
		
			[image: 1.png]
		

	
		
			
				[image: ]
			

		

		
			
			

		

	
		
			World of walls

		

	
		
			World of Walls

			The Structure, Roles and Effectiveness of Separation Barriers

			Said Saddiki

			
				
					[image: ]
				

			

		

	
		
			
				
					
						[image: ]
					

				
			

			https://www.openbookpublishers.com

			© 2017 Said Saddiki

			
				
					
						[image: ]
					

				
			

			This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International license (CC BY 4.0). This license allows you to share, copy, distribute and transmit the work; to adapt the work and to make commercial use of the work providing attribution is made to the authors (but not in any way that suggests that they endorse you or your use of the work). Attribution should include the following information:

			Said Saddiki, World of Walls: The Structure, Roles and Effectiveness of Separation Barriers. Cambridge, UK: Open Book Publishers, 2017. https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0121

			In order to access detailed and updated information on the license, please visit

			https://www.openbookpublishers.com/product/635#copyright

			Further details about CC BY licenses are available at

			http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

			All external links were active at the time of publication unless otherwise stated and have been archived via the Internet Archive Wayback Machine at https://archive.org/web

			Digital material and resources associated with this volume are available at

			https://www.openbookpublishers.com/product/635#resources

			Every effort has been made to identify and contact copyright holders and any omission or error will be corrected if notification is made to the publisher.

			ISBN Paperback: 978-1-78374-368-1

			ISBN Hardback: 978-1-78374-369-8

			ISBN Digital (PDF): 978-1-78374-370-4

			ISBN Digital ebook (epub): 978-1-78374-371-1

			ISBN Digital ebook (mobi): 978-1-78374-372-8

			DOI: 10.11647/OBP.0121

			Cover image: Ted Eytan, Sunset at the White House (2017), CC BY-SA 2.0, Flickr, https://www.flickr.com/photos/taedc/32722159326

			Cover design: Anna Gatti

			All paper used by Open Book Publishers is SFI (Sustainable Forestry Initiative), PEFC (Programme for the Endorsement of Forest Certification Schemes) and Forest Stewardship Council(r)(FSC(r) certified.

			Printed in the United Kingdom, United States, and Australia by Lightning Source for Open Book Publishers (Cambridge, UK)

		

	
		
			Contents

			
				
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Introduction

						
							
							1

						
					

					
							
					

					
							
							1.

						
							
							Israel and the Fencing Policy

						
							
							9

						
					

					
							
							2.

						
							
							Border Fencing in India

						
							
							37

						
					

					
							
							3.

						
							
							The Fences of Ceuta and Melilla

						
							
							57

						
					

					
							
							4.

						
							
							The U.S.-Mexico Border Wall

						
							
							83

						
					

					
							
							5.

						
							
							The Wall of Western Sahara

						
							
							97

						
					

					
							
					

					
							
							Conclusions

						
							
							121

						
					

					
							
							Bibliography

						
							
							125

						
					

					
							
							Index

						
							
							141

						
					

				
			

		

	
		
			Introduction

			
				
					© 2017 Said Saddiki, CC BY 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0121.01

				

			

			In the past physical walls and fences surrounding territorial space, towns and villages were viewed by ancient nations from a defensive perspective, as a fortification to defend their territorial sovereignty and a rampart to protect themselves from the outside attacks. Dramatic changes in both military doctrine and technology in the last century led to a decline in the strategic and tactic importance of borders as a line of defense. Although one of the key aspects of the traditional notion of sovereignty was the right for states to control exclusively the movement of people across territorial boundaries and to expel undesirable aliens and immigrants, nowadays this authority has come into question not only because of increased globalization, but also because of great intellectual efforts to re-theorize the notion of the nation-state and its components, including the concepts of sovereignty and national borders.

			The means and systems used in border control developed throughout history have depended on the evolution of the military and security industries. In recent decades, border-control systems have developed dramatically along with a rapid growth of both authorized and unauthorized cross-border activities, including the flow of people, goods, ideas, drug, weapons, capital and information. This increase in physical-border barriers contradicts the trend for some globalist and trans-national perspectives that envisage a “Borderless World”, “A World without Sovereignty”, “The End of Geography”, “The End of the Nation-State” and so on.

