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The Middle East has entered a new phase of instability in September 2024, with
Lebanon at the forefront of escalating tensions. A series of technological sabotage
incidents, including the explosion of wireless communication devices, has resulted
in civilian casualties and raised serious humanitarian concerns. These actions have
been linked to Israeli military operations aimed at undermining Hezbollah’s
capabilities. At the same time, the United Nations General Assembly passed a
historic vote demanding that Israel comply with the International Court of
Justice’s rulings to end its occupation of Palestinian territories within 12 months.
These parallel developments reflect the broader geopolitical challenges in the
region, where military strategies such as Israel’s Dahiya Doctrine continue to draw
criticism from international human rights organizations. As the conflict deepens,
the role of global institutions, diplomacy, and international law becomes ever
more crucial in determining the region’s future trajectory.
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l. Introduction

The Middle East continues to be a focal point for international tension, with
recent developments in Lebanon and Israel further complicating an already fragile
geopolitical landscape. The region has long been marred by conflict, particularly
over Israel's ongoing occupation of Palestinian territories, and the involvement of
neighboring countries like Lebanon. In September 2024, a series of incidents—
ranging from technological sabotage to a historic United Nations vote—has
captured the world’s attention and elevated the stakes of the conflict.

At the center of the current escalation are technological warfare tactics, including
the explosion of wireless communication devices such as pagers and walkie-
talkies in Lebanon. These acts, reportedly linked to Israeli operations, have not
only caused casualties but have also prompted accusations of war crimes. The use
of such methods highlights a broader trend in modern warfare where technology
is used to disrupt and incapacitate the enemy in asymmetrical conflicts. These
incidents underscore how technological advancements are being weaponized in
ways that blur the lines of legality, raising critical questions about the application
of international humanitarian law in these scenarios.

This period is particularly crucial because it comes at a time when the United
Nations has demanded that Israel comply with the International Court of Justice's
(ICJ) ruling regarding its occupation of Palestinian territories. The UN vote, calling
for the end of Israeli occupation within 12 months, signals a significant moment in
the international community’s stance on the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. For
decades, Israel's occupation has been a point of contention, with Palestinians
seeking sovereignty over the West Bank, Gaza, and East Jerusalem. The ICJ's ruling
and the subsequent UN vote reflect the mounting pressure on Israel to address
long-standing violations of international law.

The intersection of these events—technological warfare in Lebanon and
heightened international scrutiny of Israel’s policies—places this period in a
broader context of shifting dynamics in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. With new
diplomatic efforts underway and increased international engagement, this
moment could either lead to further entrenchment of hostilities or open the door
to new possibilities for resolution. Understanding the implications of these



developments is essential for comprehending the future trajectory of peace and
conflict in the region.

Il. Pagers and Walkie-Talkies Explosions in Lebanon

In the past two days, Lebanon has witnessed an alarming and unprecedented
series of explosions targeting wireless communication devices, including pagers
and walkie-talkies. The explosions, which occurred in various locations across the
country, have resulted in numerous casualties and widespread destruction. On
September 17, 2024, thousands of pagers detonated, killing at least 12 people
and injuring hundreds more. The very next day, walkie-talkies in different regions
also exploded, exacerbating the already dire situation. The scale and coordination
of these attacks suggest a sophisticated operation, and early reports have traced
the incidents back to Israeli military actions, likely aimed at Hezbollah targets
embedded within civilian areas.

Israeli involvement in these incidents is believed to be part of a broader effort to
weaken Hezbollah, the Lebanese militant group that has long been engaged in
hostilities with Israel. Hezbollah's use of low-tech communication devices for
internal coordination has made them a prime target. The use of pagers and
walkie-talkies is particularly prevalent in underground networks, which makes the
sabotage of these devices an effective means of disrupting Hezbollah's
operations. The explosions, however, have not only affected Hezbollah fighters
but also civilians, further intensifying the humanitarian impact and raising
concerns about the legality and morality of such tactics.

