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Abstract

This thesis discusses the relationship between the violations of Human Rights and the selective
application of International Humanitarian Law in a highly politicized international system. It
compares the Israel-Palestine conflict with the Russia-Ukraine war, through emphasizing how
legal rules are neglected and ignored. The thesis highlights the increasing politicization of human
rights in global governance while summarizing the evolution and intended universality of IHL. It
then examines academic discussions and theoretical aspects, particularly liberalism and realism,
to explain why states put their strategic objectives ahead of their moral and legal commitments.
The thesis examines alleged human rights and IHL violations in both conflicts using a qualitative
comparative method, while emphasizing on civilian protection and the involvement of the
international community. Significant disparities in accountability, enforcement procedures, and
diplomatic reactions are revealed, which are indicative of larger power relationships and political
agendas. Finally, this study states that the selective application of IHL compromises its efficacy
and legitimacy, posing significant questions about the future of humanitarian standards and the

legitimacy of international law in resolving ongoing conflicts.



Chapter 1: Introduction

1.1 Overview of International Humanitarian Law and Human Rights Principles

Armed conflicts continue to impose severe and unnecessary suffering on civilian populations,
raising new questions about the effectiveness of current international legal frameworks in
protecting human dignity during times of conflict (Sassoli, 2019). Although there exist legal rules
that regulate the conduct of hostilities, serious violations of fundamental human rights persist as a

recurring reality in modern conflicts (Alston & Goodman, 2012).

In response to the humanitarian impacts of warfare, the international community has developed
legal frameworks aimed at limiting violence and ensuring maximum protection for individuals
who are not directly involved in hostilities (ICRC, 2003). International Humanitarian Law and
Human Rights Law are two main normative frameworks designed to protect civilians and other
vulnerable groups during armed conflict. Both represent a common moral and legal commitment

to upholding human dignity even in times of war (OHCHR, 2011) .

International Humanitarian Law is a branch of Public International Law that applies when there is
armed conflict. IHL tries to limit the consequences of war for humanitarian reasons. This happens
by regulating the way the hostilities are carried out and protecting people who are not directly
involved in the war, such as civilians and prisoners of war (ICRC, 2004). The four Geneva
Conventions of 1949 and their Additional Protocols constitute the primary codification of
International Humanitarian Law. It achieves a compromise between military need and
humanitarian considerations by restricting the methods and means of combat to prevent
unnecessary suffering and uphold a minimum standard of humanity throughout warfare (Geneva

Convention, 1949). Also, International Law has affirmed that IHL serves a humanitarian objective



and is applicable to all parties. The International Criminal Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia said
that these regulations are applicable to all sides in a war, irrespective of the justifications, reasons
or legitimacy of the hostilities (Prosecutor v. Tadic, 1995).

1.2 Historical Background and Evolution

The origins of International Humanitarian Law can be traced back to numerous ancient
civilizations and religious traditions that established customs to govern warfare, including the
protection of civilians, prisoners, and the injured. These early regulations, however, were primarily

unwritten and derived from custom rather than official legal frameworks (Islam, 2018).

International Humanitarian Law, also known as the law of war or armed conflict, sets rules for
what parties involved in a war can and cannot do. These rules aim to reduce suffering among
people and safeguard both civilians and combatants who are no longer fighting, such as prisoners
of war (Amnesty International, 2024). Under International Humanitarian Law, the four
international crimes are genocide, crimes against humanity, war crimes, and acts of aggression

(Diakonia International Humanitarian Law Centre, NA).

Additionally, THL developed from historical principles governing conflicts into a legal structure
that is designed to mitigate the suffering inflicted by these conflicts. It originated in the nineteenth
century, particularly following Henry Dunant's observations during the Battle of Solferino in 1859,
which resulted in the founding of the International Committee of the Red Cross and the ratification

of the inaugural Geneva Convention in 1864 (Alexander, 2015).

Over time, IHL evolved significantly, incorporating various treaties to protect specific groups and
regulate warfare methods. It also includes customary norms and legal interpretations from

international courts and tribunals, enhancing its scope and application. Unlike areas like the use of



force, IHL doesn't dictate when or where armed force can be used but focuses on regulating

conduct during armed conflicts (Durham & Wynn-Pope, 2012).

1.3 Universality and Core Principles of IHL

The universality of International Humanitarian Law and its fundamental principles are
foundational to its legitimacy, legal power, and moral authority within the international legal
system (ICJ, 1996). The idea behind universality comes from the fact that the basic safeguards
offered by IHL apply to all sides of a conflict, no matter their political, cultural, or geographical
differences (ICRC, 2022). Treaties like the Geneva Conventions and its Additional Protocols
embody many of the law's principles, while other parts have developed into customary
international law, which is applicable to all states and non-state actors regardless of whether a

treaty has been ratified (ICRC, 1949).

During an armed conflict, IHL applies, specifying what can and cannot be done. There are
principles of IHL that ought to be protected and respected during war. These principles include the
principle of humanity, the principle of distinction, the principle of proportionality, and the
principle of military necessity (ICRC, NA). These principles of IHL require parties to conflicts to
differentiate between civilians and combatants, as well as between civilian objects and military
targets. They also require that force be used only when necessary and proportionately to achieve
military objectives only. International Humanitarian Law aims to safeguard civilians, lessen
unnecessary suffering, and promote respect for human dignity even during times of conflict (ICRC,
NA). In other words, this also means the following: refrain from attacking non-combatants, attacks
on combatants are only allowed by legal means, treat all persons humanely, and protect victims

from harm at all times (UNODC, 2018).
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All principles are important and have their own impact on IHL. However, the main principle,
which acts as a basis of IHL, is the principle of humanity. It mandates that all parties involved in
a conflict uphold and defend human dignity, including that of civilians, prisoners of war, and
injured parties. By preventing the use of violence beyond what is necessary for justifiable military
goals, the principle aims to lessen the effects of armed conflict (ICRC, 2023).

Moreover, the principle of distinction is a fundamental rule of IHL that requires parties to an armed
conflict to distinguish between combatants and civilians, as well as between military objectives
and civilian objects. Only combatants and lawful military targets may be directly attacked.
Civilians are protected from attack unless they take part in hostilities directly. Similarly, civilian
objects, such as homes, schools, and hospitals, cannot be targeted unless they are used for military
purposes and thereby qualify as military objectives (Lev, 2024).

The principle of proportionality in the law of armed conflict sets a limit on how much civilian
harm can be caused during an attack. This means that even in cases where a military target is
legitimate, the anticipated damage to civilians or civilian property cannot be greater than the
expected tangible and direct military advantage. In simpler terms, an attack is forbidden if the harm
to civilians would obviously exceed the military advantage of it (Sari, 2025).

And finally, the principle of military necessity implies that armed forces may only employ force
when necessary to accomplish justifiable military goals. It allows actions that are required to
reduce the enemy's military power, but they must still adhere to the general law of armed conflict
and not exceed what is necessary to accomplish a specific military goal. Humanitarian
considerations are balanced with this principle to avoid suffering or destruction (Shmitt, 2010).
Overall, the foundation of international humanitarian law's moral and legal authority is its

universality and fundamental ideas. By safeguarding civilians and controlling the conduct of
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hostilities, the concepts of humanity, distinction, proportionality, and military necessity work
together to reduce the effects of armed conflict.

1.4 Politicization of Human Rights and IHL in the International System

The politicization of human rights describes the process by which actors in international relations
approach human rights issues with a political mindset in order to achieve specific political goals.
The following are some patterns of manifestation of the politicization of human rights: human
rights issues are treated selectively rather than universally; human rights conditions are assessed
using double standards rather than objective standards; disagreements over human rights issues
are resolved through confrontation rather than dialogue; and finally disagreements over human
rights issues are resolved through unilateral coercion rather than multilateral cooperation (The
China Society for Human Rights Studies, 2021). The politicization of human rights refers to the
tendency of states and political actors to frame human rights discourse in ways that reflect
ideological divisions and struggles over power rather than purely legal commitments. As a result,
disputes over rights involve deeper issues of authority, legitimacy, and the function of international
oversight in addition to legal interpretation. This dynamic demonstrates how larger political forces

within the international system can influence, limit, or reroute human rights law (Oquendo, 2014).

As for the politicization of International Humanitarian Law, it refers to the increasing propensity
of states and other actors to interpret, apply, or disregard the laws of war based on political,
strategic, or ideological agendas rather than universal humanitarian principles. This has resulted
in the "a la carte" application of IHL in the current international system, where regulations are used
to denounce adversaries but disregarded when allies break them (Kinsella & Mantilla, 2020).
Violations of IHL are increasingly accompanied by political hesitancy, selective condemnation,

and limited collective action. Despite the Geneva Conventions' widespread ratification, political
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interests frequently impact adherence to these regulations, undermining efforts to guarantee
compliance. Coordinated responses to humanitarian crises have been slowed by the normalization
of violations and disputes in multilateral forums. This illustrates how humanitarian concerns can
become entangled with political considerations, making the enforcement of IHL and the protection
of civilians dependent not only on legal obligations but also on the political will of states to act

cooperatively (Spoljaric, 2025).

Building on this, the structure and application of the UN Security Council veto is one of the most
obvious institutional examples of how political interests influence the enforcement of international
law. The veto power given by the UNSC frequently results in serious gaps in accountability and
implementation (He, 2025). The permanent members of the UNSC frequently transform legal
decision-making into a political process due to their veto power. Measures intended to address
violations of IHL can be hindered when they clash with the strategic interests of powerful states
because resolutions can be blocked by any of the five permanent members (Waikhom, 2025) . This
results in political interests taking over humanitarian concerns, which shows how IHL can be
selectively applied, based on state interests and not the common global interests.

1.5 Selectivity and Accountability in the Enforcement of IHL

The international community's response to violations of International Humanitarian Law is
frequently marked by major differences. Despite the fact that IHL is supposed to apply to all parties
involved in armed conflicts, its application often reflects political factors rather than just legal
principles because states frequently put their own interests ahead of their obligations under
international law, which results in selective application (Laws Learned, 2024). The direct
application of IHL not only depends on a state alone, but also on its broader international

community. Other states' decisions to respond to violations are impacted by their political or
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strategic goals because of the decentralized nature of implementation. This could lead to
inconsistent application of accountability procedures, reinforcing the idea that compliance to [HL
is influenced not only by legal requirements but also by the political dynamics of the international
system (Heffes & Kotlik, 2019).