			Although the construction of border barriers has confirmed security concerns and strengthened the position of sovereign states as realists have emphasized, transnational non-state actors — the primary group these walls and fences were erected to exclude — have seriously questioned state-centered theories. The gap between theory and practice has widened enormously after 9/11, when transnational non-state actors, or what Peter Andreas has termed “clandestine transnational actors”,1 became not only the main rival of nation states but also a major threat to security, whereas interstate wars have declined steadily since the beginning of the third millennium.

			At the same time, globalists have announced that the territorial border is going to become progressively blurred and eroded due to the combined pressures of the growing presence of transnational non-state actors and the interactions between globalization and information and communication technologies (ICTs), a sphere often theorized in terms of virtualization of trans-border and trans-national flows. James Rosenau has argued that this shift in perception occurring in the post-Cold War era is “diminishing the competence and effectiveness of states and rendering their borders more porous and less meaningful”.2 In a similar vein, Kenichi Ohmae, in his well-known book The Borderless World, confidently announced that “while everyone living on this earth is to one degree or another already living in an interlinked economy, at the same time, we all continue moving further toward the reality of a world without border”.3 In contrast, Saskia Sassen notes that, despite a growing consensus among developed countries to facilitate the flow of goods, information, and capital, when it comes to regulating the movement of people, “the national state claims its old splendor in asserting its sovereign right to control its borders”.4 Although globalization has diminished the traditional military and economic functions of borders, it has also created more border-policing work for nation-states5 which now spend millions of dollars annually to fortify their national borders.

			Anna Feigenbaum identified what she called “globalized fences” by four commonalities: first, they serve transnational security functions, particularly in the post-9/11 era, when transnational actors are perceived to have become the greatest threat to the nation-state. Second, they are contracted through multinational companies. Third, they are built with materials imported from different nations. Finally, they integrate ‘virtual’ and physical technologies. Advanced digital and virtual technologies work in conjunction with human patrols, communications devices and physical barriers.6

			The growth of the walls has taken different paths in the post-World War II period.7 Only nineteen walls and barriers were built between 1945 and 1991, and seven walls were added between 1991 and 2001 to the thirteen that survived the Cold War. The erection of border walls pauses briefly after the Cold War, but the post-9/11 period has seen the return of the wall as a political object and instrument.8 Twenty-eight walls have been erected or planned in the post-9/11 period.

			Modern international barriers are defined according to their specific contexts and functions which are reflected in their various designations: security, military, defensive or anti-terror wall; fence or barrier and so on. Opponents of such walled borders adopt their own terminology which reflects how they perceive these barriers. Separation, shame, apartheid, or political/ideological walls are widely used to criticize fencing policies.

			These barriers reflect the economic disparity between countries in many levels. Firstly, building states are significantly richer than target states.9 Secondly, some border barriers (U.S.-Mexico barrier and Spanish fences in northern Morocco) embody what is called the “frontier of poverty”10 or “The Great Wall of Capital”11 that dramatically separate the global rich from the rest of the world. Thirdly, a large number of these border barriers were built to prevent irregular immigration from lesser-developed countries. On the two sides of the wall, there is always a significant potential imbalance of power, as well as asymmetric confidence.12 Walls are never built against an equivalent power. When the targeted country is considered reliable, the fortification of the common border is adopted bilaterally. For example, the government of the United States collaborates extensively with Canada to control its northern border, while it imposes a border fence with Mexico.13

