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Abstract 

This study adopts a qualitative comparative case study approach and is 

guided by an institutionalist perspective. The role of multilateral diplomacy 

in the promotion and protection of human rights in the Middle East will be 

examined with focus on Palestine and Iraq War case studies. This research 

relied on qualitative methods of research whereby the relevant information 

was derived from the existing literature and primary sources. As a result of 

the research conducted, it was established that multilateral mechanisms can 

be effective in the promotion and protection of human rights if there is no 

interference with their functioning. Such interference could be seen in the 

form of veto power employed by the permanent members of the UN Security 

Council and the influence exercised by the permanent members on 

international judicial bodies. Based on this research, it has been established 

that despite the importance of multilateral diplomacy in the promotion and 

protection of human rights, it is necessary to find ways of ensuring that such 

diplomacy works in practice. The use of selective sanctions, promoting the 

concept of universal jurisdiction, and minimizing the influence of permanent 

members through the entire process help accomplish this goal. The study 

contributes to the literature by providing comparative analysis of Palestine 

and Iraq, highlighting how geopolitical interests constrain multilateral 

effectiveness. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
Multilateral diplomatic methods are greatly needed for the protection of human rights globally. The 

development of protecting human rights has resulted in several challenges for international entities. The 

Middle East has a long history of battles against oppression, occupation, and revolutionary movements. 

Over the past few years, the number of civilian casualties has increased due to ongoing wars. The war 

in Iraq, for instance, resulted in grave violations of human rights, and the war and occupation of Palestine 

enhanced the number of civilian casualties. 

Major problems in the Middle East combine both political and humanitarian dilemmas. As militarily 

battles directly affect vulnerable civilians and groups, communities around the globe have been 

highlighting the universal dilemma and demanding justice and calling for the implementation of human 

rights, while expecting a major role from international diplomacy. Nevertheless, the preservation of 

human rights and accountability continues to face challenges whenever geopolitical interests clash with 

efforts of multilateral organizations objectives to implement international human rights.  

It could be argued that the United Nations (UN) contributes significantly to the progress of 

fundamental human rights, through its several specialized organizations, such as the United Nations 

Human Rights Council (UNHRC), which seeks to advance and defend human rights on a global scale. 

However, unfortunately, the operation of these organizations has been affected by political ties as well 

as the improper exercise of the power of veto, thereby making it difficult for international organizations 

to ensure the respect of human rights at a time when they are needed the most. This has been illustrated 

in different instances in the Middle East, including in both Iraq and Palestine. 

The purpose of this investigation is to explore the efficiency of multilateral diplomacy for human 

rights protection in the Middle East, as exemplified by the cases of Palestine and Iraq. This research 

questions the efficiency of multilateral diplomacy for human rights protection during conflicts, the 

effects of geopolitical interests on the application of international law, and the improvement multilateral 

institutions need to empower the effectiveness of human rights protection. The paper asks: To what 

extent is multilateral diplomacy effective in protecting human rights in conflict settings, and how do 

geopolitical interests influence its outcomes in the cases of Palestine and Iraq?  

This study contributes to the literature by offering a comparative analysis of two major Middle 

Eastern conflicts, demonstrating how structural features of multilateral institutions particularly veto 

power and political influence systematically constrain human rights enforcement. 

 

2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
Academic literature on the efficacy of multilateral diplomacy and the promotion of human rights is 

cantered on the theoretical implications of such mechanisms, as well as the challenges faced with their 

practical application. Multilateral institutions, such as the United Nations, have received wide 

recognition regarding their significant contribution to the promotion of human rights norms and the 

development of a culture of accountability (Kahler, 1992, pp. 681-685). The United Nations Human 

Rights Council (UNHRC) and the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) have received wide 

recognition as essential mechanisms regarding the monitoring of violations, the formulation of 

resolutions, and the development of norms of justice. Academic literature has emphasized the significant 

contribution made by these institutions regarding the formulation of international awareness on the 

formulation of legal mechanisms in relation to the regulation of international crimes such as the crime 

of genocide, war crimes, and crimes against humanity (Mahbubani, 2022, p. 233).  