Following these challenges, enforcing IHL remains particularly difficult because the international
system lacks a strong centralized authority capable of ensuring compliance. Because of this,
external mechanisms like international courts, diplomatic pressure, or oversight by international
organizations and humanitarian actors are frequently used to hold people accountable for grave
violations (Haider, 2013). Also, international accountability mechanisms frequently function in a
complicated political environment, which can limit their efficacy. International tribunals and other
organizations tasked with dealing with breaches of international humanitarian law often depend
on state cooperation to carry out investigations, gather evidence, and uphold court rulings. These
systems may find it difficult to guarantee accountability when states refuse to work together
(Clapham, 2021). Consequently, the application of IHL may become inconsistent, reinforcing
concerns that political factors and power dynamics can influence how and when violations are
actually addressed (Akande, 2023).

Overall, the proper enforcement of international humanitarian law depends not only on the
presence of legal rules and norms, but also on the willingness of states and the international
community to abide by them and apply them consistently (Sassoli, 2019).

1.6 Civilian Protection during Armed Conflicts

The idea of civilian protection is one of the main goals of International Humanitarian Law. IHL
creates a legal framework to prevent harm to people who are not directly involved in combat, such

as civilians, medical professionals, and humanitarian workers (ICRC, 2010). The essential
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principles of distinction, proportionality, and caution serve as the foundation for civilian protection
during armed conflict. Parties to a conflict must always distinguish between civilians and
combatants, as well as between civilian and military targets, according to the principle of
distinction. Only legitimate military targets may be attacked, and it is against international
humanitarian law to intentionally target civilians (Henckaerts & Doswald-Beck, 2005).
Furthermore, attacks that could result in excessive harm to civilians relative to the expected
military advantage are prohibited by the principle of proportionality. Together, these ideas provide
the moral and legal basis for protecting civilians, though how they are actually applied varies
depending on the circumstances of the conflict (ICRC, 1977).

Despite the existence of comprehensive legal norms, the protection of civilians remains a major
challenge in modern conflicts. Urban conflicts and the participation of non-state armed groups are
both common characteristics of modern conflicts, all of which raise the possibility of harm to

civilians (UNSG, 2019).

1.7 The Russia—UKraine and Israel-Palestine Conflict

Both the Russia-Ukraine and the Israel-Palestine conflicts are significant, ongoing geopolitical
crises, with the invasion of Ukraine in 2022 and the Gaza War in October 2023 resulting in a large
number of civilian deaths, widespread displacement, and worldwide instability (Mugoni, Shonhe,

Munyavhi, & Shumbanhete, 2025).

The invasion of Ukraine caused civilian casualties to increase dramatically. Tens of thousands of
people have died and been injured directly as a result of hostilities, including attacks on
infrastructure and residential areas in various parts of the nation (OHCHR, 2025). Also, in addition
to the direct violence caused, the conflict forced millions of people to be displaced, disrupted vital

services, and made life more difficult for individuals in both disputed and government-controlled
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areas (OHCHR, 2026). Similar to the case of Ukraine, the escalation in the Gaza Strip in October
2023 has led to extensive destruction of important civilian infrastructure, including schools,
hospitals, and water facilities. It has also been linked to numerous civilian deaths and
displacements, raising concerns about adherence and compliance to International Humanitarian

Law protections for non-combatants (Asi, 2024).

Both of these cases highlight the direct and horrific consequences of armed conflict on civilians as

well as the difficulty of upholding humanitarian standards in highly politicized war zones.

1.8 Aim of Research

The aim of this research is to study how the politicization of Human Rights and International
Humanitarian Law influences their application and enforcement during armed conflicts. It seeks
to analyze whether legal principles are applied consistently or selectively, and to identify the
political factors that shape international responses. By focusing on the Russia—Ukraine war and
the Isracl—Palestine conflict, the study aims to highlight patterns of inconsistency in the protection
of civilians and the pursuit of accountability within the global system.

1.9 Research Question

To what extent does the politicization of Human Rights and International Humanitarian Law lead
to selective application and enforcement in contemporary armed conflicts, specifically in the
Russia—Ukraine war and the Israel-Palestine conflict?

1.10 Research Hypothesis

The politicization of Human Rights principles and International Humanitarian Law has led to their
selective application and lack of accountability in armed conflicts. Due to geopolitical interests,
power dynamics, and difficulties in achieving international consensus, international actors may

ignore violations of these legal principles in some situations while upholding and enforcing them
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in other situations. This is shown in the Israel-Palestine conflict and the Russia-Ukraine war, which
highlight both the limitations and the application of IHL in a politicized international system.
1.11 Thesis Structure

To address the research question and better elaborate on it, this thesis is divided into several
structured chapters that explore the selective application of Human Rights and International
Humanitarian Law in contemporary conflicts. First, the introductory chapter establishes the
foundation for the thesis by presenting the background, principles, and politicization of IHL and
Human Rights. Second, the next chapter reviews relevant literature, outlines the theoretical and
legal frameworks, and explains the research methodology used. Third, the two case studies are
examined: the Russia—Ukraine war and the Israel-Palestine conflict. Finally, the last chapter
compares the findings from both cases, provides analysis, and offers recommendations to improve

the consistency and effectiveness of IHL enforcement and civilian protection in the future.
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Chapter 2: Literature Review, Theory, and Methodology

2.1 Literature Review
2.1.1 Different Perspectives on the Selective Enforcement of IHL

This body of literature explains how dominant powers, state interests, and institutional constraints

affect the application of humanitarian norms and principles in times of war.

International humanitarian law is not applied consistently in modern conflicts; rather, it is
interpreted and enforced selectively based on the actors involved and the narratives they promote.
In reality, powerful states are frequently better positioned to defend their actions through flexible
interpretations of concepts like self-defense and necessity, even though legal frameworks formally
impose specific obligations on all parties. Because similar behavior may be assessed differently
depending on the political context, this uneven application undermines the legitimacy of legal

restrictions during armed conflict, weakening the reciprocal nature of IHL (Alsudani, 2026).

Despite the increased international involvement in addressing armed conflicts and the growing
recognition of humanitarian norms, the response to crises, specifically wars, is still uneven and
inconsistent. Severe human suffering incidents have not always been handled equally; some have
led to strong international action, while others have gotten little attention or been handled slowly.
This discrepancy illustrates how institutional limitations and political interests affect decision-
making, leading to different kinds and levels of enforcement (Binder, 2007). Although
international humanitarian law is enforced on several levels and through a variety of institutional
and legal mechanisms, its actual efficacy varies greatly. Regional and international organizations,
such as courts, UN agencies, and criminal tribunals, are crucial in holding actors accountable, even

though states are ultimately in charge of looking into and prosecuting violations. However, the
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variety of these mechanisms frequently leads to inconsistent enforcement outcomes, which results

in worries about unequal accountability in armed conflict situations (Zyberi, 2018).

In different academic discussions, the topic of the selective enforcement of IHL has gained a lot
of attention, specifically in modern conflicts. Despite the fact that international humanitarian law
is supposed to be universally applicable, scholars argue that its enforcement frequently reflects

political realities rather than just legal considerations (Sassoli, 2019).

According to Roberts (2011), he believes that the laws of war in general have been applied
inconsistently throughout the years, especially in disputes involving strong states. He clarifies that
selective compliance may result from states interpreting or applying IHL in ways that support their
strategic goals. This selective approach undermines the legitimacy of humanitarian law and leads

to differences in the way the international community handles various conflicts (Roberts, 2011).

A more critical perspective is provided by Koskenniemi (2005), who says that larger political and
ideological conflicts frequently have an impact on international law, including IHL. He argues that
conflicting interests and power dynamics within the international system shape legal norms, which
are not always applied impartially. This point of view clarifies why enforcement might seem

uneven in various conflicts (Koskenniemi, 2005).

Additionally, Sassoli (2019) argues that although IHL offers a thorough legal framework that
applies to all parties involved in armed conflict, the willingness of states to abide by and uphold
its regulations is a major factor in determining how effective it is. He highlights how political
interests can influence how and when infractions are dealt with because enforcement mechanisms

are frequently ineffective or inconsistent (Sassoli, 2019).
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Another point of view of is that of David Kennedy. Kennedy (2006) states that rather than being a
strictly legal framework, humanitarian law can occasionally be employed as a political tool. He
explains that states may selectively use IHL to defend their policies or disparage their rivals. He
also mentions that political narratives frequently influence how laws are interpreted, enabling
states to present their actions as legal while showing opponents as violators of the law. Kennedy
emphasizes that most of the time, the application of IHL stems from political interests rather than

consistent legal standards (Kennedy, 2006).

When analyzing all the previous perspectives of different scholars, it is noted that all of them draw
attention to a recurrent issue: “Although international humanitarian law is based on the idea of
universality, political realities and power structures frequently influence how it is applied”.
(Sassoli, 2019) Most academics state that, especially in highly politicized conflicts, the
discrepancy between legal standards and their actual application undermines the legitimacy and
efficacy of IHL. Patterns of selective enforcement are influenced by institutional constraints,
strategic alliances, and state interests. This has sparked more extensive arguments regarding the
validity of international legal systems and their capacity to guarantee constant adherence to

humanitarian norms (Akande D. , 2012).

2.1.2 The Protection of Civilians under IHL

Under International Humanitarian Law, civilians are protected from direct attacks and damage
resulting from hostilities. This involves safeguarding their lives, belongings, and resources.
Women, children, refugees, and internally displaced people are all entitled to special protections.
Every civilian must be treated humanely, and collective punishment, sexual assault, and torture
are all forbidden (International Committee of the Red Cross, NA). The Additional Protocol and

the Geneva Conventions I make it clear that anyone who is not involved in hostilities or a member
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of the armed forces qualifies as a civilian. The conventions reinforce the idea that civilians should
not be targeted and their rights should be respected during armed conflict by giving them the right
to material aid, safe zones, and compensation for harm caused by war (Chen, 2024).