The motives behind these attacks appear to be tied to Israel's broader strategy of
undermining Hezbollah’s ability to function in Lebanon. For years, Hezbollah has
maintained a significant presence in southern Lebanon, using it as a base to
launch operations against Israel. The group’s entrenchment within civilian areas
complicates Israel’s efforts to strike militarily without causing collateral damage.
By targeting Hezbollah’s communication networks, Israel may be aiming to
preempt further attacks and degrade the group’s operational capabilities.
However, the use of such technological warfare raises ethical and legal questions,
especially when civilians become unintended victims.



Under international humanitarian law, any attack that intentionally targets
civilians or causes disproportionate harm to non-combatants constitutes a war
crime. The explosions in Lebanon have prompted widespread condemnation from
human rights organizations, who argue that these actions, if linked to Israeli
military operations, could be classified as violations of international law. The
Geneva Conventions and other legal frameworks prohibit the indiscriminate
targeting of civilians and emphasize the protection of non-combatants in conflict
zones. By weaponizing civilian communication devices, the perpetrators of these
attacks may have breached these conventions, opening the door for international
legal scrutiny.

The legal implications of these incidents are significant. If Israel is found to have
orchestrated these attacks, it could face accusations of war crimes under
international law. The targeting of civilian infrastructure, even if it serves a dual
purpose for military operations, is prohibited when it results in disproportionate
harm to civilians. Given the scale of the damage and the number of civilian
casualties, this incident could lead to calls for an international investigation and
potential legal action against those responsible.

In the broader context of the Israeli-Lebanese conflict, these explosions further
complicate efforts to de-escalate tensions and achieve peace in the region. With
Hezbollah likely to retaliate and Israel justifying its actions as necessary for self-
defense, the potential for further escalation remains high. This series of attacks
underscores the fragility of the current situation and highlights the need for
renewed diplomatic efforts to address the underlying causes of the conflict.

lll. The Dahiya Doctrine: Historical Context and Current Application

The Dahiya Doctrine, named after the Dahiya neighborhood in Beirut that was
heavily bombed during the 2006 Lebanon War, is a military strategy developed by
Israel. The core principle of the doctrine is to inflict disproportionate damage on
civilian infrastructure in regions that are used by militant groups like Hezbollah
and Hamas for military operations. This approach is designed to serve as a
deterrent by demonstrating the immense costs of engaging in conflict with Israel.
The doctrine explicitly targets not just military assets but also civilian areas that
are believed to be complicit in hosting or aiding militant activity. By causing



widespread destruction, the Dahiya Doctrine aims to prevent future attacks by
making the repercussions unbearably high for both militants and the civilian
population around them.

This doctrine was first publicly articulated by Israeli military officials in the
aftermath of the 2006 war between Israel and Hezbollah. During that conflict, the
Dahiya neighborhood, a stronghold of Hezbollah, was subjected to massive
airstrikes, resulting in significant destruction. Israeli officials later stated that such
actions would be replicated in any future conflict with non-state actors operating
from within civilian areas. General Gadi Eizenkot, who was Northern Command
Chief at the time, famously remarked that civilian areas from which Israel is
attacked should be treated as military bases and destroyed accordingly. This set
the stage for the Dahiya Doctrine, which has since been a part of Israel’s broader
military strategy in asymmetric warfare situations.

The recent explosions in Lebanon targeting wireless devices, suspected to be tied
to Israel, align with the principles of the Dahiya Doctrine. By targeting
communication networks used by Hezbollah, Israel aims to undermine the group's
operational capabilities while simultaneously sending a message that civilian
areas involved in militant activities will not be spared. The doctrine’s focus on
crippling infrastructure, even at the cost of civilian casualties, resonates with the
recent incidents in Lebanon, where not only militants but also civilians were
affected by the explosions of communication devices. This suggests that Israel is
applying the same strategy of disproportionate response to deter further
aggression from Hezbollah.

The broader significance of the Dahiya Doctrine within Israel's military strategy
cannot be overstated. In its ongoing conflict with non-state actors like Hezbollah
and Hamas, Israel faces unique challenges in targeting groups that embed
themselves within civilian populations. The doctrine provides a framework for
responding to these threats in a manner that Israel believes maximizes
deterrence. However, this approach has been controversial, as it often results in
significant civilian casualties and widespread destruction, leading to accusations
of war crimes.

