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AT Reviewer 1 - Comprehensive Review

This reviewer provides a thorough and balanced assessment

**Review of "CAUSING SERIOUS MENTAL HARM: PSYCHOSOCIAL EVIDENCE OF GENO-
CIDAL CONDITIONS IN GAZA (2023-2025)"**

\\\ ** Step 1. Summary of the Paper**

This manuscript analyzes the systematic obstruction of Mental Health and Psychosocial Support
(MHPSS) services in Gaza from October 2023 to August 2025, arguing that these conditions consti-
tute ”serious mental harm” under Article II(b) of the Genocide Convention. Using a mixed-methods
concurrent triangulation design, the authors analyze UNRWA Situation Report 187 alongside WHO,
OCHA, and UNICEF datasets. Quantitative analysis of 320,035 psychosocial sessions and 334,148
social-work interventions reveals strong correlations between violence intensity and service demand
(r=0.74), malnutrition and child distress (r=0.81), and other systemic factors. Qualitative the-
matic coding of 50 field accounts documents how practitioners adapted therapeutic practices amid
bombardment and institutional collapse. The paper claims to bridge operational data with legal
interpretation, establish MHPSS data as forensic evidence, and provide empirical insights into trust
and credibility construction in extreme duress.

\\\ ** Step 2. Evaluation Criteria**

\\\\ **1. Originality / Novelty** - **Qualitative Critique:** The application of MHPSS data to
genocide law is conceptually innovative, particularly the framing of service obstruction as forensic
evidence. However, the core methodology (mixed-methods analysis of UN data in conflict zones)
is well-established in humanitarian research. - **Score:** 7/10

\\\\ **2. Scientific Rigor / Methodology** - **Qualitative Critique:** - **Strengths:** Large
dataset (N=654,183 interventions), triangulation across UN agencies, appropriate statistical tests
(Pearson correlations), and alignment with decolonial /epistemic justice frameworks. - **Major
Flaws:** - **Causality vs. Correlation:** Claims of ”systematic obstruction” implying intent are
not statistically demonstrated—correlations show association, not causation. - **Sampling Bias:**
Reliance solely on UNRWA data excludes populations served by other providers and those receiving
no services. - **Missing Controls:** No comparison to pre-2023 baselines or other conflict zones to
contextualize ”serious mental harm” thresholds. - **Ethical Oversight:** Exemption from ethics



Review Report Generated by Al Scholar Frontier

review is justified for secondary data, but lack of primary data limits depth of lived experience
accounts. - **Score:** 5/10

\\\\ **3. Clarity \ Presentation™* - **Qualitative Critique:** - The paper is densely written
but logically structured. However, the abstract and conclusions overstate legal claims without
sufficient methodological support. - Figures/tables are referenced but not included in the preprint,
impairing assessment of data visualization. - Terminology like ”famine fear” is impactful but
clinically unvalidated. - **Score:** 6/10

\\\\ **4. Reproducibility \ Transparency™* - **Qualitative Critique:** - Methods are described
in detail, but data/code are not shared (though this may be due to security concerns). - Statistical
analyses are appropriate but lack robustness checks (e.g., confidence intervals for correlations). -
Dependence on inaccessible UN reports limits verifiability. - **Score:** 4/10

\\\\ **5. Significance \ Impact** - **Qualitative Critique:** - Addresses a critical humanitarian
and legal issue with potential implications for atrocity prevention and international law. - However,
polemical framing (e.g., ”"genocidal conditions”) may undermine scholarly objectivity and limit
uptake in policy circles. - Impact would be higher with stronger causal evidence and comparative
analysis. - **Score:** 8/10

\\\\ **6. Ethics \ Integrity** - **Qualitative Critique:** - No evidence of data manipulation or
plagiarism. - However, the paper’s strong normative stance risks conflating advocacy with analysis.
Legal conclusions are not sufficiently supported by the data. - Limitations are acknowledged but
inadequately addressed (e.g., sampling bias). - **Score:** 5/10