Despite these normative successes, the literature clearly indicates the structural and political 

limitations of the effectiveness of multilateral diplomacy. For instance, the veto powers of the P5 

members of the UNSC have been cited as a major limitation of the effectiveness of the UNSC, where 

political considerations take precedence over humanitarian ones (Gould & Rablen, 2017, p. 146). In the 
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same vein, the effectiveness of the UNHRC in the promotion of human rights has also been formed as a 

challenge, among other limitations (O’Flaherty & O’Brien, 2007, pp. 141-142). In the same context, the 

effectiveness of judicial mechanisms, such as the ICC, is also cited as being affected by limitations 

ranging from the lack of cooperation of major world powers, the ratification of the ICC statutes, and the 

exercise of political pressures on the jurisdiction of the ICC (Prakash, 2021, pp. 1-3; Eikel, 2012, pp. 

97-99). 

The literature on the effectiveness of international mechanisms in the Middle East, through the lens 

of specific cases, clearly illustrates the challenges faced. In the case of Palestine, the literature shows the 

gap between the resolutions of the UN on the need for the protection of human rights and the practical 

implementation of the resolutions. Political interference in the form of vetoes is cited as the reason for 

the lack of implementation (Marín-Bosch, 1987, pp. 705-710). In Iraq, the literature shows the failure of 

international mechanisms in preventing the violation of human rights during the invasion of Iraq in 2003. 

Torture, extrajudicial killings, and the displacement of civilians were the consequences of the failure of 

international mechanisms (Hinnebusch, 2007, pp. 209-212; Wolf, 2006, pp. 335-340; Schmidt & 

Williams, 2008, p. 315). This literature collectively shows that the effectiveness of international 

mechanisms in the Middle East is hindered by the geopolitical interests of the major players. In the face 

of geopolitical interests, the normative power of international mechanisms is weak. 

Some authors have suggested some reform or alternative measures to the existing mechanisms to 

ensure their effectiveness. These suggestions include the restriction or reform of the veto power of the 

UNSC members in the face of mass atrocities, the strengthening of judicial institutions such as the ICC 

through greater autonomy and enforcement powers, the use of targeted sanctions against violators, and 

the use of universal jurisdiction to ensure the accountability of violators irrespective of their power or 

influence (Medhat, 2020, p. 32; Amnesty International, 2024). Though the implementation of such 

suggestions is a challenge, the above literature can be considered a basis to analyse the limitations as 

well as the possibilities of multilateral diplomacy regarding the issue of human rights.  

Although there is much academic literature dealing with multilateral diplomacy and human rights, 

scholars generally tend to approach these themes from either the normative perspective or through 

individual case studies. Very few empirical comparative studies investigate the effect that geopolitical 

interest may have on the efficacy of multilateral processes. This paper attempts to contribute to filling 

this gap by conducting an analysis of Palestine and Iraq, thus shedding light on the limitations faced in 

the enforcement of human rights within multilateral diplomacy. 

 

3. THEORETICAL OVERVIEW 

The current paper takes into consideration the institutional approach to international affairs that study 

the influence of international institutions on the actions of states as well as limitations associated with 

power politics. According to the liberal version of institutionalism, multilateral organizations help 

facilitate cooperation and enforce norms. However, the realist version of this theory argues that great 

powers use international organizations for their own advantage. The present paper attempts to combine 

both theories and apply them to understand multilateral diplomacy in conflict situations. 

