanan Yahudiler, 
dünyanın yaratılışının buradan başlanarak yapıldığına inanmaktadır. Yahudi 
inancında burası Hz. İbrahim’e vaat edilmiş toprakların en kutsal noktası olma 
özelliğine sahiptir. Yine aynı şekilde Yahudilere göre burası, tanrı tarafından Hz. 
Davud’a mabedin yapılma yeri olarak vahyedilmiş ve Hz. Süleyman tarafından da 
mabedin inşası tamamlanmıştır. Mabedin burada bulunması ve Yahudilerin kurban 
gibi başlıca dini ritüellerini burada gerçekleştirmeleri Kudüs’ü Yahudiler için 
merkezi bir konuma taşımıştır. Yahudiler yaşadıkları sürgün hayatında Kudüs’ü 
daha da kutsallaştırmış, yazımının sürgün yıllarında tamamlandığına inanılan kutsal 
metinlerde de burayı “barış şehri”, “doğruluk yurdu” gibi isimler ile 
zikretmişlerdir. 

Hristiyanlığa göre ise Kudüs, İsa Mesih’in son demlerinde dini bir ehemmiyet 
kazanmıştır. Hristiyanlara göre ilk günahı işleyen Hz. Âdem’in kabri buradadır. Hz. 
İsa burada doğmuş ve asli günahın kefaretini burada ödemiştir. Hz. İsa bu şehirde 
çarmıha gerilmiş ve tekrar bu şehirde dirilmiştir. İsa Mesih bu şehirde Yahudi 
Ferisiler ile mücadele etmiş, Yahudilerin kültür haline getirdikleri dini ihya etmiştir. 
Bir teslis unsuru olan Oğul, Hz. İsa’da somutlaşmış ve havarilerle görüşerek ilahi 
mesajı yaymalarını burada istemiştir. Daha sonra çeşitli mezheplere ayrılan 
Hristiyanlığın yegâne ittifak noktası Kudüs olmuş ve bu durum Haçlı Seferleri’nde 
Hristiyanların birlikte hareket etmeleri için ortak bir payda oluşturmuştur. Ayrıca 
Hristiyanların kıblesi olan Kıyamet Kilisesi de bu şehirde yer alır ve söz konusu 
kilisenin yönetimini kimin üstleneceği Hristiyan mezhepler arasında kanlı 
mücadelelere sebep olacak kadar da kutsaldır.  

Eser, İslam geleneğinde Kudüs’ü ele alırken İslam’ın Hz. Âdem ile başlayan 
inanç silsilesinin son halkası olduğuna vurgu yapar. İslam, Kudüs’ün Yahudilik ve 
Hristiyanlık inançlarındaki kutsal konumunu tekit ederek bu kutsiyeti kendisi de 
tevarüs etmektedir. Yazarlar Kur’an-ı Kerim’de Kudüs’ün önemine değinirken, Hz. 
Musa, Hz. İbrahim ve Hz. Meryem’i zikrederek Yahudilik ve Hristiyanlık için 
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başlatıldığı görülmektedir. Ancak Hasanoğlu ve Arslantaş bu eserde söz konusu 
durumun aksini ifade etmektedirler: “Kudüs’ün tarihi ve kutsallığı Yahudilikle 
başlamış değildir. Şehirde eski çağlarda dönemin şartlarına uygun olarak gelişmiş 
yerleşik bir düzen mevcuttu. O dönemde Kudüs, bölgenin güçlü ve hükmünü yürüten 
şehir devletlerinden biriydi.” (s.19) ifadeleri genel kabul gören bir kanıyı 
değiştirmeye namzettir. Eser, bu açıdan alanda yapılmış ve Kudüs’ün kutsiyetini 
Yahudilik ile başlatmış olan diğer çalışmalardan farklılık göstermektedir. Yazarlar, 
Yahudilikten önce şehrin adının yerel bir ilaha nispetle “Uru-Şalim” diye 
isimlendirildiğine değinmektedirler ve üç dinin de kaynaklarında, Yahudilikten 
önce Malki-Tsedek / Melkisedek yönetimindeki bir idareden söz edildiğini, üç dinin 
de bu zatı saygıyla andıklarını dile getirmektedirler. Kudüs’ün kutsiyet tarihinin 
Yahudilik ile başlamadığını, bilakis daha öncesinde de şehirde yaşanmış bir tarihin 
varlığını dile getiren yazarlar, akabinde Kudüs’ün üç İbrahimî din için de önemine 
kısaca değinmektedirler.    