			The current border barriers can be sorted geographically. Asia, as the most fenced continent, contains almost twenty border barriers: India-Pakistan; India-Bangladesh; India-Myanmar; Pakistan-Afghanistan; Myanmar-Bangladesh; Iran-Pakistan; Iran-Afghanistan; Kazakhstan-Uzbekistan; China-North Korea; Malaysia-Thailand; Uzbekistan-Afghanistan; Turkmenistan-Uzbekistan; Uzbekistan-Kirgizstan; Brunei-eastern Malaysia (Limbang); South Korea-North Korea. In the Middle East, Israel has fenced off its entire de facto border with Palestinians and Arab countries adjacent to Palestine. In the Gulf, because of security and immigration reasons, most of the countries of the region, especially Saudi Arabia, have tried to fortify their borders: Israel-West Bank; Israel-Gaza Strip; Israel-Egypt; Israel-Jordan; Israel-Lebanon; Israel-Syria; Turkey-Syria, Egypt-Gaza Strip; Saudi Arabia-Yemen; Saudi Arabia-Iraq; Saudi Arabia-Oman; Saudi Arabia-Qatar; Saudi Arabia-United Arab Emirates; United Arab Emirates-Oman; Jordan-Iraq; Kuwait-Iraq. In Africa, there are more than eight border barriers: Morocco wall in Western Sahara; Spain-Morocco (Ceuta); Spain-Morocco (Melilla); South Africa-Mozambique; South Africa-Zimbabwe; Zimbabwe-Zambia, Botswana-Zimbabwe; Mozambique-Zambia. Europe, because of the advanced regional integration process, has not witnessed a growth in border walls after the end of the Cold War. Instead, separating walls in Europe have been dismantled (e.g., the Berlin wall and the Belfast wall). Today, there are only a few physical border barriers in Europe: Greek-Turkish Cyprus; Russia (Abkhazia)-Georgia; Gibraltar-Spain; Hungary-Serbia; Hungary-Croatia, although some new ones have been built in recent times in response to the refugee ‘crisis’. In North America, because of irregular immigration flows, the United States fenced off its borders with Mexico and Canada. Latin America is almost free of physical-border barriers except for those erected by the U.S. between Guantanamo and Cuba.

			The growth in border barriers all over the world has created a huge security business. Private companies account for the bulk of this growing market. The major armament and defense companies are at the heart of the border-security market, but firms specializing in communications, surveillance, information technology or biometrics also take a significant part in this new multi-billion-dollar market.14 Israeli companies are the most famous in this area. Since 2002, exports of Israeli technology in border security services increased by 22 percent each year, and there are about 450 Israeli companies specializing in securing territory.15 The major international companies that claim the lion share of this market include Boeing (American multinational aerospace and defense corporation), Elbit Systems (Israeli defense electronics manufacturers and integrators), Magal Security Systems (Israeli company operating in more than 75 countries worldwide), Amper (Spanish multinational group), Indra Sistemas (Spanish information technology and defense company) and EADS Group (European Aeronautic Defense and Space Company).

			Even if their primary objective is to secure the border, physical barriers are seen by some targeted countries as a unilateral attempt to demarcate common borders, especially when it comes to occupied or disputed territories that can be turned to de facto boundaries (e.g., the Israeli barriers, the fences of Ceuta and Melilla, the Indian fence in Kashmir, the India-Bangladesh border and the Uzbekistan-Kyrgyzstan border). So, although in some cases it can be argued that the reinforcement of a nation-state’s borders is based on security requirements, recent history has demonstrated that states hide their real goals behind security issues. Since almost all border barriers are erected by unilateral decision — with few exceptions (e.g., the U.S.-Canada border and the Malaysia-Thailand Border), they are always disputed, even when they are built on a national boundary or on private property.16 Targeted countries always emphasize that border-security policies should be bilateral and a result of cooperation.

			This book consists of five chapters. The first, “Israel and the Fencing Policy”, examines aspects of various separation barriers built by Israel since its inception in 1948 and evaluates their effectiveness in order to show whether such a policy makes Israel more secure.

			The second chapter, “Border Fencing in India”, provides an overview of the complicated characteristics of India’s borders with adjacent countries and deals with the Indian strategy of fencing borders with some of its neighbors. Despite the diversity of India’s border-fencing projects, security concerns are the top priority of the border-control systems.

			The third chapter, “The Fences of Ceuta and Melilla”, investigates the controversial aspects of Ceuta and Melilla’s fences as the EU southern border and highlights the changing roles of the two enclaves’ fences. The barriers of Ceuta and Melilla provide a fitting model to examine the gap between governments’ stated purposes and hidden objectives.

			The fourth chapter, “The U.S.-Mexico Border Wall”, analyzes the relationship between the U.S. immigration policy and border-control systems at a time when militarizing and fencing of the southern border remain the cornerstone of the U.S. strategy to keep unwanted immigrants out of its territory.