In the past two decades, the international community has failed to protect civilians during major
conflicts in several countries. This led to the emergence of the idea of humanitarian protection,
known as POC or the concept of Protection of Civilians (Popovski, 2011). IHL establishes clear
legal obligations aimed at limiting harm to individuals who are not directly participating in
hostilities. However, despite the existence of these rules, many scholars argue that the international
community has repeatedly struggled to ensure effective protection in practice (Gill, 2016). Till
today, the application of civilian protection is still highly debated. Even though the legal
framework is well-established, academics point out that its efficacy is frequently compromised by
real-world issues like political differences between states, a lack of funding, and inadequate
enforcement mechanisms. Because of this, the protection of civilians often depends on larger
political and institutional dynamics in addition to legal norms (Rhoads & Welsh, 2019).

Scholars such as Weller, Mamiya, and Willmot (2016) examine the structural and institutional
factors that impact civilian protection under IHL. They point out that although regional and
international mechanisms, such as UN peacekeeping missions, offer frameworks for protecting
civilians, state cooperation is crucial to their efficacy. These mechanisms struggle to function
effectively in the absence of active support from host states and other powerful actors. The authors
say that this reliance on political will leads to uneven civilian protection and serious vulnerabilities
in conflict areas (Willmot, 2016).

Another perspective is that of Alex Bellamy and Matt Hunt (2015). They concentrate on how UN

peacekeeping operations are operationalizing civilian protection. Even though the protection of
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civilians has become a more important goal in recent mandates, the effectiveness of the mission
still depends on the capabilities of the forces and the political environment in which they operate.
Bellamy and Hunt point emphasize that, rather than a sustainable and consistent application of
IHL standards, civilian protection in practice frequently reflects the priorities and interests of states
(Bellamy, 2015).

Also, Caroline Holmgqvist analyzes the interaction between humanitarian law and human rights
law in protecting civilians. Caroline argues that both opportunities and difficulties arise from the
overlapping responsibilities of IHL and human rights frameworks. In theory, the dual framework
improves protection, but in reality, it makes it more difficult to determine legal responsibility and
accountability. Holmqvist highlights that the application of these legal standards is frequently
influenced by political factors and resource constraints, leading to unequal protection in various
conflicts (Holmqvist, 2010).

Additionally, Terry Gill explains that there is a continuous disconnect between the legal
framework of THL and its actual application, as seen in the repeated inability to protect civilians
in conflicts like Yemen and Syria. He highlights that, despite the law's clear definition of non-
combatant protection as a fundamental duty, operational difficulties frequently hinder its full
recognition. Challenges include a lack of coordination between humanitarian actors, a lack of
financial and logistical resources, and political disputes between states, all of which make it more
difficult to enforce protection measures and put civilians at risk (Gill T. , 2016).

Overall, to analyze all the previously stated perspectives and opinions, it is noted that all of them
highlight that civilian protection under IHL is shaped not only by legal norms but also by political,

institutional, and operational factors. A clear pattern can be seen in all of these points of view:

22



even though IHL provides solid safeguards for civilians, their actual application is frequently
uneven and dependent on larger institutional and political factors (ICRC, 2025).

2.1.3 Various Approaches to the Politicization of Human Rights

Human rights are widely acknowledged as universal principles meant to safeguard equality,
freedom, and human dignity. However, their application and interpretation differ greatly
depending on historical experiences, cultural contexts, and political systems. The politicization of
human rights, especially through their selective use by powerful states, is a major concern in
modern international relations (Zamir, 2024). Recent research questions the idea that politicization
weakens the international human rights system. Political influence is not just detrimental, but it
can also impact how human rights standards are perceived, discussed, and implemented in
situations. This perspective also reflects more general criticisms of the international human rights
system, especially with regard to its efficacy, selective application, and structural limitations in

addressing violations in various contexts (Dominguez-Redondo, 2020).

The term "politicization of human rights" describes how international actors use human rights
mechanisms to prioritize political goals rather than to implement universal standards. It happens
when governments treat human rights issues selectively, using different standards based on
geopolitical concerns, alliances, or strategic interests. This frequently leads to "double standards,"
where certain nations are criticized for violations while similar practices in more politically aligned

states are either disregarded or treated with less attention (Zhangrui, 2021).

As argued by Jack Donelly (2013), the politicization of human rights is closely related to power
dynamics of states in the global system. He states that the global human rights agenda is frequently
shaped by states with more political, economic, or military authority, which determines which

violations are taken seriously and which are ignored. Because enforcement mechanisms are often
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influenced by strategic interests rather than legal standards, this weakens the legitimacy of

international human rights institutions (Donelly, 2013).

Similar to Donelly’s approach, a historical critique is provided by Samuel Moyn (2010), who
claims that political agendas and human rights have always been interconnected. According to
Moyn's analysis, political changes, especially during the Cold War, led to the emergence of the
modern human rights movement in the late 20th century. He states that Western liberal ideologies
have frequently influenced human rights, which has been used to justify specific political actions.
Therefore, he believes that human rights' appearance of neutrality is primarily a fabricated

narrative that hides underlying power dynamics (Moyn, 2010).

On the other hand, other scholars such as Thomas Risse, Stephen C. Ropp, and Kathryn Sikkink,
say in their book that the politicization of human rights can also result from institutional
mechanisms and frameworks within the international organizations, and not just by being imposed
by powerful states. Human rights organizations, like those in the UN system, function in naturally

political settings where negotiation and state interests are crucial (Risse, Ropp, & Sikkink, 2013).

Other perspectives on the politicization of human rights also includes the opinion of Makua Mutua
(2002). According to Mutua, the human rights framework frequently reflects a Western-centric
worldview, depicting Western actors as "saviors" and non-Western societies as "violators." He
argues that this narrative politicizes human rights by integrating them into larger initiatives of
global governance and cultural domination. Mutua's criticism emphasizes the importance of taking
into account how history, culture, and power influence how human rights standards are interpreted

and applied (Mutua, 2002).
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Additionally, David Kennedy (2004), takes a more critical position. He argues that the human
rights regime itself contributes to politicization by framing issues in ways that can both reinforce
existing power relations and depoliticize structural inequalities. He claims that political actors can
use the language of human rights to support actions that might not actually advance equality or

justice (Kennedy, 2004).

Overall, these points of view demonstrate how complicated and multifaceted the politicization of
human rights is. While some academics argue that it undermines the consistency and legitimacy
of human rights enforcement, others see it as an inevitable or even beneficial aspect of how the

international system operates.

2.2 Theoretical Framework

2.2.1 Realism and the Selective Application of IHL

In international relations, realism is a theory that sees world politics as a competitive arena
where states operate mainly to maximize power and safeguard their own interests. It is based on
the idea that the international system is disordered, which means that states must rely on
themselves for security because there is no central authority to impose regulations. As a result,
collaboration and moral considerations are frequently subordinated to strategic objectives, and
conflict is viewed as an expected outcome of power disputes (Biscontini, 2023). The realist theory
defines states as the main players in a system characterized by insecurity and competitiveness,
placing them at the center of international politics. States are presumed to act rationally to secure
their survival and safeguard their national interests in the absence of a central governing body.

This climate of uncertainty encourages mistrust among participants, which makes long-term
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collaboration challenging and strengthens the preference for security and power above morality or

norms (Antunes & Camisdo, 2018).

Additionally, from a realist perspective, governments are forced to rely on self-help mechanisms
in order to preserve their security due to the anarchic structure of the international system. Thus,
material power and military authority become crucial instruments in determining international
relations. As governments constantly work to maintain or change the balance of power in their
favor, the distribution of power among states is crucial to determining global stability. In this
situation, state behavior and strategic interaction are heavily influenced by the system's ability to

sustain equilibrium (ONDISC, 2022).

The six principles of realism by Hans Morgenthau offer an organized perspective on world politics
that is based on human nature and power. Morgenthau claims that states act according to interests
that are defined in terms of power and that objective laws derived from human nature regulate
politics. While acknowledging the importance of morality, Morgenthau says that moral principles
must be modified to allow political circumstances. Finally, he stresses that foreign policy should
be grounded in a logical understanding of power rather than just legal or ethical considerations,

and that no state can assert that its moral principles are universally valid (Kumar, 2016).

In international relations, the theory of realism significantly shapes the application of International
Humanitarian Law. Realism emphasizes that states act primarily on the basis of national interest,
power considerations, and the need to survive within an anarchic international system, rather than
being guided by universal moral principles. In situations of conflict, this perspective suggests that
IHL is often interpreted according to strategic advantage, where military necessity is prioritized
over humanitarian concerns (Brannigan, 2008). In realism, the interests of states and their strategic

concerns play a major role in how IHL is applied. Military necessity and national security often
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take superiority during times of conflict, causing nations to interpret the law in ways that maintain
operational flexibility. Realism also emphasizes how the establishment of [HL reflects the interests
of powerful governments and how terms like "terrorism" can be exploited to justify restricting
legal protections. Furthermore, expectations of retaliation often have an impact on adherence to
humanitarian principles, with compliance decreasing when opposing parties are thought to be

breaking the law (Weill, 2014).

Another impact of realism on the application of IHL is the tendency of governments to adhere to
regulations selectively. Realism states that adherence relies on whether compliance is in line with
a state's military and strategic goals. States may misunderstand legal duties, showing that
enforcement is frequently dependent on political will rather than legal commitment (Mearsheimer,
2001). Realism also explains the limitations of international organizations in guaranteeing
adherence to humanitarian standards. The United Nations, along with international courts, who are
in charge of upholding international humanitarian law, frequently lack the authority necessary to
hold powerful states responsible. Because large powers use their influence to avoid legal

accountability, enforcement systems can be inconsistent (Goldsmith & Posner, 2005).