Kent’in kutsiyetin merkezi ve tanrının şehri olduğuna inanan Yahudiler, 
dünyanın yaratılışının buradan başlanarak yapıldığına inanmaktadır. Yahudi 
inancında burası Hz. İbrahim’e vaat edilmiş toprakların en kutsal noktası olma 
özelliğine sahiptir. Yine aynı şekilde Yahudilere göre burası, tanrı tarafından Hz. 
Davud’a mabedin yapılma yeri olarak vahyedilmiş ve Hz. Süleyman tarafından da 
mabedin inşası tamamlanmıştır. Mabedin burada bulunması ve Yahudilerin kurban 
gibi başlıca dini ritüellerini burada gerçekleştirmeleri Kudüs’ü Yahudiler için 
merkezi bir konuma taşımıştır. Yahudiler yaşadıkları sürgün hayatında Kudüs’ü 
daha da kutsallaştırmış, yazımının sürgün yıllarında tamamlandığına inanılan kutsal 
metinlerde de burayı “barış şehri”, “doğruluk yurdu” gibi isimler ile 
zikretmişlerdir. 

Hristiyanlığa göre ise Kudüs, İsa Mesih’in son demlerinde dini bir ehemmiyet 
kazanmıştır. Hristiyanlara göre ilk günahı işleyen Hz. Âdem’in kabri buradadır. Hz. 
İsa burada doğmuş ve asli günahın kefaretini burada ödemiştir. Hz. İsa bu şehirde 
çarmıha gerilmiş ve tekrar bu şehirde dirilmiştir. İsa Mesih bu şehirde Yahudi 
Ferisiler ile mücadele etmiş, Yahudilerin kültür haline getirdikleri dini ihya etmiştir. 
Bir teslis unsuru olan Oğul, Hz. İsa’da somutlaşmış ve havarilerle görüşerek ilahi 
mesajı yaymalarını burada istemiştir. Daha sonra çeşitli mezheplere ayrılan 
Hristiyanlığın yegâne ittifak noktası Kudüs olmuş ve bu durum Haçlı Seferleri’nde 
Hristiyanların birlikte hareket etmeleri için ortak bir payda oluşturmuştur. Ayrıca 
Hristiyanların kıblesi olan Kıyamet Kilisesi de bu şehirde yer alır ve söz konusu 
kilisenin yönetimini kimin üstleneceği Hristiyan mezhepler arasında kanlı 
mücadelelere sebep olacak kadar da kutsaldır.  

Eser, İslam geleneğinde Kudüs’ü ele alırken İslam’ın Hz. Âdem ile başlayan 
inanç silsilesinin son halkası olduğuna vurgu yapar. İslam, Kudüs’ün Yahudilik ve 
Hristiyanlık inançlarındaki kutsal konumunu tekit ederek bu kutsiyeti kendisi de 
tevarüs etmektedir. Yazarlar Kur’an-ı Kerim’de Kudüs’ün önemine değinirken, Hz. 
Musa, Hz. İbrahim ve Hz. Meryem’i zikrederek Yahudilik ve Hristiyanlık için 

     
 

 

Kudüs’ün önemini ayetler ile açıklamaktadır. Ancak söz konusu dinlerin tahrife 
uğraması, bu dinlerin öğretilerine şüphe ile bakılmasına sebep teşkil etmektedir.  

Eser, Kudüs’ün faziletlerini ayet ve hadislerle açıkladıktan sonra Peygamber 
(s.a.v) ve sahabenin Kudüs’e olan ilgisini vurgulamaktadır. Hz. Muhammed 
(s.a.v)’in Kudüs’e olan bu ilgisi, sahabelerin de Kudüs’e yönelmesini sağlamış ve 
çok geçmeden Müslümanlar burayı fethetmişlerdir. Yazar kentin fethini anlatırken 
Hz. Ömer’in şehri kan dökmeden, kentin ehline emannâme vererek teslim aldığına 
değinmektedir. Ancak Yazarlar, emannâme metninde yer alan “Yahudilerin 
Kudüs’te iskân edilmeyeceği” şeklindeki cümlenin metnin aslında olmayıp 
sonradan eklenmiş olabileceğini dile getirmektedirler.  Hz. Ömer kenti aldıktan 
sonra Mescid-i Aksa’nın yerini öğrenerek burayı temizleyip ibadet yapmaya 
elverişli duruma getirmiş ve buraya bir mescit inşa etmiştir.  