International human rights organizations and various experts have heavily
criticized the Dahiya Doctrine for its disregard for civilian life. Max Blumenthal and



Aaron Maté, prominent critics of Israel’s military strategies, have both spoken out
against the doctrine, framing it as a form of state terrorism. Blumenthal and Maté
argue that the doctrine violates international humanitarian law by targeting
civilian infrastructure indiscriminately, under the guise of self-defense. They point
out that such actions lead to the radicalization of civilian populations and create
long-term instability, rather than achieving the intended deterrence.

Human rights organizations, including Amnesty International and Human Rights
Watch, have condemned the Dahiya Doctrine as a violation of the Geneva
Conventions, which mandate the protection of civilians in conflict zones. They
argue that the doctrine's emphasis on collective punishment, where entire
communities are targeted for the actions of a few militants, amounts to war
crimes. The legal framework surrounding such actions is clear: international
humanitarian law prohibits the deliberate targeting of civilian infrastructure
unless it serves a direct and immediate military purpose, and even then, attacks
must be proportionate to the threat posed.

The application of the Dahiya Doctrine in Lebanon, along with its broader use in
Gaza and other regions, has raised serious concerns about the future of the
Israeli-Palestinian conflict. As long as this doctrine remains part of Israel’s military
strategy, the cycle of violence is likely to continue, with both sides suffering the
consequences. Critics like Blumenthal and Maté suggest that international
pressure and legal action may be the only way to hold Israel accountable for its
actions and to force a shift away from such destructive military tactics.

In sum, the Dahiya Doctrine has become a symbol of Israel’s hardline approach to
asymmetric warfare, where the lines between combatants and civilians are often
blurred. While Israel views this strategy as necessary for its national security, the
humanitarian cost and legal ramifications have made it a focal point of
international criticism.

IV. The UN’s Historic Vote on Israel and ICJ Rulings

On September 18, 2024, the United Nations General Assembly held a landmark
vote demanding that Israel comply with the International Court of Justice’s (ICJ)
ruling and end its occupation of Palestinian territories within 12 months. This



resolution, which passed with 124 votes in favor, 14 against, and 43 abstentions,
represents a significant moment in the long-standing Israeli-Palestinian conflict.
The vote follows a July advisory opinion by the ICJ, which concluded that Israel’s
occupation of the West Bank, East Jerusalem, and Gaza violates international law.
The court called for Israel to withdraw from these territories “as rapidly as
possible,” reflecting the urgency with which the international community views
the situation. However, neither the IC)’s advisory opinion nor the General
Assembly resolution is legally binding, although both carry substantial political
weight.

The UN vote has historical importance as it adds to a series of international
efforts to hold Israel accountable for its actions in the occupied territories. The
ICJ's previous advisory opinions have consistently condemned Israel’s settlement
activities and its annexation of Palestinian lands. However, this recent vote
amplifies international pressure by setting a clear timeline for Israel to withdraw
and demanding that the occupation end within a year. While advisory opinions of
the ICJ do not carry the force of law, they provide an authoritative interpretation
of international law, which countries are expected to respect.

The significance of this vote extends beyond the immediate call for Israel to
withdraw. It highlights growing international frustration with the lack of progress
toward resolving the Israeli-Palestinian conflict and reflects the shifting dynamics
of global diplomacy on the issue. In particular, it signals that the global
community is increasingly willing to challenge Israel’s long-standing policies in the
occupied territories. Although similar votes have been held in the past, the
combination of an ICJ ruling and a General Assembly resolution demanding
compliance within a specific timeframe is unprecedented. This move is seen by
many as an attempt to revive stalled peace efforts and place additional pressure
on Israel to negotiate with the Palestinians.

Reactions to the vote have been divided along predictable lines. Palestinian
representatives have hailed the vote as a victory for their cause. Riyad Mansour,
the Palestinian ambassador to the UN, called the resolution a turning point in
their “struggle for freedom and justice.” Mansour emphasized that the
international community’s backing of the ICJ’s advisory opinion validates the long-



standing Palestinian demand for an end to Israeli occupation and reinforces the
notion that Israel’s settlement activities are illegal under international law.