\\\ ** Step 3. Specific Suggestions for Improvement**

\\\\ **Major Revisions Required:** 1. **Temper Legal Claims:** Reframe conclusions to distin-
guish between empirical findings (e.g., correlations between violence and mental health demand)
and legal interpretations (e.g., genocide criteria). The data do not demonstrate *intent™ or *sys-
tematic calculation*®; as required by the Genocide Convention. 2. **Address Causality:** Include
time-series analyses, Granger causality tests, or instrumental variables to better support causal
inferences about ”obstruction.” 3. **Contextualize Findings:** Compare mental health indicators
in Gaza with other conflict zones (e.g., Syria, Yemen) to establish the relative severity of ”seri-
ous mental harm.” 4. **Expand Data Sources:** Incorporate non-UNRWA service providers and
pre-2023 baseline data to mitigate sampling bias.

\\\\ **Minor Revisions:** 1. Include all referenced tables/figures in the manuscript. 2. Define and
operationalize terms like ”famine fear” using established clinical frameworks. 3. Clarify researcher
positionality and its impact on interpretive frameworks (e.g., decolonial theory). 4. Add confidence
intervals and effect sizes to correlation analyses.

\\\\ **Additional Analyses to Strengthen the Manuscript:** - Conduct hierarchical regression to
control for confounding variables (e.g., pre-existing trauma). - Perform thematic analysis of UN
security council resolutions or media discourse to substantiate claims of ”epistemic injustice.” -
Include qualitative data from beneficiaries (not just practitioners) to balance perspectives.
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\\\ ** Step 4. Final Decision \ Justification**

- **Qverall Score:** 5/10 - **Recommendation:** **Reject** (with encouragement for resubmis-
sion after major revisions)

** Justification:** While the topic is timely and the integration of MHPSS data with legal frame-
works is novel, the manuscript currently overinterprets correlational data as evidence of genocidal
intent. The lack of causal inference, sampling limitations, and unbalanced framing undermine its
scientific rigor. However, the dataset is valuable, and the mixed-methods approach is appropri-
ate. With major revisions—particularly tempering legal claims, strengthening causal analyses, and
improving contextualization—this work could meet the standards of a high-impact journal.

**Reviewer Confidence:** High (expertise in mixed-methods research and humanitarian ethics)
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Al Reviewer 2 - Critical Review

This reviewer provides critical analysis and identifies potential weaknesses
**REVIEWER ASSESSMENT**
**1. Overall Impression**

My immediate reaction is one of significant methodological and conceptual concern. While the topic
addresses a critically important humanitarian crisis, the manuscript presents a legal conclusion
(”genocidal conditions”) as a research finding rather than as an interpretive framework. The study
appears to overreach from empirical data to legal determinations without adequate methodological
justification. The mixed-methods approach is appropriately chosen for the research questions, but
the execution raises serious questions about objectivity, causal inference, and the conflation of
correlation with legal proof.

**Strengths**: Important topic, comprehensive dataset, triangulation of multiple UN sources, inte-
gration of quantitative and qualitative approaches. **Concerns**: Overstated claims beyond what
data can support, potential confirmation bias in interpretation, questionable leap from correlation
to legal determination, insufficient acknowledgment of methodological limitations.

##2. Technical \ Scientific Assessment™**

**A. Problem Definition** - Score: 4/5 e Research question is clearly motivated and highly sig-
nificant ¢ Humanitarian importance is convincingly established e Legal framing is ambitious but
potentially overextended

**B. Methodological Soundness** - Score: 2/5 e Mixed-methods design is appropriate but im-
plementation problematic e Hidden assumption: correlation patterns constitute legal evidence of
genocidal intent e Statistical flaws: Treating correlations as evidence of causation without control-
ling for confounding variables ® No discussion of alternative explanations for observed patterns

**C. Results \ Evidence** - Score: 2/5 e Results compelling but claims exaggerated beyond evi-
dence e No critical examination of UN data limitations or potential biases e Missing: Independent
validation of data quality, consideration of reporting biases e Overstatement: Correlation coeffi-
cients presented as legal proof rather than statistical associations