Finally, from a realist perspective, IHL violations continue to happen, which is a reflection of the
larger emphasis placed on state survival over normative obligations (Waltz, 1979). In big conflicts,
decision-makers may see strict adherence to humanitarian principles as a disadvantage,
particularly if rivals are noncompliant. This generates a security dilemma in which governments
justify deviations from IHL on the basis of necessity, reducing the universal application of

humanitarian principles (Dill, 2016).
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2.2.2 Liberalism and the Selective Application of IHL

In international relations, liberalism is a theory that prioritizes the defense of individual rights,
including life, liberty, and property. It states that political regimes should use institutions like
democracy, the rule of law, and checks and balances to limit state authority. It highlights the role
of individuals, international organizations, and economic interdependence in reducing conflict and
fostering cooperation among governments (Meiser, 2018). Liberalism also emphasizes on the
increasing importance of global governance and changing international standards in influencing
state conduct. Current research demonstrates how liberal frameworks foster collaboration through
institutions in response to emerging global challenges, such as pandemics, climate change, and
technology advancements (Legacy & Tauseef, 2024). Also, liberal values like democracy, human
rights, and economic interdependence continue to have an impact on world events. Countries that
are part of liberal international networks and institutions typically exhibit better levels of respect
for human rights, supporting the notion that normative commitments and cooperation can influence

state conduct (Saaideh, 2024).

Liberalism is based on a set of concepts that prioritize individuals and their freedom. Liberalism
places a high emphasis on liberty, where people are free to make decisions without needless
interference, and individuality, considering the person as the fundamental unit of political and
moral concern. Also, universalism and moral equality state that everyone deserves the same rights
and respect regardless of their background. In order to promote peaceful coexistence, freedom, and
wealth within society, liberalism also encourages pluralism by promoting tolerance and acceptance

of various ideas and lifestyles (Crider, 2017).

Liberalism has influenced IHL by emphasizing the protection of civilians during times of conflict

(Bellamy A. J., 2019). It also promotes the ongoing implementation of IHL and human rights,
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upholding fundamental rights even during times of conflict (Dannenbaum, 2020). Furthermore,
rather than concentrating only on state responsibility, liberal ideology encourages individual
accountability for war crimes through international legal processes (Kersten, 2018). Another
impact of liberalism on IHL is that it emphasizes how non-state actors, including NGOs, can

impact and reinforce compliance to humanitarian standards (Barnett, 2013).

In Liberalism, IHL plays an important role in regulating armed conflict. Legal frameworks such
as the Geneva Conventions, as well as institutions like the United Nations and international courts,
offer defined standards and methods for monitoring and enforcement. These institutions promote
cooperation and raise expectations that states will follow humanitarian values. As a result, IHL is
viewed not only as a legal requirement, but also as part of a larger framework that shapes the
behavior of states (Hathaway, 2018). Liberalism highlights the significance of responsibility in
promoting commitment to IHL. By holding people accountable for war crimes, mechanisms like
international tribunals and the International Criminal Court seek to prevent atrocities.
Humanitarian organizations' media coverage is crucial in drawing attention to abuses and
generating international pressure. These procedures lead to what liberal academics refer to as
"norm internalization," in which states come to understand the importance of upholding
humanitarian norms and principles (Sikkink, 2017). However, on the other hand, liberalism says
that IHL enforcement is not always consistent. Political considerations can restrict enforcement,
and governmental participation is frequently necessary for institutional performance. Strong states
may oppose accountability or have an impact on institutional results, which could result in the
selective application of legal standards. Furthermore, different conflicts may respond differently

to violations due to differences in resources and political will (Hurd, 2019).
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Overall, according to liberalism, international law and institutions greatly increase the likelihood
of compliance, but they do not completely eradicate the concept of selectivity. Therefore, the
selective application of IHL remains, not because there are no rules, but because political realities

continue to influence enforcement mechanisms (Sassoli, 2024).

2.2.3 Legal Framework and Institutional Limitations

The legal framework of IHL is mainly characterized by the following: The 1949 Geneva
Conventions, their 1977 Additional Protocols, the Hague Conventions of 1907, and customary
international law (Gaggioli, 2018). Together, they determine the principles that govern armed
conflict, especially the protection of civilians and non-combatants. While the Geneva Conventions
and Additional Protocol I govern international armed conflicts, Common Article 3 and Additional
Protocol II provide vital provisions for non-international conflicts. This framework serves as the
fundamental legal foundation for the protection of civilian populations during war by imposing
obligatory responsibilities on parties to respect and guarantee humane treatment, forbid attacks on

civilians, and govern the conduct of hostilities (Supti, 2020).

IHL is derived from a number of legal sources, including treaties, customary international law, and
general legal principles. The application of IHL is limited to armed conflict circumstances and
functions independently from other legal regimes, such as the law governing the use of force,
despite being generally recognized. This highlights both the legal specificity and structural

limitations of International Humanitarian Law (ICRC, 2004).

One of the greatest limitations of IHL is the absence of centralized enforcement methods. IHL is
dependent on state agreement and voluntary cooperation, unlike national legal systems. Even

though organizations like the International Criminal Court were created to prosecute major
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transgressions, only states that have accepted the Rome Statute are subject to their jurisdiction.
Powerful states avoid being held accountable by using political leverage to obstruct enforcement

mechanisms, which in turn reduces the overall efficacy of the legal system (Schabas, 2017).

Additionally, what also affects the legal framework of IHL are the political factors and power
dynamics of states. International organizations like the UNSC, frequently base their decisions on
geopolitical concerns rather than legal ones. Even in situations when there are violations of
humanitarian standards, permanent members may use their veto authority to stop action. This
confirms the idea that IHL is applied selectively based on strategic objectives rather than universal
principles, which leads to uneven reactions during wars (Mégret, 2016). In cases of mass crimes,
the veto power may hinder collective action and prohibit accountability procedures. This political
weakness undermines the implementation of humanitarian principles and promotes selective
application, in which legal protections for civilians are based on geopolitical interests rather than

rules and regulations (Spoljaric, 2025).

Although there exists a legal framework under IHL for the protection of civilians, it remains
limited in practice due to the absence of strong enforcement mechanisms. The prevalence of
violations is a result of the incapacity of states to comply with these duties rather than a lack of
legal regulations. This gap between the presence of legal norms and their actual abidance draws

attention to the institutional limitations of IHL during modern conflicts (Porretto & Vité, 2006).

2.3 Methodology and Limitations

2.3.1 Qualitative Methodology

This thesis adopts a qualitative research methodology. It is used to examine the selective

application of International Humanitarian Law and human rights principles within a politicized
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international system. A qualitative approach is particularly suitable for this study because it
analyzes legal and political dynamics that cannot be fully captured through quantitative data. Using
this approach, the study investigates how legal standards are understood, implemented, or ignored

in different geopolitical contexts.

2.3.2 Primary and Secondary Sources

This paper relies on a combination of primary and secondary sources to ensure a comprehensive
analysis of the studied cases. Primary sources include official legal documents like international
treaties, United Nations resolutions, reports from international organizations, and statements from
institutional and governmental actors. However, secondary sources include academic books, peer-
reviewed journal articles, policy analyses, and reliable reports from research institutions. Both
primary and secondary sources offer us a better understanding of IHL, human rights, and their

politicization, offering diverse perspectives on the thesis subject.

2.3.3 Comparative Case Study

This thesis employs a comparative case study approach, focusing on the Russia—Ukraine war and
the Israel-Palestine conflict. These cases were selected due to their contemporary relevance and

their significance in the selective enforcement of international law.

The analysis involves looking at each conflict separately, focusing particular attention to how IHL
principles are applied, how civilians are protected, and how international actors are involved. It
then compares the two cases to identify similarities and differences in legal interpretation, political

responses, and accountability mechanisms.

Overall, the study aims to identify patterns of selectivity while analyzing how political factors
affect the application of the law in various contexts.
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2.3.4 Challenges and Limitations

This research faces several challenges. One limitation is the availability and reliability of
information, particularly given the ongoing nature of both conflicts. Access to fully validated data

can be limited, and some sources may have political bias or incomplete reporting.

Another challenge faced is the topic's complexity and sensitivity, which make it difficult to remain
objective because the narratives surrounding these conflicts are frequently volatile. To reduce bias,

the study carefully chooses its sources and critically assesses them.

Despite the challenges and limitations faced, the methodology adopted allows for a comprehensive

examination of the research question.
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Chapter 3: The Application of IHL in the Russia—Ukraine War

3.1 Background of the Russia—Ukraine Conflict

The Russia-Ukraine war started when Russia launched a huge invasion on Ukraine on the 24" of
February 2022. This invasion was the biggest armed confrontation in Europe since World War II.
The operation, which President Vladimir Putin described as a "special military operation,"
involved ground and air attacks from multiple directions towards the capital, Kyiv (Ukrainian
Research Institute, NA). With the help of its Western allies, Ukraine was able to endure the attack
and regain some parts of its territory, despite the extensive damages caused and the suffering

among civilians (Masters, 2023).

The origins of the Russia-Ukraine conflict can be traced to the post-Cold War era, after the fall of
the Soviet Union in 1991. Ukraine's integration with Western organizations, particularly NATO
and the European Union, raised tensions with Russia. These tensions increased in 2014, when
Russia claimed sovereignty over Crimea, asserting protection of the Russia population (Pipal,
Kobilke, Baghumyan, & Kulichkina, 2023). The conflict between Russia and Ukraine continued
after 2014, but it was confined to the eastern areas of Donetsk and Luhansk. While diplomatic
initiatives like the Minsk Agreements sought to stabilize the situation, separatist organizations,

supported by Russia, continued to fight Ukrainian soldiers during that time (Kuzio, 2022).

In the months leading up to the 2022 invasion, Russia conducted a military buildup near Ukraine's
boarder, which caused serious concerns on a global scale. Despite diplomatic efforts, Russia still
launched a full-scale invasion, which is seen as an effort to stop Ukraine from further integrating

with Western institutions and to regain Russian control in the area (Freedman, 2023).
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At the beginning of the invasion, Russian soldiers used an offensive approach with the goal of
seizing Kyiv and overthrowing the Ukrainian government. Nevertheless, this goal was not
accomplished because Ukrainian forces resisted and took advantage of Russian operational and
logistical failures. As a result, by April 2022, Russian forces had left northern Ukraine, which was

a major turning point in the war's early stages (Lee & Koffman, 2022).