Multilateral diplomacy refers to the efforts of multiple entities to achieve diplomatic solutions for 

global problems (Mahbubani, 2022, p. 231). However, under the globally interconnected system, 

multilateral diplomacy concepts have evolved to include international policy issues. International actors 

aim to influence multilateral institutions, and perceive this aim as part of their geopolitical strategy due 

to its intersection with their political interests (Petrov et al., 2012, pp. 1-3). Additionally, as former 

United Nations Secretary- Kofi Annan explained “multilateral diplomacy has expanded to an extent 

encompassing almost every realm of human endeavour”(Mahbubani, 2022, p.7).  
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In addition, multilateral diplomacy holds a remarkable impact and responsibility to prevent violations 

of human rights and determine methods obtained by multilateral institutions to protect and promote 

human rights (Kahler, 1992, pp. 681-684). Regardless of the challenges that interrupt human rights 

principles, such as political interference and the clash with political powers’ goals, multilateral 

institutions continue to form a significant realm of human rights.  

There are special mechanisms offered by multilateral organizations and their significance stems from 

the type of transnational crimes that have to be resolved using multilateral efforts, like genocide, war 

crimes, and crimes against humanity. Moreover, there are certain structural ways employed by 

multilateral organizations, for instance, the UN, the ICC, and the ICJ, to address the legal and global 

problems (Gierycz, 2010, p. 250). 

The United Nations holds various specialized multilateral bodies, such as the United Nations Human 

Rights Council and the United Nations Security Council. This human rights machinery aim is to play a 

more extensive role in preventing and addressing atrocities. For instance, the mission of the UNHRC is 

to strengthen global human rights promotion and protection. It holds special sessions to respond to urgent 

human rights situations. Adopts related resolutions and designates Special Rapporteurs to investigate 

violations of human rights in specific countries (United Nations Office of the High Commissioner for 

Human Rights, n.d.-a) . However, its ability to enhance binding measures is restricted as a result of the 

challenges faced by the system structure. Mainly due to the increasing politicization, absence of 

enforcement mechanisms, and insufficient resources (O’Flaherty & O’Brien, 2007, pp. 141-142). That 

is also noticeable at the United Nations Security Council which aims to maintain peace and security 

(United Nations Security Council, n.d.). While the council can take effective actions by imposing 

sanctions or creating mandate investigations to protect human rights especially when conflicts involve 

atrocities like ethnic cleansing. Yet, political interference by vetoes from permanent members 

undermines its effectiveness and restricts its functionality (Gould & Rablen, 2017, p. 146). That has been 

evident in many instances where humanitarian resolutions were vetoed for political purposes, as seen in 

the Palestinian and Iraqi cases. 

Similarly, the International Criminal Court and the International Court of Justice are multilateral 

institutions that serve specifically the enforcement of human rights. The ICJ was established as the 

principal judicial organ of the United Nations, making every UN member state a party to the Statute of 

the Court. Its role is to decide disputes in accordance with international law on cases evolving human 

rights violations by states (International Court of Justice, 1945).  

On the other hand, the ICC works in settings of active conflict or straightforward post-conflict 

situations, prosecuting individuals accused of genocide, crimes against humanity, and war crimes (Eikel, 

2012, p. 98-99). However, the functionality of its mechanism is jeopardized by the numerous challenges 

such as the non-cooperation of major powers that have not ratified the Rome Statute limiting the Court’s 

jurisdiction. Additionally, political considerations not only led to limiting the authority of the court but 

also to condemning its decisions and taking action against it. From the example of the Palestinian case, 

it can be observed that the United States chose to punish the ICC because it would punish “any foreigner 

who investigates, arrests, detains or prosecutes citizens from the United States or from an allied country, 

including Israel”(Reuters, 2025).  In summary, multilateral diplomacy is vital in dealing with the 

problems regarding human rights. Yet, the use of multilateral means to solve human rights problems 

faces political obstacles due to the interruption of the legal process involved. Palestine can be used as an 

example. 

 

4. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY  
The study provides a qualitative research approach involving the analysis of legal doctrine and 

comparative case studies to investigate the role and effectiveness of multilateral diplomacy mechanisms 

in protecting human rights in the Middle East. In this regard, specific cases like Palestine and the Iraq 
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War will be considered to represent prominent and contrasting examples of human rights challenges 

requiring extensive international involvement.  