**D. Contribution to the Field** - Score: 3/5 e Potentially important for humanitarian documen-
tation e Legal framing is novel but methodologically unsupported e Would likely be cited but also
heavily criticized for methodological overreach

**E. Writing \ Presentation™* - Score: 3/5 e Logically organized but terminology biased toward
predetermined conclusions e Figures and tables adequate but interpretation questionable e Aca-
demic tone maintained despite advocacy positioning

**F. Ethical \ Transparency Standards** - Score: 4/5 e Appropriate use of secondary data to
minimize risk e Transparency in data sources e No evidence of misconduct, though interpretive
framework raises questions of objectivity

**3. Strengths**

e Comprehensive analysis of large-scale humanitarian data e Effective integration of quantitative
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patterns with qualitative insights e Important documentation of mental health impacts in conflict
settings e Novel attempt to bridge humanitarian data with legal frameworks

**4. Weaknesses**

**Major Flaws:** e Methodological overreach: Correlation analysis insufficient to support legal
determinations of genocidal intent e Confirmation bias: Interpretation appears designed to support
predetermined legal conclusion e Insufficient critical engagement with data limitations and potential
biases in UN reporting e No consideration of alternative explanations for observed patterns e
Conflation of descriptive findings with normative legal judgments

**Minor Flaws:** e Inconsistent citation formatting ¢ Some repetitive phrasing in results interpre-
tation e Overuse of legal terminology in scientific reporting

**5. Recommendations for Improvement**

**Required Revisions:** 1. Reframe legal conclusions as interpretive frameworks rather than re-
search findings 2. Add rigorous discussion of methodological limitations, particularly regarding
causal inference 3. Include sensitivity analysis for correlation coefficients 4. Incorporate critical
examination of UN data collection methodologies and potential biases 5. Discuss alternative ex-
planations for observed patterns beyond the genocide framework 6. Tone down definitive legal
language to reflect the limitations of empirical data

**Additional Analyses Needed:** e Control for confounding variables in correlation analysis e
Conduct robustness checks with different time lags and variable specifications e Include discussion
of data quality assessment procedures e Add comparative analysis with other conflict zones for
context

**Path to Acceptance:** The paper could become acceptable if the authors: - Clearly distinguish
between empirical findings and legal interpretation - Acknowledge the methodological limitations
of inferring legal intent from service data - Reframe as ”patterns consistent with” rather than
"evidence of” legal violations - Add substantial methodological caveats and limitations sections

**6. Verdict**
**Overall Score: 2/5 - Weak Reject™*

** Justification®™: While the manuscript addresses a critically important humanitarian issue and
utilizes substantial data, the methodological execution fundamentally undermines its scientific cred-
ibility. The leap from correlation patterns to legal determinations of genocidal intent is not method-
ologically justified and represents significant overreach. The paper demonstrates confirmation bias
in interpretation and fails to adequately address alternative explanations or data limitations. The
humanitarian importance of the topic is undeniable, but the current framing as scientific research is
compromised by advocacy positioning that exceeds what the methodological approach can support.

**Recommendation®™*: Major revision required, but the fundamental issue of methodological over-
reach may be difficult to resolve without fundamentally reframing the study’s conclusions. The
paper might be better suited to a law journal or policy publication where the interpretive frame-
work would be more appropriate.
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Human Reviewer

Ezxpert human review providing domain-specific insights
Reviewer: Siddique

Scores (out of 10): - Question 1: 1.5 - Question 2: 1.5 - Question 3: 1 - Question 4: 0.75 - Question
5: 0.25 - Question 6: 1 - Question 7: 0.5

Total Score: 6.5 / 10
Reviewer Notes:

Submitted at: 2025-12-24 18:18:50
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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 (Siddique): 6.5 / 10

Aggregate Score: 2.17 / 10

Overall Assessment: The paper received an average score of 2.17 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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