			The last chapter, “The Wall of Western Sahara”, focuses on the military wall built by Morocco in Western Sahara. The chapter presents the status and prospects of the Sahara sand wall (or “berm”), as well as a glance at the Western Sahara issue. Although the Sahara wall was built, at first, in a specific context and for a specific military goal, today it embodies the lingering disputes arising from a long-term and ongoing conflict — the Western Sahara issue that continues to threaten the stability of the Maghreb region.
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Since its inception in 1948, Israel has established barriers of varying
structures and effectiveness between populations of Jewish Israelis
and their Arab neighbors. This policy has been a constant element
of Israel’s security doctrine, rooted in Zionist thought from its
beginning.2 Writing of
Palestine, the father of modern
political Zionism, Theodor
Herzl remarked in his book
The Jewish
State,3 that “we should there
form a portion of the rampart of Europe against Asia, an outpost of
civilization as opposed to barbarism”.4 Uri Avnery, an Israeli peace activist and journalist,
argues that, more than a hundred years later, Ariel Sharon’s wall expresses exactly the same outlook;
separating its “civilization” from “others”.5 The idea of building a
separation wall in Palestine dates back to 1923, when Ze’ev
Jabotinsky, one of the most
influential Zionist leaders and the ideological father of today’s
Likud Party, published two essays
entitled “The Iron Wall: Israel and the Arab World”6 and “The Ethics of the
Iron Wall”7 in which he defended
the idea of establishing a metaphorical and, in many ways, physical
“iron wall” between the populations, declaring that “Settlement can
only develop under the protection of a force that is not dependent
on the local population, behind an iron wall which they will be
powerless to break down…”8 At the time,
Jabotinsky’s “iron wall” doctrine was
not adopted by the Zionist movement. Instead, it adopted the
solution of expelling and displacing native Arab Palestinians.

Though each modern Israeli barrier has been
built in its own specific context, the goals of each project of
separation overlap and, in fact, form part of a policy of Israeli
walls and fences derived from a single Zionist philosophy. This has
translated into a state with perpetual security concerns, a lasting
occupation, and the annexation of more Palestinian lands.
Regardless of international resolutions recognizing the existence
of the “Jewish state” within the
so-called 1949 Armistice lines, the way and the context in which
Israel was created and expanded has left it in an abnormal and
hostile situation. Even if most Arab countries recognize, if
implicitly, the State of Israel, their peoples have never accepted
a normalization of relations with the “Jewish State” as an
embodiment of principles that include a continuation of practices
that are fundamentally separating “civilization” from its “others”.
Being at the center of the state’s foundation and its current
hostile predicament, the separation barrier policy can be said to
reflect in many ways the constant fear in which Israel lives.

This chapter analyzes multiple aspects of
Israel’s policy of separation, and evaluates the effectiveness of
its contemporary methods in order to determine whether or not such
a policy makes Israel more secure. It begins by identifying three
categories of barriers based on their geographical location:
separation barriers in the occupied Palestinian territories (barriers separating Israelis from
Palestinians and barriers separating Palestinians from each other),
barriers as de
facto borders between Israel and Arab countries and Israeli
military barriers in other occupied Arab territories (e.g., in
Egypt’s Sinai
Peninsula and the Syrian Golan
Heights).

Separation Barriers in the Occupied Palestinian Territories: Dispersion of
Population and Annexation of Territory

Israel has made the occupied Palestinian
territories (oPt) a zone of separation barriers by surrounding
itself by fortified walls and fences on every boundary line.
Barriers that separate Palestinians from each other — mainly the
West Bank wall — are the most painful
not only because they are seen as major Israeli land-grabs but also
because they affect vital aspects of Palestinian lives, especially
for those who live in areas adjacent to the barriers.

The West Bank Separation Wall

In 1995, then-prime minister Yitzhak
Rabin proposed building a separation
wall9 along the entire
length of the West Bank including east Jerusalem, but the project was not pursued
for fear of the reaction of Jewish settlers who saw the idea as a
retreat from the project of absorbing the West Bank into a “Greater
Israel”. In March 1996, the Israeli government decided to establish
checkpoints along the de
facto borders of the West Bank, similar to the Erez
checkpoint that controls the movement of people in and out of the
Gaza Strip. In November 2000, the government of Ehud
Barak approved a plan to establish a “barrier to prevent the
passage of motor vehicles” from the northwest end of the West Bank
to the Latrun area in the center. On 18 July 2001, the Israeli
Ministerial Committee for Security Matters approved the
recommendations of a steering committee established the previous
month by then-Prime Minister Ariel Sharon, to adopt a series of measures aimed at
preventing Palestinians from infiltrating into Israel across what
became known as the “seam area”. In April 2002, after a surge in
attacks by Palestinian groups, the Israeli cabinet decided to
construct a long barrier composed of fences and walls in three
areas of the West Bank deemed to be the most vulnerable to
penetration by armed Palestinians: the Umm El-Fahm region and the
villages divided between Israel and the area (Baka and Barta’a),
the Qalqilya-Tulkarm region and the Greater Jerusalem region. In
June 2002, the Israeli government began building the separation
wall. On 20 February 2005, after several amendments made over the
previous three years, the Israeli government published a new map
marking the Wall’s route throughout the West Bank.10