The approach of this study is based on the analysis of primary and secondary materials. Primary 

materials comprise international instruments of law, UN resolutions, reports from UN bodies, and 

official documents from multilateral institutions like the UN Security Council, UN Human Rights 

Council, International Criminal Court, and International Court of Justice. Secondary materials comprise 

peer-reviewed literature and reports from reputable international bodies and research institutions. 

This paper uses case study analysis to evaluate how multilateral diplomatic tools function and point 

out structural, political, and legal aspects in which these tools are efficient. This analysis will take a 

comparative form for the cases of Palestine and Iraq to point out repeating patterns, where there is a 

focus on geopolitical interests, the right of veto in the United Nations Security Council, and politicization 

in judicial tools in international law.  

The data was analysed using content analysis. The content analysis technique concentrated on various 

aspects of human rights protection and themes of accountability and limitations of enforcement. The 

method is useful for systemically appraising results of multilateral diplomacy while contextualized from 

the perspectives of international law.  

Additionally, Palestine and Iraq have been selected as case studies to compare the enforcement of 

human rights in conflict zones, and to examine their geopolitical significance and the extent of 

multilateral organizations’ involvement. Palestine and Iraq are significant cases and relevant to this study 

because of the geopolitical importance of both countries and the extent to which foreign powers have 

intervened in each one. This makes them ideal for studying the efficacy of multilateral diplomacy. There 

are similarities in that both cases involve conflict and human rights abuses. 

 

5. RESEARCH RESULTS  
5.1 Multilateral Diplomacy and Human Rights in Palestine 
Palestine is an example that reveals the structural weaknesses in multilateral diplomacy in implementing 

human rights amid geopolitical rivalry. Even though various international entities like the UN and ICC 

have officially involved themselves in this issue, their influence is greatly limited due to politics. The 

Palestine example highlights how legal institutions meant to safeguard international law become 

ineffective when they go against the political agenda of influential states. 

The United Nations through specialized institutions such as the United Nations Security Council and 

the United Nations Human Rights Council, has made remarkable efforts in promoting human rights in 

Palestine. There are some resolutions that were made about human rights violations, as well as to ensure 

the rights of Palestinians, through the UN. Further, an illustration of such resolutions which condemn 

the war crimes of Israel would be Resolution 242, which was adopted back in 1967 and which required 

the withdrawal of Israeli troops from the territories they had taken possession of following the Six Day 

War (United Nations Security Council, 1967). Apart from that, there have been reports about the constant 

breach of international laws as well as the consequences of the violations of such international laws on 

Palestinians (United Nations Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights, 2021). 

However, political pressure has obstructed the implementation of these resolutions. The consistent 

use of the veto power by member states for political benefits interrupts the effectiveness of the United 

Nations system. It continues to form a fundamental obstacle in achieving global justice and human rights. 

In the Palestinian case, all relevant resolutions including the ones have been vetoed by the United States, 

which acts as an ally to Israel. In this case, the Security Council is unable to address Palestine’s situation 

because of the conflicting interests of permanent member states (Alasttal et al., 2023, pp. 138-139). This 

shows how the Security Council institutional design allows strong states to prevent any form of 

enforcement action from being taken, thus putting geopolitical considerations above human rights issues. 
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That demonstrates how the organization’s focus is shifted by this loophole from international law and 

human rights provisions to the interests of great powers (Alasttal et al., 2023, p. 138). The role of the 

United Nations has been ineffective to date in ending the Israeli occupation and adopting human rights 

resolutions that protect Palestinians from aggressive humanitarian violations and war crimes. 