On the other hand, Israel and its key allies, including the United States, strongly
opposed the resolution. Israeli officials denounced the vote as politically
motivated and an attack on Israel’s right to self-defense. Danny Danon, Israel’s
ambassador to the UN, labeled the resolution a “shameful decision” and accused
the international community of siding with “diplomatic terrorism.” The United
States, which was one of the 14 countries to vote against the resolution,
reaffirmed its commitment to Israel and criticized the vote as counterproductive
to peace efforts. U.S. officials argued that unilateral actions like the UN vote
would only deepen the divide between Israel and the Palestinians and make
negotiations more difficult.

Other global actors reacted based on their political alighnments and interests in
the region. European nations were divided, with some voting in favor of the
resolution while others abstained, reflecting the complex relationship many
European countries have with Israel. Nations like South Africa and China, which
have historically supported the Palestinian cause, were vocal in their support for
the resolution. South Africa’s representative called on those with influence over
Israel to exert real pressure to end the occupation and expressed solidarity with
the Palestinian people.

Human rights organizations such as Amnesty International and Human Rights
Watch also welcomed the resolution. They viewed it as a long-overdue step
toward holding Israel accountable for its actions in the occupied territories.
Amnesty International’s secretary general, Agnes Callamard, stated that the
resolution validates long-standing calls from the Palestinian people and many
countries worldwide, urging Israel to comply with its obligations under
international law. These organizations argue that Israel’s continued occupation
and settlement expansion violate the rights of Palestinians, and they called for
immediate steps to ensure Israel’s compliance with the ICJ ruling.

In conclusion, the UN General Assembly’s vote on September 18, 2024, marks a
pivotal moment in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. By aligning with the IC)’s
advisory opinion and demanding an end to the occupation within 12 months, the
international community has signaled its increasing impatience with the status



qguo. While the resolution is not legally binding, its political implications are
significant, and it may further isolate Israel on the global stage if the country
continues to defy international demands. The reactions from global actors
underscore the deep divisions that persist around this issue, but the vote itself
represents a renewed push for accountability and a potential step toward peace.

V. Israel's Response and Military Shifts

In response to the escalating tensions with Hezbollah, particularly following the
explosions of wireless devices in Lebanon, Israel has made significant military and
political shifts. Among the most notable is the decision to relocate elite units,
including the 98th Division, from Gaza to northern Israel. This move reflects
Israel's heightened concern about the possibility of renewed conflict on its
northern front with Hezbollah, especially given the group’s entrenched presence
in southern Lebanon and its history of engaging in cross-border attacks. Israel’s
northern communities, located near the border with Lebanon, have long been
vulnerable to rocket attacks from Hezbollah, and the Israeli Defense Forces (IDF)
are now repositioning assets to ensure these areas are adequately defended.

The redeployment of elite forces to northern Israel underscores the Israeli
government’s strategic objective of protecting its citizens, particularly those living
in proximity to Hezbollah strongholds. Israeli Defense Minister Yoav Gallant
described this as a necessary action to shift the “center of gravity” of military
operations to the north. The relocation of forces signals that Israel anticipates
potential escalations with Hezbollah in the coming weeks and is preparing for a
more extensive conflict. Hezbollah’s continued build-up of rocket stockpiles and
expansion of its tunnel networks further exacerbates Israel’s security concerns.
These tunnels allow Hezbollah to transport weapons and personnel across the
Lebanese border, posing a direct threat to Israeli civilians and military
installations.

The Israeli government's strategic goals also extend beyond defense. Israel seeks
to deter Hezbollah from launching further attacks by showcasing its willingness
and readiness to escalate militarily if necessary. This fits into a broader strategy of
deterrence that has long characterized Israeli military policy, particularly in the
context of asymmetric warfare with non-state actors like Hezbollah and Hamas.



Israel aims to demonstrate that any provocation from Hezbollah will be met with
a swift and overwhelming response, targeting both military and civilian
infrastructure used by the group. In this sense, Israel’s military shift to the north
aligns with its broader objective of maintaining regional security while
neutralizing threats before they can fully materialize.

