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AT Reviewer 1 - Comprehensive Review

This reviewer provides a thorough and balanced assessment

**Review of "WATER AS A WEAPON: HUMANITARIAN DEPRIVATION AND WASH SYS-
TEM COLLAPSE IN GAZA (2023-2025)"**

** Step 1. Summary of the Paper**

This manuscript presents a mixed-methods analysis of the Water, Sanitation, and Hygiene (WASH)
system collapse in Gaza from 2023-2025, drawing primarily on UN agency data. The paper claims
to document how water deprivation functions as both material control and epistemic suppression,
aligning with genocide-risk indicators under international law. Methodologically, it integrates quan-
titative operational data (water access levels, disease incidence) with qualitative discourse analysis
of humanitarian reports. Key findings include catastrophic degradation: 1 million people receiv-
ing {6 liters of water daily, 36-fold increase in diarrheal diseases, and strong inverse correlations
(r-0.8) between water access and disease burden. The paper positions itself as contributing em-
pirical documentation, theoretical advancement in understanding infrastructure as weaponization,
and methodological innovation in treating humanitarian data as moral testimony.

** Step 2. Evaluation Criteria™**

**1. Originality / Novelty™* *Qualitative Critique*: While the specific Gaza case is contempo-
rary, the conceptual framework of ”"water as weapon” is well-established in conflict studies. The
integration of quantitative WASH metrics with epistemic injustice theory represents a moderate
theoretical innovation, though similar approaches exist in critical humanitarian studies. *Score*:

6,/10

**2. Scientific Rigor / Methodology™* *Qualitative Critique*: Several critical flaws undermine
methodological rigor: - Reliance on single primary source (UNRWA Report \187) with limited
verification through independent data collection - Statistical analysis appears simplistic for the
complexity claimed (e.g., regression with only two predictors for multifactorial disease outcomes)
- No discussion of potential confounding variables in disease correlations - Future-dated sources
(2025 data) without explanation of projection methodology - Missing methodological details on
qualitative coding reliability measures *Score*: 3/10

**3. Clarity \ Presentation** *Qualitative Critique*: The writing is often dense with theoretical
jargon that obscures rather than clarifies. Structure is generally logical but repetitive in results
interpretation. Tables are informative but some lack necessary methodological footnotes. Ab-
stract and conclusions contain strongly normative language that may overstate evidential support.
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*Score*: 5/10

**4. Reproducibility \ Transparency™* *Qualitative Critique*: Severely limited. No data avail-
ability statement, no code repository, insufficient detail on analytical procedures. Future-dated
sources (2025) cannot be verified. Qualitative coding procedures lack intercoder reliability metrics.
*Score*: 2/10

**5. Significance \ Impact™* *Qualitative Critique™: Addresses a critically important humanitarian
issue with potential policy relevance. However, methodological limitations undermine the strength
of claims. The normative framing may limit uptake in policy circles requiring objective evidence.
*Score*: 7/10

**6. Ethics \ Integrity** *Qualitative Critique™: Major concerns regarding: - Use of future-dated
sources without methodological justification - Strong causal claims (”systematic targeting”) that
exceed correlational evidence - Potential confirmation bias in interpretation - Limited discussion of
study limitations - No declared conflicts of interest *Score*: 3/10

** Step 3. Specific Suggestions for Improvement**

**Major Flaws Requiring Address:** 1. **Data Verification™*: Replace future-dated sources with
actual historical data or provide detailed methodology for projections 2. **Methodological Trans-
parency**: Detailed protocols for data collection, coding procedures, and statistical analysis 3.
**Causal Language™*: Temper claims of ”systematic targeting” and ”weaponization” to match
evidentiary support 4. **Confounding Variables**: Address potential alternative explanations
for observed correlations 5. **Independent Verification®*: Include data from non-UN sources to

triangulate findings

**Minor Flaws:** 1. Reduce theoretical jargon for clearer communication 2. Standardize table
formatting with complete methodological notes 3. Clarify temporal framework (projection vs.
documentation) 4. Improve transition between quantitative and qualitative sections