Alternatively, the International Criminal Court is yet another institution that is highly significant in 

the area of human rights promotion. The purpose of this court is to prosecute any individual alleged to 

have committed genocide, war crimes, and crimes against humanity (International Criminal Court, 

1999). The ICC has also been involved in addressing potential legal aspects in Palestine. A formal 

inquiry into any possible war crimes in the occupied Palestinian territories was started by the Court in 

2019 (International Criminal Court, 2019). However, the process faced political interference from the 

US government since it had objections to any actions taken against US soldiers and those cooperating 

with them in the commission of war crimes, specifically those who were related to Israel (Prakash, 2021, 

p. 17). 

During the same year of 2025, there were additional sanctions and pressure put on the ICC to ensure 

that a warrant for the arrest of the Israeli Prime Minister is made due to his crimes against humanity, war 

crimes, and genocide (International Criminal Court, 2024). Despite the successes made by the ICC in its 

efforts to fight impunity, there have always been political influences that make their efforts difficult. The 

ICC indictment on Netanyahu is also not new because this has always been a long-existing matter in 

Palestine, whereby the Israeli government has been accused by international bodies of breaching 

humanitarian laws. However, it is notable that the Israeli government has consistently blamed the ICC 

of being antisemitic (International Criminal Court, 2024). This is likely to reduce the effectiveness of 

the court in prosecuting offenders while simultaneously acting as a wake-up call in formulating effective 

ways of making multilateral institutions functional.  

 

5.2 Multilateral Diplomacy and Human Rights During the Iraq War 
The Iraq War clarified the difficulties of conducting multilateral diplomacy, but also the potential for 

dealing with human rights problems amid war. “The US justified the invasion by citing Iraq’s efforts to 

develop nuclear weapons and fight against terrorism. Despite the lack of international consensus and 

because the evidence offered to support these claims was generally considered to be at best inconclusive 

the global community has criticized the invasion” (Hinnebusch, 2007, p. 209).  

The Iraq War provides a contrasting but complementary case, where multilateral negotiations can be 

ignored when a state acts alone. This is different from the Palestinian situation because while institutions 

are present but limited in effectiveness there, institutions have been completely failed here through 

unilateralism.  Even though there are a number of international multilateral tools meant to promote the 

protection of human rights, no action was taken against these extrajudicial executions, arbitrary arrests 

and tortures that took place during the Iraq War due to human rights violations reported during the war 

period. Over 200,000 civilians died as a result of this devastating event along with many displaced people 

in Iraq because of these wars (Wilson, 2006, p. 1). As a matter of fact, this situation illustrates how 

difficult it is for humanitarian multilateral diplomacy to function when geopolitics comes into play. The 

main objective behind this war was not security; rather, the Bush administration wanted domination and 

regime change because of their geopolitical interests in the region (Schmidt & Williams, 2008, p. 192-

193). 

Multilateral mechanisms failure at that point can be observed by the United Nations Security 

Council’s (UNSC) ineffective role. Even though the council perceived the invasion as a violation of 

international law and norms of state sovereignty, the United States and its allies bypassed the approval 

of the council and proceeded with the invasion. The decision by the United States and its coalition 

partners to act without the UN approval demonstrated the failure of multilateral diplomacy during the 

Iraq War. This situation highlights the need to obtain alternative coherent approaches to addressing 
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human rights violations. 

Additionally, the lack of accountability for perpetrators of human rights formed another challenge 

and demonstrated the inability of multilateral diplomacy mechanisms during and after the conflict. The 

United States military personnel’s torture and mistreatment of prisoners at the Abu Ghraib prison is 

considered a relevant and terrifying example of abuse (Wolf, 2006, p. 315). Extra-judicial killings, 

arbitrary arrests, and tortures have brought into question how humanitarian law can be implemented. In 

light of this, global criticism against the case raised the issue that it is very difficult to hold people 

accountable for what they did (Wolf, 2006, pp. 315-317). These alternatives can be effectively operated 

via universal jurisdiction means, according to the responsibility of state members to international 

conventions.  