However, the repositioning of forces and the broader military strategy raises
concerns about the potential for further escalation. The history of Israel’s conflicts
with Hezbollah suggests that even small-scale provocations can quickly spiral into
full-scale wars. The 2006 Lebanon War, which began after Hezbollah’s capture of
two Israeli soldiers, is a prime example of how tensions along the northern border
can lead to significant military confrontations. The current situation, with both
sides increasing their military readiness, creates a volatile environment where a
single miscalculation could trigger broader hostilities. The risk is compounded by
the complex geopolitical landscape of the region, where other actors, such as Iran
(Hezbollah’s primary backer), may become involved in any future conflict.

The regional implications of a renewed conflict between Israel and Hezbollah are
significant. Lebanon, already in the midst of severe political and economic crises,
would likely face further destabilization in the event of another war. For Israel,
maintaining stability on its northern border is critical not only for security reasons
but also for broader geopolitical considerations. Any escalation with Hezbollah
could draw in regional powers like Iran and complicate Israel’s diplomatic
relationships with its Arab neighbors, particularly those that have normalized
relations with Israel under the Abraham Accords. Additionally, a protracted
conflict would strain Israel’s military resources, especially given the ongoing
operations in Gaza and the West Bank.

In summary, Israel’s decision to shift elite military forces to the north reflects its
immediate concern about the threat posed by Hezbollah and its broader strategic
objectives of deterrence and defense. However, this move also increases the risk
of further escalation, with significant regional consequences if hostilities erupt.
The delicate balance between preparing for conflict and preventing it from
occurring is now at the forefront of Israeli military strategy.
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VI. Humanitarian Concerns and International Reactions

The humanitarian impact of the recent military actions in Lebanon has been
severe, particularly for civilians caught in the crossfire. The targeting of
communication devices such as pagers and walkie-talkies has led to unintended
civilian casualties, further exacerbating the suffering of Lebanon’s population.
These wireless devices, often used for basic communication and emergency
services, have been weaponized in recent days, with explosions causing significant
harm. Reports from Lebanon indicate that several civilians were killed or maimed
by these blasts, which have been linked to Israeli operations aimed at disrupting
Hezbollah’s networks. However, the indiscriminate nature of these attacks has
raised serious concerns about the violation of international humanitarian law, as
civilians bear the brunt of these military tactics.

The use of such devices in areas where civilians reside has created a perilous
environment in which non-combatants are unable to avoid harm. The Lebanese
Red Cross and other emergency services have been overwhelmed by the number
of injuries caused by the explosions, which have also damaged homes and
businesses. Fires broke out in several locations due to the explosions, further
intensifying the crisis. For a country already grappling with an economic collapse
and political instability, these attacks have only deepened Lebanon's
humanitarian crisis. The impact on civilian life has been devastating, with
hundreds displaced from their homes and many more left without access to
critical communication tools.

In response to these incidents, international human rights organizations have
called for accountability and adherence to international law. Human Rights Watch
and Amnesty International have issued statements condemning the attacks,
arguing that they violate the principles of proportionality and distinction, which
are core tenets of international humanitarian law. These organizations have urged
Israel to cease targeting civilian infrastructure, even when such infrastructure may
have dual-use purposes in supporting militant activities. They argue that the
consequences of these attacks, particularly the loss of civilian life, are
disproportionate to the military objectives pursued.

Amnesty International emphasized that the deliberate targeting of civilian objects
is a clear violation of the Geneva Conventions, which obligate all parties in a
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conflict to take all feasible precautions to avoid civilian harm. Both organizations
have called on the international community to investigate these attacks and hold
those responsible accountable for potential war crimes. Human Rights Watch
further noted that such actions are not only unlawful but also counterproductive,
as they often lead to increased radicalization among the affected populations,
fueling further conflict rather than deterring future aggression.

The broader implications for regional stability are profound. Lebanon’s political
and economic instability makes it especially vulnerable to external shocks, and
the recent escalation threatens to worsen the country’s refugee crisis. Lebanon
already hosts a large population of Palestinian and Syrian refugees, and any
further conflict could displace even more people, overwhelming the country’s
limited resources. The strain on Lebanon’s infrastructure, coupled with the
ongoing military threats, could lead to further breakdowns in public services,
making it even harder for international aid organizations to provide relief.