After this defeat, Russia turned its military attention to eastern and southern Ukraine. The struggle
evolved into an attritional war, with heavy artillery use and progressive territorial advances. This
shift reflected a broader change in Russian policy, prioritizing prolonged pressure over dramatic
breakthroughs (O'Brien, 2023). On the other hand, Ukraine also initiated counter attacks to recover
captured regions. Ukrainian forces reclaimed sections of the Kharkiv region in late 2022,
ultimately recapturing the city of Kherson. These advancements were made possible by a mix of
local military organization and ongoing external aid, indicating Ukraine's ability to switch its

strategies from defensive to offensive mode (International Institute for Strategic Studies, 2023).

Despite these victories, the war eventually turned into a long-lasting struggle. Particularly in
eastern Ukraine, where both sides suffered heavy fatalities without significant territorial change.
This stage is referred to as a war of attrition, where long-term results are more dependent on

resources and international assistance rather than on battlefield victories (Freedman, 2023).

At the start of the invasion in 2022, Russian soldiers advanced fast across numerous directions in
Ukraine, gaining approximately 27% territorial control by March of that year. However, this early
expansion did not last long, as Ukrainian counter attacks later in 2022 forced Russian troops back
and reclaimed substantial territory. Since then, the war has entered a slower, more extended phase
of attrition, with Russia steadily gaining minor advances in eastern territories, but still controlling

roughly 20% of Ukrainian land (Duggal, 2026).
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Overall, the war between Russia and Ukraine had profound consequences beyond the battlefield,
changing European security dynamics and escalating tensions between Russia and Western
powers. It has also increased concerns regarding collective defense, military assistance, and the
future of international order, emphasizing the war's significance not as a regional struggle, but an

international one (SIPRI, 2024).

3.2 Alleged Violations of IHL and Human Rights

Generally, International Humanitarian Law applies to all parties participating in the Russia-
Ukraine conflict. This involves the need to distinguish between civilians and combatants at all
times, as well as between civilian objects and military targets. According to these guidelines,
civilians must be treated humanely, with no tolerance for violence, torture, or other types of abuse.

Major violations of these laws are considered war crimes, and those responsible can be held
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accountable through national or international jurisdiction systems (Diakonia International

Humanitarian Law Centre, 2023).

Violations of human rights and international humanitarian law occur when the basic rights of
individuals are violated, especially during armed conflict. Some examples of these violations
include unlawful killings, torture, arbitrary detention, and the targeting of civilian populations or
infrastructure. In addition to undermining legal standards, these crimes cause instability and
worsen humanitarian situations. The continuance of these abuses frequently reflects issues with

the political will, accountability and enforcement of the international system (ICRC, 2015).

The ongoing conflict in Ukraine has been followed by repeated allegations of significant violations
of both international human rights and humanitarian law. Russian soldiers have been involved in
a variety of atrocities, including conduct that may constitute war crimes and crimes against
humanity. These crimes are said to have caused widespread harm to civilians, emphasizing the

scope and gravity of the conflict's humanitarian implications (Human Rights Watch, 2026).

Additionally, evidence obtained from the war in Ukraine shows that hostilities, particularly by
Russian forces, have frequently violated core IHL principles such as distinction, proportionality,
and precaution, resulting in significant civilian casualties and widespread destruction of civilian
infrastructure. Indiscriminate attacks have caused widespread death, damage, and relocation.
Witnesses and survivors report violations in occupied territories, such as unlawful killings,
enforced disappearances, and torture. These violations pose questions about whether certain acts
qualify as war crimes or crimes against humanity, and point out an obvious disrespect to legal

duties and responsibilities (ODIHR, 2022).
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In recent studies (OHCHR , 2026), it is shown that violations of IHL and human rights in Ukraine
have increased over time, with mainly civilians suffering the weight of the war. According to
reports, civilian casualties have increased significantly in recent years, as has severe damage to
infrastructure, particularly energy systems, causing serious disruptions in access to electricity,
heating, and water (OHCHR , 2026). Also, other major violations were committed, mainly in
Russian-controlled areas. Torture and ill-treatment against Ukrainian civilians and prisoners of
war have been documented in reports, with the goal of extracting confessions from detainees.
There are also confirmed reports of conflict-related sexual assault, including rape and other forms
of abuse. All of these actions clearly show violations of both international humanitarian law and

fundamental human rights (ODIHR, 2025).

Furthermore, the war between Russia and Ukraine continues to include significant breaches of IHL
and human rights, particularly those harming children (Amnesty International , 2024). A rise in
child casualties is seen as a result of the explosive weapons used in condensed areas. Children
sustain more serious injuries, such as head, eye, and internal trauma because of their physical
vulnerability. Children's rights to education, health, and decent living conditions have also been
compromised by the destruction of infrastructure, including schools, hospitals, homes, and water

systems (Amnesty International Public Statement, 2024).

Another set of violations in this war is the serious damage caused to the energy systems. Civilians
suffered serious implications as a result of frequent strikes on water, heating, and power facilities.
International reports are increasingly analyzing the norms of distinction and proportionality as
possibly incompatible with such attacks, which have disrupted essential services necessary for
survival. The principles of distinction and proportionality are evaluated in international reports as

potentially incompatible with such attacks, which have disrupted vital services required for
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survival. These results demonstrate how the destruction of infrastructure has grown to be a

significant contributing element to the humanitarian crisis (OHCHR, 2024).

Human rights violations in Ukraine have increased since the start of the invasion. In a press release,

Krzysztof Janowski, spokesperson at OHCHR, gave the following data (OHCHR, 2025):

1. Over 12,654 civilians killed

2. Above 300 attacks on medical facilities

3. Over 500 attacks on educational institutions

4. Civilian casualties increased by 30% compared to the previous year

5. Nearly 95% of released Ukrainian detainees reported being tortured during captivity

Finally, several violations of IHL and Human Rights are shown in the Russian-Ukrainian conflict.
These include killings of citizens, targeted attacks on civilian infrastructure, torture, ill-treatment,
enforced disappearances, sexual violence, etc. These acts show a clear violation to the international

system, hence causing disastrous implications for the civilian population (Kotsyuba, 2023).

3.3 Protection of Civilians in Ukraine

Civilian protection refers to a coordinated set of operations designed to respond to threats of
physical violence against civilians. It is based on international law and is carried out through a
multifaceted approach that includes civilian and military components (UNDPO, 2023). Its is
considered a cornerstone of IHL, reflecting the larger goal of reducing the effects of armed conflict
on populations that are not involved in hostilities. This protection is primarily codified in the
Fourth Geneva Convention of 1949, and further refined in the Additional Protocols of 1977, which

adapt legal protections to modern types of combat (Fleck, 2021). In addition to protecting civilians
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from direct attacks, IHL also governs how people are treated by parties to a war. Civilians must be
safeguarded against torture, harsh or inhumane treatment, and arbitrary detention, and they are
entitled to basic judicial rights. The law also protects civilian infrastructure that is critical for

survival, including hospitals, water systems, and food supply (ICRC, 2016).

The Mandate for the Protection of Civilians is guided by regulations of the UN Department of
Peace Operations. Although the primary responsibility for civilian protection remains with the
state, peacekeeping teams are authorized to intervene when governments are unable or unwilling
to do so. The mandate does not limit military activity, but rather requires all components of a
mission to collaborate, and is carried out in accordance with core peacekeeping principles such as

impartiality and limited use of force (UN Peacekeeping, 2026).

Furthermore, NATO has also implemented a set of rules and operational procedures to ensure the
protection of civilians since 2016. It relies on measures to provide a safe and secure environment,
as well as to mitigate the detrimental effects of military operations on civilian populations. NATO
incorporates POC into its operations planning through instruments like targeting procedures and
collateral damage assessments, emphasizing that civilian protection is not just a legal requirement
but also crucial for maintaining the legitimacy and success of military missions (Degezelle &
Peeters, 2024). Also, NATO's strategy is based on integrating POC into all aspects of its
operations, from planning to training and collaboration with allies. It sees civilian protection as a
critical role based on legal requirements, as well as ethical and political concerns. It also
emphasizes the significance of working with national and international actors to provide more
effective and consistent protection, particularly for more vulnerable populations during armed

conflict (NATO , 2016).
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In the context of the Russia-Ukraine war, the scope and character of hostilities made it extremely
difficult to protect civilians, especially because of the frequent deployment of huge strikes in
populated regions. Reports show that civilians have been affected by missile and drone assaults on
urban areas, raising questions about compliance with the principles of distinction and care that
govern civilian protection (OHCHR Ukraine, 2026). OHCHR data shows a significant increase in

civilian casualties in 2026 (Human Rights Monitoring Mission in Ukraine, 2026):

e 211 civilians killed and 1,206 injured in March 2026 alone

e 556 civilians killed and 2,731 injured in the first quarter of 2026

e 20% increase in casualties compared to the first quarter of 2025

e 36% of casualties caused by long-range weapons (missiles and drones)

e 63% of casualties resulted from frontline attacks (drones, artillery, aerial bombs)

However, Ukrainian authorities adopted efforts to protect civilians during the conflict, especially
in locations near combat zones. This included organizing evacuations and assisting displaced
people in cities like Kharkiv and Kherson (UNOCHA, 2024). Following repeated attacks,
authorities prioritized the rehabilitation of important infrastructure, such energy and water systems
(World Bank , 2024). Additionally, the government also created nationwide alert applications and
siren systems to allow residents to seek shelter quickly during an attack (Van Dijcke, Wright, &
Polyak, 2023). Authorities emphasized on the importance of subterranean shelters, metro stations,
and reinforced public places as protective infrastructure. According to Ukraine's emergency

administration, these mechanisms have reduced casualties in some areas (Yaffa, 2022).
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Another important measure is the modification of Ukraine's government structure under martial
law, which has facilitated quick decision-making and resource mobilization. This involves
integrating humanitarian aid into national response processes, repairing emergency infrastructure,
and coordinating with foreign partners. Assessments of international organizations indicate that
while these measures have increased crisis response capacity, they have also highlighted systemic

issues in governance in situations of continuous warfare (OECD, 2023).