All in all, the Iraq war illustrated the obstacles that multilateral diplomacy faces in empowering 

human rights. The multilateral mechanisms unsuccessful attempts to prevent the invasion, the lack of 

accountability, and the continued existence of human rights abuses such as torture highlight the need to 

adhere to alternative measures and update available multilateral mechanisms getting them to function. 

Also, the case demonstrated the geopolitical influence and impact of political interests on the 

enforcement of global justice. To better illustrate the comparative dimensions of the two case studies, 

they are summarized in Table 1. 

 

Table 1: Comparative analysis of Palestine and Iraq cases. 

Aspect  Palestine  Iraq  

Type of Conflict Prolonged Occupation  Military Invasion (2003) 

Role of UN  Limited By veto power  Largely Bypassed  

Main Human 

Rights Issues  

Displacement, Civilian Causalities, War 

Crimes.  

Civilian Deaths, Human 

Rights Violations.  

Outcome  Ongoing Conflict and War Crimes.  Regime Change and 

Instability.  

Source: Created by author, 2026 

As shown in Table 1, both cases reveal significant limitations in the effectiveness of multilateral 

mechanisms, despite differences in conflict type and outcomes. The analysis shows that there is an 

inherent link between the two scenarios as both show that multilateral organizations do not serve the 

role of protecting human rights in situations where the political interests of strong states take precedence 

over other considerations. Yet there is a difference in the way that the two examples result in failure. 

While in Palestine it is factors like veto and Israeli occupation that hinder effectiveness, in Iraq the lack 

of effectiveness mostly seen because multilateral processes have been completely ignored. In addition, 

the structural limitations of major multilateral institutions are summarized in Table 2. 

 

Table 2: Structural Limitations of International Institutions. 

Institution  Main Function  Key Limitation  

UN Security Council  Maintain global peace and 

security.  

Veto power limits action.  

UN Human Rights Council  Promote and monitor 

human rights.  

Lack of enforcement 

authority.  

International Criminal Court Prosecute individuals for 

international crimes.  

Political pressure and 

limited jurisdiction.   

Source: Created by author, 2026 
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Table 2 indicates that constraints within institutions, especially political influence and the lack of 

enforcement methods, play a key role in the problems discussed in this paper. 

 
6. DISCUSSION                                                                                                                                                                 
The following discussion brings out insights and suggestions from both Palestine and Iraq to stress the 

urgency to reform and enhance the effectiveness of multilateral diplomacy for human rights protection. 

Several adjustments shall be implemented, such as amending the veto system determined by the United 

Nations Security Council, empowering the ICC’s independent jurisdiction, sanctioning human rights 

perpetrators, and relying on universal jurisdiction.  

The results obtained from both case studies demonstrate the constraints on the capacity of multilateral 

diplomacy in safeguarding human rights. Instead of being mere exceptions, they reveal systematic flaws 

that are inherent in the system of international institutions. It is important to realize this point when 

considering any reform proposal. 

One of the main obstacles that interrupts the United Nations Security Council’s ability to act 

effectively to address serious human rights violations has been the permanent members arbitrary use of 

the veto power (Padelford, 1948, p. 227). There is a pattern of inaction and paralysis in the face of 

flagrant violations of human rights in which the Security Council has found it difficult to effectively 

address a variety of current global issues, ranging from humanitarian crises and civil wars to the 

degradation of democratic norms and the emergence of monarchy (Medhat, 2020, p. 27) . 

As a result, reforming or limiting the veto power in cases of human rights violations could help the 

United Nations Security Council to act more effectively. However, the five permanent members secured 

their unique status by controlling the system amending process which granted them the authority to 

undertake any possible changes. Thus, making it hard to suggest adjustments against their own interests 

(Martinali, 2024, p. 29-33). Then, what seems like a tangible solution at this point would be pursuing an 

alternative organization founded on true sovereign equality in accordance with fundamental democratic 

principles(Martinali, 2024, p. 38).  