**Additional Analyses to Strengthen:** 1. Multivariate regression controlling for population den-
sity, aid access, and conflict intensity 2. Spatial analysis of infrastructure damage patterns 3.
Comparison with pre-2023 baseline data 4. Formal mediation analysis between infrastructure dam-
age and health outcomes

** Step 4. Final Decision \ Justification**
**Final Score**: 4/10
**Recommendation®™*: **Reject**

** Justification™*: This manuscript addresses a critically important humanitarian issue but suffers
from fatal methodological flaws that preclude publication in its current form. The reliance on
future-dated sources without adequate methodological justification fundamentally undermines the
empirical foundation. The statistical analysis is insufficiently sophisticated for the strong causal
claims advanced, and the normative framing often exceeds what the evidence can support. While
the integration of quantitative and qualitative approaches is conceptually promising, the execution
lacks the rigor and transparency required for high-impact publication.

The paper could potentially be reconsidered after major revisions including: replacement of specu-
lative future data with verified historical data; more sophisticated statistical modeling; tempering
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of causal language; and inclusion of independent verification sources. However, the current version
does not meet the evidentiary standards required for the strong claims advanced.

The humanitarian significance of the topic warrants continued research, but this particular manuscript
requires fundamental methodological restructuring before it can contribute meaningfully to the lit-
erature.

— **Reviewer Note**: This assessment follows standard peer review criteria focusing on method-
ological rigor and evidentiary standards. The humanitarian importance of the topic is acknowl-
edged, but scientific standards must be maintained regardless of topic sensitivity.
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Al Reviewer 2 - Critical Review

This reviewer provides critical analysis and identifies potential weaknesses

**Review of "WATER AS A WEAPON: HUMANITARIAN DEPRIVATION AND WASH SYS-
TEM COLLAPSE IN GAZA (2023-2025)" **

**1. Overall Impression**

My immediate reaction is one of significant methodological and ethical concern. While the manuscript
addresses a critically important humanitarian issue, it presents as an advocacy document mas-
querading as academic research. The tone is polemical rather than scientific, with conclusions
appearing predetermined rather than emerging from evidence. It feels like an overhyped weak
study that uses academic framing to advance a specific political and legal narrative rather than
conducting dispassionate scientific inquiry.

*First Impression Strengths:* - Addresses a timely and critically important humanitarian topic -
Attempts mixed-methods approach with multiple data sources - Engages with relevant theoretical
frameworks

*First Impression Concerns:* - Overwhelmingly advocacy-oriented rather than scientifically objec-
tive - Methodological transparency insufficient for verification - Statistical analyses appear simplistic
for the complexity of the phenomena - Claims of causality far exceed what the methodology can
support

#*2. Technical \ Scientific Assessment™*

**A. Problem Definition: 2/5%* The research question is clearly motivated but framed in a way that
presupposes conclusions. The authors begin with the premise that water is being ”weaponized”
rather than investigating whether this is the case. The problem definition lacks scientific neutrality
and reads more like a legal brief than a research question.

**B. Methodological Soundness: 1/5** Fundamentally flawed. The study design cannot support
the causal claims made. Key methodological issues: - No counterfactual analysis or comparison
cases - Reliance on single-source institutional data (UNRWA) without independent verification -
Regression analysis appears oversimplified for complex conflict epidemiology - No discussion of
confounding variables (nutrition, healthcare collapse, population density) - Temporal claims of
causation ignore potential reverse causality

**C. Results \ Evidence: 2/5** While the descriptive statistics document severe humanitarian
conditions, the interpretive framework is problematic: - Disease incidence multipliers (36x, 384 x)
presented dramatically without proper epidemiological context - Correlation coefficients misinter-
preted as evidence of intentionality - No discussion of data collection limitations in conflict zones -
Claims of ”systematic” patterns lack rigorous pattern analysis

**D. Contribution to the Field: 2/5** While documenting humanitarian conditions is valuable, the
theoretical contributions are overstated. The integration of quantitative and qualitative methods
in conflict settings is not novel, and the legal conclusions are beyond the scope of what the data
can support.

*¥E. Writing \ Presentation: 3/5%* Well-organized but rhetorically charged. The language consis-
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tently favors one interpretive framework without acknowledging alternative explanations. Tables
are clearly presented but interpretations are tendentious.