The construction of the separation wall is
linked by Samer Alatout to the third phase of Israel’s occupation
of the West Bank and Gaza which started in 1967. Alatout has shown
how each period of occupation was guided by a distinct government
own regime: the 1967–1994 period, marked by its initial occupation
and subsequent establishment of intensive control over territory
and population; the 1994–2002 period, when Israeli authorities
adopted a new policy of cantonization through intensive use of
roadblocks, checkpoints and bypass roads; and the current phase,
which started in 2002, when the construction of the separation wall
began.11 These three phases,
however, are not disconnected but rather overlap each other. For
example, elements of the two earlier phases — such as occupation,
control and cantonization — form an integral part of the latest
phase of the Israeli separation policy. While the construction of
the separation wall in the West Bank obviously reflected a new
phase of the Israeli policy towards the oPt, it, in addition to the
annexation of some parts of West Bank territory to Israel, this new
policy resulted in a unilateral separation of Israel from other
Palestinian occupied lands.

Map and Structure of the West Bank Separation
Wall

Close to 90 percent of the total route of the
wall is inside the West Bank,12 chewing up the land
to the East of the Green Line — the pre-1967 border between Israel and
what was then a Jordanian-administered West Bank.
Effectively, the separation wall does not only separate
Palestinians from Israel but separates Palestinians from their
land, hence Palestinians’ contention that one of the major goals in
erecting the West Bank wall is to annex more Palestinian lands to
nearby Israeli settlements, and, thus, to Israel. The total length
of the separation wall extends approximately 750 kilometers, more
than twice the length of the 320 kilometer-long Green Line (1949 Armistice Line),13 since it zigzags into
the West Bank up to 22 kilometers at points to ensure settlements
fall on its western edge. The wall has an average width of 60–80
meters, which includes a system of barbed wire, ditches, large
trace paths and tank-patrol lanes on each side, as well as
additional buffer zones/no-go areas of varying depths.14

The separation wall is a fully integrated
military system of walls, fences (including electronic and
barbed-wire fences), barriers, trenches, sensors, watchtowers,
sandy routes, concrete slabs up to 8 metres high, thermal imaging,
video cameras, aerial drones and other security measures. Amos
Yaron, former director of Israel’s
Ministry of Defense, described the West Bank separation wall as
“the largest project ever undertaken in Israel”.15 Although the
structure of the separation wall takes various physical forms, it
can be summarized in the following points:


	Barbed wire, to obstruct access.

	A trench 4 meters wide and 5 meters
deep, dug behind the barbed wires.

	A paved road 12 meters wide, which is
a military road for surveillance and reconnaissance.

	A sand road 4 meters wide located
right behind the military road, to trace infiltrators. This road is
combed twice daily, in the morning and evening.

	The separation wall is situated right
on the sand road. It is a 1-meter cement wall and right directly
over it there is a 3-meter electronic fence, where alarms,
surveillance cameras, lights, and other security apparatus are
placed.

	After the wall, there is a sand road,
a paved road, a trench, and barbed wire, mirroring the ones located
on the other side of the wall.16



The construction of the separation wall in
the West Bank is estimated to cost somewhere between NIS 10 million
(USD 2.8 million) to NIS 15 million (USD 4.3 million) per
kilometer.17 Extra costs and those
associated with 24-hour human and electronic surveillance put the
total cost of the 750-kilometer Israeli separation wall somewhere
between USD 2.1 and USD 3.2 billion.