Overall, while Ukraine has implemented a number of preventive steps to safeguard civilians, the
effectiveness of POC has been hindered by the intensity of the conflict and the type of attacks on
populated areas. International organizations continue to emphasize the high rate of civilian
casualties, showing the gap between protection frameworks and their actual enforcement on the

ground (ICRC, 2024).

3.4 Role of the International Community

The international community played a significant role in assisting Ukraine through a combination
of military, economic, and humanitarian efforts. Western countries have offered enormous military
aid, including weapons, intelligence, and training, significantly improving Ukraine's defensive
capabilities (Kiel Institute, 2026). Simultaneously, large-scale financial aid has helped keep the
Ukrainian government operational during the war (U.S. Department of State, 2025). Economic
sanctions imposed on Russia have significantly impacted commerce with the European Union,
causing adjustments in its economic partnerships (European Commission, 2023). Humanitarian
entities such as the ICRC have assisted with civilian evacuations, while the United Nations has

monitored human rights conditions and provided aid (ICRC, 2023).
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Despite institutional constraints within the UN system, international organizations and states have
acted both collectively and individually to condemn Ukraine's violation of sovereignty and provide
various forms of assistance (UNGA, 2022). At the same time, Western powers and alliances have
worked together to continue Ukraine's resistance with military and financial aid (Kiel Institute,
2026). Along with these measures, international legal bodies have attempted to address issues of
state responsibility and individual criminal accountability, demonstrating the growing importance

of judicial mechanisms in modern armed conflicts (2023).

Furthermore, the wider humanitarian and structural effects of the conflict, especially the extent of
displacement, are also reflected in the international community's response. Millions of Ukrainians
have been forced to escape their homes due to the violence, creating one of the biggest refugee
crises in Europe since the Second World War. This has put pressure on regional humanitarian
systems and brought attention to how crucial cross-border cooperation is in handling mass

displacement (UNHCR, 2023).

Additionally, the importance of civil society and diaspora networks grew in the international
community's support for Ukraine. Through advocacy campaigns, public protests, and political
participation in several nations, especially in Europe and North America, Ukrainian communities
helped attract international attention. Despite rising political fatigue in some areas, these initiatives
reinforced support for Ukraine by influencing public opinion and political decision-making in host
governments. However, as support among allies has become less consistent and more reliant on
domestic political situations, particularly in the United States, changing geopolitical factors have

increased the significance of this campaigning (Ukrainian World Congress, 2026).

In conclusion, the role of the international community reflects larger issues regarding the

effectiveness of global governance structures in reacting to conflicts. While institutions like the
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UNSC are tasked with maintaining international peace and security, their ability to act effectively
has been limited by political disagreements, notably permanent members' veto power. This in turn
has hindered the UN's capacity to impose sanctions against Russia. As a result, much of the
practical reaction has shifted toward coalitions of states and regional organizations, emphasizing

both the necessity and limitations of multilateralism in modern conflicts (Messmer, 2023).

3.5 Impact of the Conflict on Diplomatic Relations

The war between Russia and Ukraine has led to changes in the diplomatic scope. It strengthened
existing alliances, while increasing divisions between powers. Instead of creating completely new
alliances, the conflict improved transatlantic connections, especially between the United States
and its European allies, while worsening relationships between Europe, Russia and China. This is
seen in previous wars, where rather than leading to significant realignments, wars typically

accelerate pre-existing diplomatic issues (Frederick & Evans, 2025).

Additionally, Russia's influence in the post-Soviet area has diminished as a result of the war,
making it increasingly dependent on China and other non-Western allies. At the same time, rather
than relying on Moscow, surrounding governments have started to diversify their foreign policy.
As aresult of this change, the international system has become more fragmented and transactional,
with alternative organizations like the Shanghai Cooperation Organization and BRICS gaining
prominence (Meister, 2025). Furthermore, as a result of the war’s economic and security
repercussions, diplomatic ties have been even more strained. European nations have been forced
to diversify their energy supplies because of sanctions and trade restrictions that have restricted
Russia's access to international markets, decreased foreign investment, and undermined its position

as a major energy provider to Europe. At the same time, bordering governments have been forced
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to reevaluate their military plans and fortify their relations with NATO. This has led international

diplomacy to become increasingly tense and marked by doubts (Qican, 2023).

Following Russia's invasion, Ukraine's foreign policy orientation has moved toward the European
Union and NATO, indicating a broader diplomatic realignment motivated by security concerns.
At the same time, the conflict has increased Ukraine's strategic relevance, making it a focal point
of great-power confrontation between Russia and Western nations. Diplomatic ties with Ukraine
have grown more contentious and security-focused, replacing prior attempts at balanced

engagement with clearer geopolitical orientation (Masters, 2023).

This war changed the entire structure of international relations and sped up geopolitical
realignments. It has also revealed divisions in Western diplomacy, with countries differing in their
levels of involvement, strategic priorities, and responses to Russia. The conflict has also boosted
Russia's diplomatic ties with non-Western allies. Overall, diplomacy has become more politicized,
with less trust between opposing groups and a greater reliance on coalition-driven collaboration

rather than stable long-term consensus (Yannick, 2025).

As part of the diplomatic and mediation efforts, they have mostly failed to produce a long-term
peace deal, due to significant differences over sovereignty, security, and geopolitics. Early
diplomatic frameworks, such as the Minsk Agreements and the Normandy Format, as well as
OSCE-led initiatives, were able to temporarily reduce bloodshed while supporting limited
humanitarian cooperation, including as prisoner swaps and civilian assistance. However, they
failed to address the basic political challenges and lacked sufficient enforcement mechanisms,

which limited their usefulness over time (Susini, 2025).
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Since the initial direct talks in 2022, numerous initiatives have taken place, including negotiations
in Turkey, UN and OSCE-related institutions, and later diplomatic efforts spearheaded by
countries such as China, African states, Saudi Arabia, Switzerland, and the United States. More
recent US-led initiatives and high-level summits involving Russia and Western actors have also
stagnated, frequently due to the exclusion of key parties or unresolved settlement plans. Overall,
the mediation process has become more divided, with shifting international engagement but no

progress toward ending the war (Sharma, 2026).
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Chapter 4: The Application of IHL in the Israel-Palestine Conflict

4.1 Background of the Israel-Palestine Conflict

The Israeli-Palestinian conflict, which is primarily focused in Israel, the West Bank, and the Gaza
Strip, is an extended dispute between Israelis and Palestinians over territory, political authority,
and national identity. Although its origins date back to the late 19th century, it persists today
through military operations, violent cycles, and unstable ceasefires, especially between Israel and
Hamas in Gaza. Large-scale casualties, displacement, and a serious humanitarian crisis have
resulted from the conflict, and significant problems including security, governance, and Palestinian
self-determination are still unsolved till today (2026).

With time, and due to conflicting claims to the same territory and historical developments like the
establishment of Israel in 1948, the dispute has developed into a complicated political and
humanitarian dilemma. As a result, wars with nearby Arab states broke out, which fueled calls for
statehood and self-governance. For security reasons, Israel kept control of important areas.
Perspectives on the conflict are still split, with continuous disputes about things like rights,
violence, and occupation. The situation is still unsolved and continues to escalate despite numerous

international attempts to find a long-term solution, including suggestions for two different states

(Rich & Goodwin, 2024).

Today, the situation in the Gaza Strip displays some of the worst effects of the conflict, with a
densely crowded population living under long-standing restrictions and challenging economic
conditions. Gaza, which has been under Hamas’s rule since 2007 and is under blockade by and
Israel, has seen numerous cycles of bloodshed with Israel. The most recent escalation started in
October 2023 when a Hamas strike on Israel set off a massive military reaction that killed tens of

thousands of people and worsened the humanitarian situation. This resulted in widespread
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displacement, poverty, and food shortages. Conditions in Gaza are still unpredictable up till this
day, despite a ceasefire agreement in 2025 (BBC, 2025).

The occupied Palestinian area currently has a fractured system of governance, with several legal
systems and governing bodies functioning together. While Israeli settlements continue to grow,
frequently accompanied by conflicts and disputes over land use and access, the West Bank is
characterized by a combination of Palestinian Authority administrative rule and broad Israeli
military authority. In contrast, Hamas has controlled Gaza since 2007 while Egyptian and Israeli
restrictions on travel and commerce have been in place (OCHA, 2025).

Due to continuous conflicts, travel restrictions, and frequent military operations, the humanitarian
situation in Gaza and other areas of the West Bank has radically intensified. Also, increased
military operations and violence against settlers in the West Bank have led to an increase in
casualties and forced relocation in a number of localities. The health system has become severely
strained, with limited access to care and shortages of medical supplies, especially in areas affected
by violence. As a result of these consequences, civilians in the region are experiencing an ongoing

protection emergency (WHO, 2025).

As of April 2026, the Israeli-Palestinian conflict remains characterized by fatal violence in the
occupied West Bank and daily Israeli strikes in Gaza. The situation is still unstable, as Israeli
bombings in Gaza continue to kill civilians, including children and journalists, especially near
Khan Younis and Gaza City. Humanitarian aid is still limited, crises persist, and ceasefire
negotiations are still paused as Hamas refuses to negotiate about disarmament in the following
stage of a potential agreement (Al Jazeera Staff, 2026). The larger conflict framework remains
grounded in the escalation that followed the October 7, 2023 attacks, with ongoing hostilities

defining the regional situation through 2026.
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4.2 Alleged Violations of IHL and Human Rights

Since the start of the conflict in October 2023, serious violations of human rights and International
Humanitarian Law have been documented throughout Israel, the West Bank, and Gaza by UN
agencies and international experts. These violations include possible war crimes such
indiscriminate attacks on populations, starvation tactics, and illegal killings. Also, a devastating
humanitarian crisis has resulted from the displacement of over 80% of the population,

infrastructure destruction, and restricted access to help (UN News, 2024).