Beytülmakdis, Müslümanların egemenliği altında birçok yeni imar 
faaliyetlerine de şahit olmuştur. Hz. Ömer döneminden sonra Beytülmakdis, 
Emevîlerin hâkimiyetine geçmiş ve şehir siyasi, kültürel ve ekonomik açıdan bir 
Müslüman şehrine dönüşmüştür. Bunun en önemli sebebi Halife’nin şehre verdiği 
önemdir. Emevîler döneminde bazı halifeler kendilerine yapılan biat törenlerini 
Kudüs’te düzenlemiştir. Kubbetü’s-Sahre, halife Abdülmelik bin Mervan 
döneminde inşa edilmiş, Emevîler döneminde Beytülmakdis, Müslümanlarla 
birlikte Yahudilerin ve Hristiyanların da yaşadığı çok canlı ve renkli bir şehir haline 
gelmiştir. Eser, Emevî döneminden sonra sırasıyla Abbasiler, Tolunoğulları, 
İhşidiler, Fatımîler ve Selçuklular döneminde Kudüs’ün tarihini ele almaktadır. 
Akabinde şehir 15 Temmuz 1099’da Haçlıların eline geçmiş ve Kudüs’te ciddi 
kıyımlar yaşanmıştır. Haçlılar Harem-i Şerife sığınan Müslümanlar ile sinagoglara 
sığınan Yahudileri kadın, erkek, çocuk demeden katletmeye başlamış birkaç gün 
içerisinde Kudüs’te toplam 70 binden fazla insan katledilmiştir. Kudüs’te bir Latin 
Haçlı Krallığı kurulmuş, krallık 1187 Selâhaddin Eyyubi’nin kenti fethetmesine kadar 
varlığını sürdürmüştür.  

Eserde, Haçlılar döneminden sonra kente hâkim olan Eyyubiler, Memlûkler ve 
Osmanlı dönemleri genişçe açıklanmaktadır. Ancak özellikle Osmanlılar 
döneminde, kentin fethedilişi, sancak statüsünde tutulduğu ve Kavalalı Mehmet 
Ali Paşa döneminden sonra Mutasarrıflık konumuna gelmesi gibi başlıca olaylara 
kısa bir şekilde aktarılmaktadır. Kurulan vakıflara kitabın sonunda yer verilse de 
gereği kadar üstünde durulmadığı söylenebilir. Akabinde batılı büyük devletlerin 
Osmanlı Kudüs’ü üzerindeki emellerine yer almaktadır. Eser, bu emeller 
kapsamında Batılıların Kudüs’te varlıklarını sürdürebilmesi için yaptıkları arkeolojik 
kazılara değinmiş, bu amaçla kurulan arkeolojik kuruluşları da kısaca aktarmıştır.  

Son bölümde yazar, Kudüs’te İslam Mirası başlığı altında çok geniş bir şeklide 
İslam mirasını ele almaktadır. Görsellerle zenginleştirilmiş bu bölümde, Kadim 
Şehirdeki mahallelerden şehrin surlarının kapılarına, Mescid-i Aksa içindeki 
yapılardan Kadim Şehirdeki medrese ve tekkelere varıncaya kadar toplam 150’den 
fazla yapıya yer verilmektedir. Her bir yapının kim tarafından hangi yıllarda inşa 
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edildiği belirtilirken, bu minvalde literatüre ciddi katkıda bulunulmuştur. Eserin 
sonunda ise MÖ 4500 ile başlayan ve 2021’e kadar devam eden Kudüs’te yaşanmış 
önemli olayların sıralandığı 22 sayfadan oluşan bir “Kudüs Kronolojisi” yer 
almaktadır.  