The land area in the West Bank located
between the separation wall and the Green Line has been designated by the Israeli
government as a “seam zone” and declared a “closed zone”. According
to the Israeli military Declaration of Closing an Area No. S/20/03
made on 2 October 2003, “no person will enter the seam area and no
one will remain there”. This order, however, does not apply to
Israelis or those who have the right to immigrate to Israel
according to the country’s Law of Return.18 The Palestinians who
live near the area are allowed to remain in their homes and on
their lands only if they possess a written permit authorizing
permanent residence. It is expected that, when the separation wall
is finished as planned, approximately 65,000 Palestinians will
require permits to cross the wall into the West Bank where they
legally reside, and some 270,000 Palestinians living in these areas
will be trapped in closed military areas between the wall and the
Green Line or in enclaves encircled
by the wall.19 That these
confiscated lands in the “seam area” include the West Bank’s most
valuable agricultural land and water resources measuring 73,000
dunums, a vital source of income for the Palestinians in the
region, is another cause of concern for a failing Palestinian
economy.
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Fig. 1.1 The West Bank separation wall
(17 August 2004). Photo by Justin McIntosh, CC BY 2.0.20

Goals of the West Bank Separation Wall

The sole stated purpose of the separation
wall, as repeatedly declared by the Israeli government, is a
temporary structure providing security21 by preventing, or at
least reducing, attacks carried out by Palestinian militant groups
against Israelis inside the Green
Line. The decision to build the wall was taken after the outbreak
of the Second Palestinian Uprising (Al-Aqsa
Intifada) on 29 September 2000, when the former Likud leader Ariel Sharon, accompanied by thousands of Israeli
security forces, visited the Haram Ash-Sharif, known to Jews as the
Temple Mount, in al-Quds (Jerusalem).
The Palestinians saw Sharon’s visit as a provocation, and a new
uprising quickly spread throughout the West Bank and Gaza Strip. From this point, the
Arab-Israeli conflict entered a new phase, characterized by the
escalation of bombing attacks inside Israel. In 2001 and 2002,
Palestinian armed groups22 carried out 87
bombings against Israeli targets, causing 299
fatalities.23

Palestinians reject Israel’s justification
of the construction of the wall based on a security argument and
maintain that the wall was built for political reasons: to protect
and perpetuate Israel’s occupation, illegal colonies and ongoing
colonization of the Palestinian land.
Even if the decision to build the separation wall in 2000 was made
in the context of a wave of attacks inside Israel, large numbers of
the Palestinian attackers who carried out these operations passed
through Israeli military checkpoints not through the porous border
between Israel and the oPt.24 The Palestine
Liberation Organization (PLO) argues
that if Israel truly wanted to protect its citizens, it should “do
one or both of the following: withdraw completely from all of the
territories it occupied in 1967 or place additional security on its
internationally-recognized border, rather than in the occupied
Palestinian territories”.25

In addition to the wall that annexed between
10 to 15 percent of the West Bank, the Israeli settlements, in this
part of the oPt, are also a land grab and contravene international
law.26 As of 2004, some 54
Israeli settlements in the West Bank and 12 in East Jerusalem were
located on Palestinian land that is being cut off from the rest of
the West Bank by the wall and being de facto annexed to Israel. In
total, more than 320,000 Israeli settlers, some 80 percent of the
settlers living in the oPt, will be living on the western side of
the wall and will thus enjoy more direct territorial contiguity
with Israel.27 In contrast,
around 67 Palestinian villages are separated from Palestinian
communities, including their means of livelihood and access to
government services. Some 210,000 are barred in isolated enclaves,
in severe violation of their rights under international
law.28 Through the
construction of its separation wall, then, Israel is drawing a new
de facto map and
unilaterally redefining its borders.

Some argue that if it was only about a
temporary security measure, Israel could construct a barbed-wire
fence that would perform the same function and could easily be
dismantled or destroyed, instead of a steel-reinforced concrete
wall. Indeed, its cost and route both seem to disprove claims that
it is a temporary structure.

Effects of the West Bank Separation Wall

The
Social Impact

According to international law, Israel, as an
occupying power, is obliged to respect the fundamental rights of
the occupied Palestinian population at all times and to administer
the Palestinian territory without making changes which could have
far-reaching effects on the population or territory. The separation
wall undoubtedly has a high human cost, one that is increasing
still further the suffering of the Palestinian people. Since the
construction of the wall began in 2002, human rights organizations
have documented the immediate human impact of the wall. Reported
effects, which present serious violations of both international
human rights and international
humanitarian law, affect various aspects of the Palestinians’
economic and social activities, including restrictions on movement,
as well as the destruction and seizure of land. Amnesty
International, for example, has repeatedly asserted that the wall
cannot be considered a necessary or pro [...]
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