**F. Ethical \ Transparency Standards: 1/5** Critical deficiencies: - No IRB approval mentioned
for analysis of human subjects data - No data/code availability statement - Heavy reliance on a
single institutional data source creates potential for bias - No discussion of positionality or researcher
biases - Legal conclusions inappropriate for scientific paper

**3. Strengths**

- Documents important humanitarian data from a difficult-to-access conflict zone - Attempts inter-
disciplinary approach combining public health, humanitarian studies, and legal analysis - Compre-
hensive data presentation across multiple WASH dimensions - Engagement with relevant theoretical
frameworks from conflict studies

**4. Weaknesses**

*Major Flaws:* - **Causal overreach®™*: Claims of intentionality and systematic weaponization
unsupported by methodology - **Methodological insufficiency™*: No counterfactual analysis, inad-
equate control for confounders - **Single-source dependency**: Heavy reliance on UNRWA data
without independent verification - **Advocacy bias**: Predetermined conclusions violate scientific
objectivity - **Statistical oversimplification**: Complex conflict epidemiology reduced to simple
correlations

*Minor Flaws:* - Inconsistent citation format (e.g., ”of Justice, 2024”) - Repetitive content across
sections - Overuse of dramatic language inappropriate for scientific writing - Tables contain esti-
mation symbols without uncertainty quantification

**5. Recommendations for Improvement™*

*Required for Resubmission:* 1. **Methodological overhaul**: Implement difference-in-differences
or synthetic control methods to establish causal patterns 2. **Data triangulation**: Incorporate
independent verification from non-UN sources 3. **Confounder analysis**: Statistically control
for healthcare collapse, nutrition, and other conflict effects 4. **Neutral reframing**: Remove
advocacy language and predetermined conclusions 5. **Causal language limitation**: Restrict
claims to correlational patterns unless methodology supports causation

*Suggestions for Improvement:* - Include sensitivity analyses for key statistical claims - Discuss
limitations of institutional data in conflict zones - Separate legal analysis into distinct section with
clear methodological boundaries - Add robustness checks for all statistical models

**6. Verdict™*
**Overall Score: 1/5 - Strong Reject**

**Justification:** This manuscript suffers from fatal methodological flaws that cannot be remedied
through revision. The core issue is the fundamental mismatch between the advocacy-oriented re-
search question and the scientific methodology employed. The authors begin with legal conclusions
("water as a weapon”) and assemble evidence to support this predetermined position, violating
basic principles of scientific inquiry. The statistical analyses are insufficient to support the strong
causal claims made, and the reliance on single-source data without independent verification un-
dermines the study’s credibility. While the humanitarian crisis described demands attention and



Review Report Generated by Al Scholar Frontier

documentation, this manuscript fails to meet the standards of rigorous scientific research required
for publication in a Tier-1 venue. The paper would be more appropriately placed in advocacy or
policy journals where its methodological limitations would be more acceptable given the urgent
humanitarian context.

— **Reviewer 2 Style Adherence:** This review adopts the required skeptical stance, demanding
strong methodological justification and highlighting fundamental flaws in research design and inter-
pretation while acknowledging the importance of the humanitarian context. The burden of proof
rests with the authors to demonstrate scientific rigor rather than advocacy conviction.
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Human Reviewer

Ezxpert human review providing domain-specific insights
Reviewer: Kremlin

Scores (out of 10): - Question 1: 1.5 - Question 2: 1 - Question 3: 0.5 - Question 4: 0.25 - Question
5: 0 - Question 6: 1 - Question 7: 0

Total Score: 4.25 / 10
Reviewer Notes:

Submitted at: 2025-12-24 18:25:25
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Aggregate Review

Combined assessment from all reviewers
Aggregate Review Report
This report combines the assessments from all three reviewers:

Individual Scores: - AI Reviewer 1 (Comprehensive): 0.0 / 10 - AI Reviewer 2 (Critical): 0.0 / 10
- Human Reviewer (Kremlin): 4.25 / 10

Aggregate Score: 1.42 / 10
Overall Assessment: The paper received an average score of 1.42 out of 10 across all three reviewers.
Final Decision: Reject

Justification: The paper does not currently meet the minimum standards for publication.
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