Eserin verdiği bilgiler ışında Kudüs’te çok kültürlü yaşamı mümkün kılan ve 
sadece İslam’ın şehre hâkim olduğu dönemler olmuştur. Kentte ötekinin varlığını 
tanıyan ve ötekinin kendi kutsalını yaşatma imkânı sunan tek düşünce İslam 
medeniyeti düşüncesi olmuştur. Örneğin Yahudiler, Hristiyanlar hatta pagan 
dönemlerine bakıldığında bile şehirde gücü ele geçiren kendi kutsalı dışında başka 
bir kutsiyet kabul etmemiş, sadece kendi varlığını sürdürmeye çalışmıştır. Ancak 
İslam’ın Kudüs’e hâkim olmasıyla beraber şehir, farklı fikir ve kutsalların bir arada 
yaşandığı bir mekân olmuştur. Yazarlar Hz. Ömer ve Selahaddin Eyyubi 
dönemlerini açıklarken bu durumu örneklemişlerdir.  

 

Ferhat GÖKDAĞ  
Arş. Gör., Mardin Artuklu Üniversitesi  

Kudüs ve Filistin Çalışmaları Anabilim Dalı  
gokdagferhat@gmail.com, ORCID: 0000-0003-1210-9209 
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The Role of Women in the Palestinian Struggle in Jerusalem (2000-2022) 
ABSTRACT: Women played an important role in the Palestinian national struggle, 
one of the great heroic examples emerged in recent years whilst defending the al-
Aqsa Mosque, side by side with men, where they thwarted the ambitions of the 
occupation and settlers in al-Aqsa Mosque in order to achieve temporal and spatial 
division. Palestinian women actively participated in the national struggle 
throughout the Palestinian history and in the holy city, where women were able to 
start and contribute on the one hand to the building of the Palestinian community 
and participate in Palestinian diplomacy as well as stand against the Zionist 
settlement, Judaisation of the holy city, displacement of population, demolition 
the houses, and the repeated incursions into al-Aqsa Mosque. As a result al-Aqsa 
Mosque became surrounded by women who gave everything they have for its 
protection. There are numerous examples that show the increase of number of 
brave women and their adoption of various strategies to enter al-Aqsa Mosque, 
hiding themselves and confronting the intrusions of settlers, and participated 
alongside men in the mosque’s courtyards till another uprising was ignited, putting 
fear in the hearts of occupiers, in turn lowering the numbers of intruders to the 
mosque, reaching in 2016 their lowest rate. 
 

KEYWORDS: Women’s role, al-Aqsa Mosque, Ribat, Palestinian society, Judaisation
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media. Despite the great activity of the Israeli media on the Internet and social 
networking sites, he is disappointed with the great sympathy with the Palestinians 
on these media. This research ends with a set of conclusions and 
recommendations. 

KEYWORDS: Sword of Jerusalem Battle, Palestine, Israel. 
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The Performance of the Israeli Media in the Battle of Saif al-Quds 
ABSTRACT: This research includes an introduction to the Israeli media: written, 
audio, visual and digital. It presents the vision and messages of the Israeli media 
towards the Israeli home front during the Battle of the Sword of Jerusalem, the 
position of this media on the Palestinian Arab uprising in the 1948 occupied 
territories, the events of the battle and their impact on Israeli society, highlighting 
the partisan conflict and the absence of Zionist consensus towards dealing with 
the resistance. As for the messages of the Israeli media directed to the Palestinian 
people and the Gaza Strip, they were part of psychological warfare and an attempt 
to weaken the morale of the Palestinians. And that the Zionist crimes of killing, 
destruction and sabotage were due to the activity of the Palestinian resistance and 
not because of the occupation policy in Jerusalem and the occupied Palestinian 
territories. The messages of the Israeli media to the Arab world came to influence 
the Arab incubator, which is inherently supportive of the Palestinian resistance, 
and it used some Arab and foreign Arabic-speaking satellite channels, and Arab 
activists and media professionals who adopted the Israeli version of the conflict. 
The Israeli media was interested in conveying the Israeli narrative to the 
international community, especially to its traditional allies in the West and the 
United States, through the Israeli media itself, or through appearances in foreign 
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Strategic Solidarity in the Battle of "Saif al-Quds" 
ABSTRACT: In the face of repeated violations of international humanitarian law, 
UN and international resolutions, the Israeli occupation enjoys strategic immunity 
provided by Western countries led by the United States of America; The Israeli 
occupation, whenever it wants, will strike any Palestinian area in accordance with 
the policies of apartheid and the Judaisation of Al-Aqsa Mosque and the city of 
Jerusalem, and even cut off the hope of peace by ending the two-state solution and 
creating a situation in the cities of the West Bank similar to the Gaza Strip.  Faced 
with this reality, the research sheds light on the popular Palestinian, Arab, Islamic 
and international momentum that turned around and solidarity with the 
Palestinian people in the battle of the sword of Jerusalem in 2021 AD, and the 
research warns that peoples are the biggest real strategy to provide international 
protection in the face of aggression. 