Cases that have been reported include the targeting of civilians who are not involved in hostilities,
such as journalists, medical professionals, and civil defense workers, as well as deaths that occur
in captivity under conditions that may indicate torture or mistreatment (United Nations, 2025).
Additionally, the violations also include large-scale attacks on residential neighborhoods and
civilian locations, as well as limitations on food, fuel, and medical supplies. As a result, starvation,
widespread migration, and the near collapse of essential infrastructure and healthcare services were
detected. Military actions in the West Bank resulted in Palestinian villages being forcibly relocated
and homes being destroyed. Additionally, torture and other cruel treatment, and severe limitations
on freedom of movement and speech were also documented throughout these regions. Despite the

seriousness of these violations, no accountability was held (Amnesty International, 2025).

Other serious issues also include the excessive use of force and the persistent disregard to the
principle of proportionality under IHL. Large-scale airstrikes on Gaza's densely populated areas
have reportedly caused far more destruction and civilian casualties than any expected military
benefit. Human Rights Watch claims that when individuals are harmed on a mass scale, such acts
may amount to war crimes and constitute indiscriminate or disproportionate attacks, both of which

are forbidden by IHL (Human Rights Watch, 2024).
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Furthermore, living circumstances for civilians have considerably deteriorated due to limitations
on humanitarian access. Humanitarian groups have frequently brought attention to the barriers that
prevent food, water, and medical supplies from reaching Gaza. The International Committee of
the Red Cross stressed that it is against IHL requirements to refuse or obstruct humanitarian aid,
especially when civilians are deprived of basic necessities for survival. These limitations have
caused severe shortages and led to an increase in hunger and poverty (ICRC, 2025).
Additionally, the collapse of Gaza's healthcare sector also highlights the severity of humanitarian
and legal breaches. Hospitals have reportedly been damaged, destroyed, or made inoperable due
to continued battles and a lack of supplies. The World Health Organization has recorded that
healthcare facilities and people are entitled to special protection under IHL; yet, recurrent attacks
and operational limits have severely harmed medical services. This has led in unnecessary fatalities
and untreated injuries of civilians (WHO, 2025).

Along with the collapse of Gaza's healthcare system, significant infrastructure damage is also
observed. This has caused a decades-long setback in Gaza's human development, with long-term
effects on housing, potable water, and educational opportunities. Such extensive destruction is
problematic under international law since, according to IHL, civilian objects cannot be targeted
unless they directly serve a military function (UNDP, 2024).

Lastly, one of the biggest obstacles to resolving these violations lies within the issue of
accountability. In order to handle allegations of war crimes and human rights violations,
independent investigations and judicial procedures are of utmost importance. The situation in
Palestine is still under the jurisdiction of the International Criminal Court, which has said that all

parties may be subject to its mandate if they commit severe offenses. So far, no progress has been
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made on the matter, raising questions about injustice and how international judicial systems are

being enforced (ICC, 2024).

4.3 Protection of Civilians in Gaza

According to the Geneva Convention IV, parties to a war are required to protect civilians' lives,
dignity, health, and basic necessities, as well as to treat them humanely and without prejudice. This
includes treating hospitals and medical staff with respect, caring to the ill and injured, establishing
safe areas whenever feasible, and refraining from acts or attacks that needlessly injure civilian
populations (OHCHR, 1949).

Amidst the ongoing disputes and extensive devastation, the protection of civilians in Gaza
continues to be a critical humanitarian issue. In compliance with international law, the ICRC has
emphasized that civilians, particularly women, children, the injured, and the ill, must be protected
from the consequences of armed operations. It has also underlined the necessity of protecting
hospitals and medical staff while guaranteeing the people of Gaza quick and unhindered access to
food, water, medicine, and other vital humanitarian aid (ICRC, 2025).

Also, protecting civilians in Gaza has become very difficult, especially after the United Nations
advised that the area is still dangerous for locals, relief workers, and professionals delivering life-
saving services. Recent attacks that targeted civilian laborers bringing water have emphasized the
dangers that humanitarian workers face every day. By guaranteeing civilian safety and
safeguarding humanitarian operations crucial to Gaza's population's survival, the UN has urged all
parties to uphold international humanitarian law (UNRWA, 2024).

The maintenance of humanitarian access and the restoration of fundamental living conditions are
also necessary for the protection of civilians in Gaza. The ongoing conflict has also resulted in

large-scale displacement, medical care shortages, and widespread destruction of houses, hospitals,
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schools, and other vital infrastructure. Malnutrition, illness, accident, and interrupted schooling
have all had a particularly negative impact on children. Therefore, humanitarian organizations
have stressed that in order to truly safeguard Gaza's civilian population, any truce must be
accompanied by the quick delivery of aid, the reopening of boarders, and a lasting end to hostilities
(International Rescue Committee, 2025).

Additionally, civilian protection is partly dependent on access to shelter and safe living
environments. Repeated displacement within Gaza has been documented, with many families
having to relocate several times in pursuit of safety. Overcrowded shelters, destroyed buildings,
and restricted access to clean water and sanitation have raised humanitarian concerns, such as
disease outbreaks and exposure to severe circumstances. This shows that civilian safety is not only
about protection from direct aggression, but also includes proper shelter, cleanliness, and dignity
during displacement (UNOCHA, 2025).

In order to safeguard civilians, accountability is also important. Allegations of unlawful attacks,
excessive use of force, and obstruction of humanitarian supplies must be independently
investigated. Accountability systems are meant to prevent future abuses against civilians in
addition to addressing past crimes. Without the implementation of legal norms, the protective
assurances of IHL become ineffective in reality (OHCHR, 2025).

The serious POC concerns mentioned above are reflected in the number of human casualties
documented during the conflict, in addition to legal and humanitarian evaluations. Deaths, injuries,
relocation, and the targeting of groups typically granted particular protection, like as children,
journalists, and humanitarian workers, have been used to quantify civilian harm in Gaza. These
numbers help in illustrating the real-world repercussions of failing to uphold international

humanitarian law's requirements for civilian protection (CPJ, 2026) and (UNOCHA, 2025).
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Since the Gaza conflict began in October 2023 and up till April 2026, the reported data indicates

the following numbers (Mansour, 2026) and (Wikipedia, 2026) :

1. Atleast 75,498 casualties, including 73,459 Palestinians and 2,039 Israelis

2. Almost 80% of the casualties are civilian Palestinians killed in Gaza

3. Around 21,283 Palestinian children killed in Gaza

4. At least 270 journalists and media personnel killed

5. Over 560 humanitarian workers, including 391 UNRWA employees killed

Overall, humanitarian institutions argue that emergency assistance alone is not enough for long-
term civilian security in Gaza. Humanitarian aid can lessen suffering, but it cannot take the place
of adherence to international humanitarian law. Sustainable civilian safety is dependent on
ceasefires, the reconstruction of critical infrastructure, safe humanitarian access, and conditions
that allow families to restore their lives. So, safeguarding civilians involves both immediate

assistance and long-term solutions to conflict (ICRC, 2025).

4.4 Role of the International Community

The international community has played a major role in the war, through diplomatic efforts, legal
actions, and humanitarian aid. Throughout the conflict, food assistance, emergency shelter,
medical care, and education for displaced civilians were primarily provided by United Nations
organizations, especially UNRWA (UNRWA, 2025). At the same time, the International
Committee of the Red Cross negotiated humanitarian access in active battle zones, assisted
medical evacuations, reestablished family contact between separated relatives, and supported field

hospitals (ICRC, 2025).
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From a diplomatic aspect, many states and regional organizations attempted to influence the
direction of the war through mediation efforts and ceasefires. Egypt and Qatar, with US help,
emerged as the primary facilitators in discussions between Israel and Hamas over brief truces,
hostage exchanges, and humanitarian pauses. Several rounds of negotiation in Cairo and Doha
resulted in partial agreements, notably the November 2023 hostage release agreement (Council on
Foreign Relations, 2025). In parallel, the UNGA passed emergency resolutions calling for
humanitarian ceasefires and civilian protection, such as Resolution ES-10/22 of December 2023,

which was highly supported by member nations (UNGA, 2023).

Despite the fact that many states demanded a quick ceasefire, the UN Security Council's capacity
to act effectively was undermined by persistent disputes among permanent members, which
delayed binding measures. The Gaza War, according to international relations scholars,
demonstrated how veto politics still hinder collective security mechanisms in intensely divisive
wars, particularly when strategic allies of big powers are engaged. Consequently, a large portion
of the diplomatic effort shifted away from official UN structures and toward ad hoc coalitions and

local entities (Mearsheimer, 2024).

In addition, the war's humanitarian aftermath led to one of the biggest displacement crises in the
area in recent memory. The great majority of Gaza's population was internally displaced, many of
them repeatedly, and that widespread damage to housing, schools, hospitals, sanitary facilities, and
water infrastructure resulted in terrible living conditions. International aid systems were under a
great deal of pressure as a result of these developments, especially with relation to donor

coordination and border access via Rafah (UNOCHA, 2025).

The war reignited debate over Gaza's long-term political destiny and the Israeli-Palestinian peace

agreement. Numerous policy institutes suggested that humanitarian assistance by itself is
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insufficient in the absence of a larger political settlement that addressed governance, restoration,
and mutual safety assurances. International actors increasingly see the revival of a two-state
framework, supported by regional guarantees and international reconstruction assistance, as the
only viable long-term solution, despite significant political obstacles (Brookings Institution, 2025).
This indicated that the international community's role went beyond crisis management to shape

potential postwar political systems (Chatham House, 2025).

In conclusion, the global community’s response to the Gaza crisis demonstrates the scope of
humanitarian efforts worldwide as well as the institutional constraints of modern international
administration. In times of ongoing hostilities, humanitarian organizations, like the United Nations
and the ICRC, remained crucial in providing emergency relief, arranging humanitarian assistance,

and assisting civilian protection efforts (UNOCHA, 2025).

4.5 Impact of the Conflict Diplomatic Relations

The Israeli-Palestinian conflict has had significant implications on national and global levels. The
amount of destruction, civilian losses, and ongoing instability have exposed the limitations of
traditional diplomacy and highlighted disagreements among major world powers on how to
respond to the situation. Diplomacy has become more complicated as a result of the conflict's
escalation of discussions about international law, state recognition, and regional security
arrangements. As a result, the conflict has evolved into a humanitarian catastrophe as well as a

significant challenge to modern international relations and peace initiatives (Wintour, 2025).