Nevertheless, this step is not easy, as the circumstances that surrounded the structuring of this 

situation arose after the Second World War. Thus, non-permanent member states shall consider taking 

diplomatic action to negotiate under the current world order status. While also pushing negotiations 

toward amendments that ensure fair rights for all sovereign states and willing to seek to withdraw from 

the organization towards other alternatives. For this call to be addressed seriously and pose a tangible 

threat, non-permanent member states shall coincide and take collective official positions. 

In contrast, the ICC’s initiatives to punish violators of human rights in Palestine have faced political 

interference. Therefore, strengthening the independence of the ICC becomes an indispensable condition, 

and international assistance should include conducting an investigation in order to gain jurisdiction for 

punishing the perpetrators. This gap has been weakening the global legal system and trust in achieving 

global justice. However, as a result, international organizations and entities have been pushing towards 

recommended additional efforts to enhance the ICC’s power. Amnesty International’s recommendations 

for the 23rd session of the Assembly of States Parties to the Rome Statute urged more support for the 

ICC, denouncing threats against its employees, opposing sanctions, and allocating more funds to counter 

security concerns. Also, Amnesty highlighted the importance of global cooperation and the need for the 

ratification of the Agreement on Privileges and Immunities (APIC), calling for the fulfilment of arrest 

warrants, including for heads of state (Amnesty International, 2024).  

Additionally, to secure the effectiveness of the multilateral diplomacy function in promoting the 

implementation of human rights additional actions like targeted sanctions shall be taken towards 

violators of human rights. Sanctions that target the perpetrator’s ability to travel, place economic 

activities, or freeze their assets can effectively deter perpetrators of human rights and war crimes. These 
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measures are effective as they target specific individuals and strengthen the rule of law. Societies, and 

specifically post-conflict ones must enhance the rule of law and transitional justice to ensure long-term 

stability and reconciliation (United Nations, 2004). 

Additionally, the use of universal jurisdiction may promote the actual implication of universal treaties 

and conventions ratified by states. For instance, the crime of torture may be considered an offense under 

universal jurisdiction when states are part of the Convention against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman, 

or Degrading Treatment or Punishment. This way, there will be efforts at achieving accountability 

globally despite political influences on the global level. According to Article 5 of the convention, there 

is an obligation on the part of state parties to prosecute individuals who commit acts of torture and that 

any state which is party to the convention is obliged to prosecute individuals accused of committing 

tortures wherever the act took place (United Nations, 1984). 

In summary, both the Palestinian and Iraqi cases underscore the dire need to change the multilateral 

mechanisms. While the challenges with regard to the suggested solutions may prove difficult, there are 

still ways for the global community to promote justice and accountability through the adoption of the 

suggested steps that include amendment of the UN Security Council's veto power, strengthening the role 

of the ICC, individual sanctions, and universal jurisdiction. 

 

7. CONCLUSION 
The effectiveness of multilateral diplomacy in the protection of human rights in the Middle East remains 

fundamentally constrained by geopolitical interests and limitations of international institutions. The 

cases of Palestine and Iraq clearly elucidate the extent of political influence, particularly through the 

utilization of veto power and selective enforcement of international law, in undermining the 

effectiveness of critical human rights institutions, including the United Nations and the International 

Criminal Court. 

In order to address these limitations, fundamental changes are necessary in the structure of these 

institutions. The limitation of veto power, empowerment of international judicial institutions, imposition 

of specific sanctions, and enforcement of universal jurisdiction are critical steps in the protection of 

human rights in conflict zones. Multilateral diplomacy’s effectiveness is not dependent upon how the 

institution itself is designed but rather on whether powerful countries allow it to operate independently. 

The protection of human rights in conflict zones remains fundamentally dependent not merely on the 

presence of multilateral diplomacy but the political will of nations in prioritizing justice over geopolitical 

interests. Without a fundamental reinvigoration of the political will of nations, multilateral diplomacy 

will continue to be inadequate in the protection of human rights in conflict zones. 
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