KEYWORDS: Saif al-Quds, Sword of Jerusalem Battle, Palestine, Palestinians inside, 
apartheid, integration, fait accompli policy. 

                                                 
@gmail.com3samiastal 
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The Military Performance of the Palestinian Resistance 
during the Battle of Saif al-Quds 

ABSTRACT: This paper aims to identify the military performance of the Palestinian 
resistance during the Battle of the Saif al-Quds (May 2021). The research focused 
on studying the reports and statements of the main actors in the battle; Hamas' 
Izz al-Din al-Qassam Brigades and Islamic Jihad’s Al-Quds brigades. Relying on 
analysing the impact of the resistance by examining different publications; 
research papers, news articles and study centres affiliated with the occupation. 
The research applied a descriptive analytical method in which the researcher 
deliberately extrapolated the military performance of the Palestinian resistance 
during the battle by analysing the military statements of the Palestinian resistance 
in an effort to identify the basic lines that characterised the military performance 
of the resistance during the battle. The paper concluded that the resistance took 
the initiative, directed the opening blow, and was able to maintain the highest fiery 
momentum in the history of the confrontation with the occupation, thwarted its 
schemes through effective intelligence, and was characterised by its high ability to 
command and control the battle despite the intensive fiery of the occupation. 

KEYWORDS: Palestinian resistance, Sword of al-Quds, Palestine, Gaza. 

                                                 
@gmail.com1988a3sm 
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Hamas’s Political Performance during the May 2021 Battle of "Saif al-Quds" 
ABSTRACT: This research examines the political performance of Hamas during the 
Sword of Jerusalem Battle, which took place in May 2021. The paper includes three 
main aspects: the political performance of Hamas during the Battle, Hamas's role 
in reaching the truce, and the political contribution of Hamas after the battle. The 
study follows the historical research methodology and focuses mainly on analysing 
the statements made by Hamas leaders during the battle, in addition to analysing 
the articles written by the friends, opponents and enemies of Hamas. The study 
concludes with a set of results, the most important of which is that Hamas tried to 
revolutionize the various Palestinian arenas in favour of highlighting general 
national issues, especially Jerusalem. After the battle, Hamas clearly stated that 
the aftermath of the battle is different from what was before it, and it clearly 
adopted the issue of rebuilding the Palestinian political system as a national 
liberation movement and not as a settlement project with the occupation. Above 
all, the Palestinian question has returned to become the core of the conflict. 

KEYWORDS: Hamas, Sword of Jerusalem Battle, Palestine, Israel. 
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The Palestinian strategic Environment during the Battle of Saif al-Quds 
ABSTRACT: This study aimed to identify the nature of the Palestinian strategic 
environment within the course of the Battle of Saif-al-Quds between the Israeli 
occupation and the Palestinian residence in the Gaza Strip in May 2021. To achieve 
the study goal, the study used three approaches: 1-descriptive analytical, 2-national 
reconciliation, and 3- comparative approach. The study consists of three parts. The 
first part dealt with the definition of the Battle of Saif-al-Quds by referring to its 
background and its most important causes and effect. The second part dealt with 
the concept of the strategic environment, its fundamentals and characteristics. 
The third part dealt with the Palestinian strategic environment in its local, regional 
and international dimensions. The study concluded that the Battle of Saif al-Quds 
broke out for common national causes. It took place as an initiative by all 
Palestinian parties being united in one arena. This was in fact different from the 
previous rounds of Israeli aggression on the Gaza Strip. At the same time, the 
Palestinian strategic environment was marred by a significant number of issues 
that were not in favour of the Palestinian Case at the local, regional and 
international levels. Rather, this was closer to the Israeli interest. 
 

KEYWORDS: Saif-al-Quds, Palestine, Gaza, International community. 
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