The decline in diplomatic ties also highlights a larger issue, which is how international
organizations do not react appropriately when armed conflict intensifies. In order to have lasting
peace, cooperation between states, collective security measures, and peacebuilding initiatives are

necessary. However, the Gaza crisis revealed some flaws, particularly in the UNSC, where
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differences among key powers regularly stalled decisive action. This in turn highlighted how

unresolved regional disputes can jeopardize global peace efforts (Bellamy A. , 2019).

On aregional level. the conflict in Gaza revealed the failure of Middle Eastern diplomacy. Through
the Arab League, nations including Qatar, Egypt, Jordan, and Saudi Arabia initiated diplomatic
campaigns, ceasefire initiatives, and mediation attempts, but these efforts produced few tangible
outcomes. This was due to the different strategies of regional powers and Israel's resistance to
outside pressure. The conflict created tension between Arab nations and Western powers. As a
result, the conflict increased political disputes, damaged confidence between regional and
international players, and highlighted the limited impact of regional diplomacy in times of war

(Dalay, 2024).

In addition, Lebanon also played an essential role in the conflict's diplomatic implications, as
clashes along Israel's southern border with Hezbollah fueled worries of a larger regional war.
Mediation efforts led by the United States and France, aimed to limit the escalation and maintain
regional peace. The crisis increased foreign diplomatic participation in Lebanon's security matters

while worsening the country's deteriorating political and economic issues (UNIFIL, 2024).

On a global level, the war changed diplomatic ties by increasing the divisions between Western
nations and most of the Global South. While numerous Western governments defended Israel's
right to self-defense, several Asian, African, and Latin American countries strongly condemned
the intensity of military operations in Gaza and demanded an immediate cease-fire (UN News,
2024). Moreover, the conflict placed additional pressure on international organizations like the
UN and the ICJ, where discussions about humanitarian access, state responsibility and
accountability were crucial diplomatic concerns. As a result, the conflict diminished trust in the

efficacy and justice of the current international diplomatic system (2024).
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To summarize, the war in Gaza had significant negative consequences for diplomacy at both the
regional and global levels. It has demonstrated the limitations of international collaboration, since
key nations in the UN Security Council have disagreed and failed to act together, undermining the
effectiveness of collective security (Bellamy A. , 2019). This disagreement has made global
diplomacy more tense and less cohesive. Overall, the war has strained diplomatic relations and

reduced their effectiveness in responding to global crises.
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Chapter 5: Comparative Analysis, Findings, and Conclusions

5.1 Comparative Analysis of Russia—Ukraine and Israel-Palestine
5.1.1 Similarities in Human Rights and IHL Violations

The ongoing conflict in Gaza and war between Russia and Ukraine both demonstrate serious and
persistent abuses of human rights principles and international humanitarian law. Civilians have
suffered greatly in both situations due to widespread fatalities, injuries, displacement, and the loss
of houses and vital infrastructure. Residential areas, schools, and hospitals have been militarized
or damaged, putting non-combatants at greater risk and undercutting the Geneva Conventions'
protections. Additionally, humanitarian access has been blocked, making it challenging for relief
organizations to provide affected populations with food, medicine, and emergency aid (Brauman,

2024).

Similarly, both wars show how civilian populations frequently endure the suffering of wars, while
legal rights are still not adequately upheld. Serious questions about sovereignty and citizen safety
have been raised in Ukraine by territorial occupation, attacks on populated areas, and relocation.
Humanitarian hardship in Gaza has increased due to extensive damage, travel restrictions, and a
lack of food, shelter, and medical treatment. Both examples reveal patterns of disproportionate
harm to civilians, disputed accountability, and uneven international reactions to breaches of

international law (Zoghby, 2025).

Additionally, both battles reflect larger structural parallels that go beyond the immediate war
actions. Each war resulted from long-standing unsolved conflicts that erupted after years of
political tension and failed diplomacy. Both conflicts in Ukraine and Gaza involve continuous

patterns of dehumanization, attacks on civilians, and the deterioration of international structures

58



created to prevent war and protect people. This shows that these examples are not isolated crises,
but rather part of larger issues in the world system where geopolitical rivalry increasingly

overcomes humanitarian values (Wikipedia, 2026).

Therefore, the above similarities of the Russian-Ukrainian war and the Israeli-Palestinian conflict
indicates recurring patterns of and human rights and IHL breaches. Civilians were killed, injured,
displaced, infrastructure destroyed, and their access to humanitarian aid has been restricted. Both
events demonstrate the limitations of international institutions in averting bloodshed and securing
responsibility. These similarities imply that contemporary combat continues to disclose severe
inadequacies in the application of legal protections for civilian populations, regardless of the

region where the conflict occurs (UNOCHA, 2024) and (UNHCR, 2024).

5.1.2 Differences in International and Political Responses

The global political response to the wars in Ukraine and Gaza differed politically, legally, and
diplomatically. In Ukraine, the United Nations General Assembly unanimously rejected Russia's
military intervention in March 2022, and the International Court of Justice ordered Russia to cease
hostilities. Ukraine's administration also obtained widespread international recognition as the
state's sovereign authority, as well as significant support from allies. However, in Gaza, reactions
were more politically divided. Even though the ICJ granted temporary orders compelling Israel to
provide humanitarian access, major powers frequently disagreed and caused tension during UN

discussions (Aktas, 2025).

Another difference in the international response is how the conflict was legally and diplomatically
handled in Gaza, compared to Ukraine. In Gaza, international attention was primarily focused on

hearings before the ICJ, in response to South Africa's Genocide Convention application. The Court
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said that accused actions may be covered by the Convention and permitted the case to proceed, but
did not make a definitive ruling. The crisis also triggered increased international calls for a
ceasefire and renewed political negotiations concerning the future of Palestine and Israel.
However, the scenario differed in Ukraine. While crimes against humanity were debated, claims
of genocide in the Ukrainian case were considered less legally supported, revealing different legal
narratives internationally. This illustrates how global institutions and states tackled the two

conflicts using different frameworks of responsibility and diplomatic pressure (James, 2025).

Moreover, the extent of political and military assistance given by Western nations and international
organizations to the crises in Gaza and Ukraine also varied. The United States and European
nations provided Ukraine with military, financial, and diplomatic support, including supply of
weapons, humanitarian aid, and public declarations of solidarity. On the contrary, the response to
Gaza is characterized by limited political support and a greater emphasis on humanitarian
concerns. Rather than being presented as declarations of state sovereignty or equal political
recognition, Palestinian appeals have mostly been framed in terms of humanitarianism or crisis
management. This discrepancy reveals a significant imbalance in the ways that foreign players

react to wars (Degan, 2025).

Additionally, in the case of Ukraine, Western nations, such as the United Kingdom, provided
economic rehabilitation, military support, humanitarian help, and sanctions against Russia. With
long-term pledges to alter the direction of the conflict, Ukraine was regarded as a strategic and
political priority. However, the primary focus in Gaza was on humanitarian aid only, with little
political action. Aid was given, but it was not accompanied by comparable diplomatic pressure or
persistent actions to deal with the crisis's underlying causes. This shows how geopolitical interests

and strategic alliances, influence international reactions (Chhaya, 2026).
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In conclusion, the international response to the wars in Ukraine and Gaza reveals significant
contradictions in international politics, law, and diplomacy. Ukraine got significant political
support and extensive military and economic aid, but Gaza got more split reactions, with the focus
mostly on humanitarian assistance. Both confrontations were dealt through international
institutions, but the level of unity, enforcement, and political commitment differed, demonstrating

how global powers frequently respond selectively to wars.

5.2 Findings and Conclusion

The wars in Gaza and Ukraine are part of larger global power struggles formed by conflicting
political and economic agendas, not just isolated regional conflicts. Both conflicts show how
powerful nations seek strategic influence while civilian populations suffer the most from
displacement, devastation, and instability. The uneven international reaction from global states is
also highlighted, especially from nations in the Global South, many of which have chosen to take
neutral positions rather than endorsing either side. Furthermore, the conflicts are a reflection of a
broader change in international politics where military objectives are becoming more important
than diplomacy and peacekeeping (Luckham, 2025).

Additionally, the comparison shows how geopolitical rivalry and changing international alliances
are making the conflicts in Gaza and Ukraine more intertwined. Despite having different legal and
political characteristics, both battles have had an impact on major governments' agendas, strategic
alliances, and international power dynamics. The start of the conflict in Gaza diverted attention
from Ukraine and increased pressure on governments in the West. Emerging nations in the Global
South took more autonomous stances at the same time, frequently avoiding complete alignment

with Western policies. This implies that support for impacted populations is mostly determined by
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geopolitical calculations rather than universal legal standards, and that humanitarian emergencies

are often overshadowed by strategic goals (Raine, 2024).

Finally, the analysis states that uneven application of IHL has widened the gaps in the international
community and damaged the legitimacy of international organizations. Numerous nations have
denounced the uneven handling of the two wars, pointing out that while responses to Gaza were
more varied and less severe, transgressions in Ukraine included penalties, diplomatic unity, and
military support. Such selective methods give rise to suspicions of double standards. Furthermore,
structural flaws in the international system, where political interests frequently take precedence
over humanitarian duties, are reflected in the UNSC's immobility during both crises. In the end,
maintaining peace in both Palestine and Ukraine requires upholding international law consistently,

respecting state sovereignty, and safeguarding people at all times (Finaud, 2024).

5.3 Recommendations

e Strengthen the Enforcement of IHL: All states should be treated equally under international
law, and be free from political bias or selectivity.

e Improve Accountability Measures: The global community must support organizations like
the International Criminal Court and encourage independent investigations.

e Protect Civilians at All Times: Ensure maximum protection of civilians is provided in times
of war, according to the principles of IHL.

e Apply Diplomatic Pressure for Resolving Conflicts: Instead of military confrontation,
states and organizations should encourage diplomatic negotiations and mediation.

e Encourage Reconstruction Efforts: The main goal of post-conflict plans should be

rebuilding homes, schools and hospitals to aid in the recovery of impacted communities.
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e Ensure Access for Humanitarian Needs: Humanitarian organizations need to be given

access to provide affected populations with food, medication, shelter, and emergency aid.
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