The role of international organizations in addressing this crisis is crucial. The
United Nations, through its various agencies, has already been involved in
providing humanitarian aid to Lebanon, but the recent attacks complicate these
efforts. The UN’s ability to facilitate negotiations and mediate conflicts will be
tested as the situation escalates. Organizations like the International Committee
of the Red Cross (ICRC) may also need to step up their involvement, particularly in
providing medical assistance and advocating for the protection of civilians in
conflict zones.

Moreover, the ongoing conflict risks destabilizing not only Lebanon but the
broader region. Hezbollah'’s ties to Iran and its involvement in Syria’s civil war
mean that any escalation in Lebanon could draw in regional powers, further
complicating efforts to maintain peace. The refugee crisis could spill over into
neighboring countries like Jordan and Turkey, which are already dealing with their
own political and economic challenges.

In conclusion, the humanitarian concerns in Lebanon, exacerbated by the recent
explosions targeting communication devices, highlight the devastating impact of
military operations on civilian populations. International reactions from human
rights organizations underscore the need for accountability and adherence to
international law, while the broader implications of the conflict threaten to
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destabilize the region and worsen the already dire refugee crisis. The
international community, through organizations like the UN and ICRC, must play a
critical role in addressing both the immediate humanitarian needs and the long-
term stability of the region.

VII. Conclusion

The events unfolding in September 2024 mark a significant moment in the shifting
geopolitics of the Middle East, particularly in the context of Israel's ongoing
conflict with Hezbollah and the broader Israeli-Palestinian struggle. The recent
explosions in Lebanon, which have caused severe humanitarian consequences,
and the United Nations' historic vote demanding that Israel comply with the
International Court of Justice’s (ICJ) rulings, are crucial turning points. These
developments highlight the precarious balance between military strategies aimed
at self-defense and the obligation to uphold international humanitarian law.

In reflecting on the significance of this moment, it is clear that the region stands
at a crossroads. Israel’s military doctrine, including the Dahiya Doctrine,
emphasizes disproportionate force in asymmetric conflicts, which has led to
widespread destruction and loss of civilian life. While this strategy may achieve
short-term military objectives, it continues to alienate global opinion and
exacerbate tensions with neighboring countries. Lebanon, already destabilized by
political and economic crises, bears the brunt of this escalation. The humanitarian
toll, coupled with Israel’s military response to Hezbollah, complicates the region’s
already fragile stability.

Diplomatic efforts and international accountability are of utmost importance in
addressing these escalating tensions. The recent UN vote, backed by an
overwhelming majority of member states, signifies a growing global consensus
that Israel’s occupation of Palestinian territories must end. This resolution is a call
for renewed negotiations and compliance with international law. Global
institutions like the United Nations, the International Criminal Court, and human
rights organizations will play a pivotal role in ensuring that Israel and other
regional actors are held accountable for violations of international law. These
institutions must continue to press for peace and security through diplomatic
means, rather than allowing further militarization to dominate the narrative.
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Looking ahead, the trajectory of this conflict suggests two possible paths: one of
continued military confrontation or one of renewed diplomatic engagement. If
Israel and Hezbollah remain entrenched in their current strategies, further
escalations are likely, which could lead to a broader regional conflict involving key
players like Iran and Syria. This scenario risks further destabilizing Lebanon,
pushing it closer to economic collapse and potentially sparking a wider refugee
crisis.

On the other hand, if diplomatic channels are reopened, particularly in light of the
international pressure resulting from the UN vote and ICJ rulings, there may be an
opportunity to de-escalate the situation. Meaningful dialogue between Israel, the
Palestinian Authority, and Lebanon, with the involvement of global powers and
mediators, could create a framework for addressing the core issues of occupation,
sovereignty, and regional security. However, this would require concessions from
both sides and a commitment to long-term peace, which has proven elusive in the
past.

In conclusion, the developments of September 2024 serve as a stark reminder of
the complexities inherent in Middle Eastern geopolitics. While the military
dynamics of the region are shifting, the need for diplomacy and international
accountability has never been greater. The coming months will reveal whether
the region moves towards further conflict or seizes the opportunity for a renewed
peace process, with the international community playing a critical role in shaping
that future.
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