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AT Reviewer 1 - Comprehensive Review

This reviewer provides a thorough and balanced assessment

**Review of 7OBSTRUCTION AS INTENT: STARVATION, HUMANITARIAN DENIAL, AND
THE CONDITIONS OF LIFE IN GAZA (2023-2025)”**

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

This manuscript examines the systematic obstruction of humanitarian aid in Gaza from 2023 to
2025 as potential genocidal intent under Article II(c) of the Genocide Convention. Using a mixed-
methods approach, it integrates quantitative data from UN agencies and humanitarian organi-
zations with qualitative analysis of testimonies and official discourse. Key quantitative findings
include a 90\

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

\\\\ **1. Originality / Novelty** - **Score: 8/10** - **Critique:** The integration of quantitative
humanitarian data with legal analysis of genocidal intent represents a novel approach. While studies
have documented aid obstruction in conflict zones, few have systematically linked bureaucratic
practices to specific legal thresholds under the Genocide Convention. The theoretical integration of
epistemic justice frameworks with humanitarian data analysis is particularly innovative. However,
the core concept of analyzing administrative obstruction as potential genocide builds on existing
legal scholarship.

\\\\ **2. Scientific Rigor / Methodology** - **Score: 6/10** - **Critique:** The mixed-methods
design is appropriate for the research questions, and triangulation across data sources strengthens
validity. However, significant methodological concerns include: - **Causality vs. Correlation:**
While strong correlations are presented (e.g., 0.82 between aid denials and mortality), the study de-
sign cannot establish causal relationships. The analysis does not adequately control for confounding
variables such as active hostilities, infrastructure damage from direct military action, or broader
geopolitical constraints. - **Data Limitations:** Reliance on aggregated organizational data may
introduce reporting biases. The paper does not address potential inconsistencies in data collec-
tion methodologies across different UN agencies and humanitarian organizations. - **Sampling
Bias:** Qualitative data sources (primarily Amnesty International and UN reports) may reflect
institutional perspectives rather than comprehensive community representation.
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\\\\ **3. Clarity \ Presentation™* - **Score: 7/10** - **Critique:** The paper is generally well-
structured and clearly written, with informative tables summarizing key findings. However: -
**Theoretical Overload:** The integration of multiple theoretical frameworks (epistemic justice,
moral witnessing, decolonial perspectives) sometimes overwhelms the empirical analysis. - **Legal
Terminology:** Some legal concepts are applied without sufficient explanation for interdisciplinary
audiences. - **Abstract Overstatement:** The abstract and conclusion make strong legal claims
(" prosecutable act”) that outpace the evidentiary support provided.

\\\\ **4. Reproducibility \ Transparency** - **Score: 5/10** - **Critique:** While data sources
are clearly cited, the paper lacks: - **Detailed Analytical Procedures:** Insufficient information
about specific statistical methods, coding frameworks for qualitative analysis, or handling of missing
data. - **Data Availability:** No indication of whether raw datasets or detailed coding protocols are
available for replication. - **Methodological Limitations:** Inadequate discussion of how different
reporting standards across organizations might affect data comparability.

\\\\ **5. Significance \ Impact** - **Score: 9/10** - **Critique:** The paper addresses an ex-
tremely important and timely humanitarian crisis with potential field-changing implications. If the
methodological limitations can be addressed, this research could significantly influence: - Inter-
national legal interpretations of genocidal intent - Humanitarian policy and access mechanisms -
Documentation methodologies in conflict zones - Theoretical understanding of bureaucratic violence

\\\\ **6. Ethics \ Integrity** - **Score: 8/10** - **Critique:** The use of publicly available,
aggregated data appropriately addresses ethical concerns in conflict zone research. The focus on
Palestinian experiences and epistemic justice aligns with ethical research practices. However: -
**Positionality:** The authors’ anonymous status and potential positionality concerns are not
addressed. - **Conflict of Interest:** No discussion of potential biases in data interpretation given
the highly politicized context.

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

\\\\ **Major Revisions Required:** 1. **Strengthen Causal Claims:** Either temper conclusions
about intentionality or employ more sophisticated statistical methods (e.g., multivariate regression,
instrumental variables) to better support causal inferences. 2. **Address Confounding Variables:**
Systematically analyze how direct military operations, infrastructure damage from hostilities, and
broader geopolitical factors might explain the observed patterns. 3. **Enhance Methodological
Transparency:** Provide detailed protocols for data collection, coding procedures, and statistical
analysis in supplementary materials. 4. **Balance Theoretical Frameworks:** Reduce theoretical
digressions and focus more directly on the empirical-legal argument.

\\\\ **Minor Revisions:** 1. **Clarify Legal Standards:** Provide clearer explanations of Geno-
cide Convention thresholds for interdisciplinary readers. 2. **Improve Table Readability:** Stan-
dardize table formats and ensure all abbreviations are clearly defined. 3. **Tone Moderation:**
Moderate language in abstract and conclusion to better align with evidentiary support (e.g., ”po-
tential” rather than ”prosecutable”). 4. **Copy Editing:** Address minor grammatical issues and
inconsistent citation formats.

\\\\ **Additional Analyses to Consider:** 1. **Time-Series Analysis:** Examine whether aid
denial patterns changed in response to specific events or legal rulings. 2. **Comparative Analysis:**
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Include brief comparison with other conflict zones to contextualize the uniqueness of the Gaza case.
3. **Sensitivity Analysis:** Test statistical robustness using different data subsets or correlation
methods.

\\\ ** Step 4. Final Decision \ Justification**
\\\\ **Overall Score: 7/10**
\\\\ **Recommendation: Borderline**

\\\\ **Justification:** This paper addresses a critically important topic with innovative theoretical
framing and compelling empirical evidence. The potential impact on humanitarian policy and inter-
national law is substantial. However, significant methodological limitations prevent unconditional
acceptance in a high-impact journal:

1. **Causal Inference:** The correlation-based analysis cannot support the strong causal claims
about intentionality required for legal determinations of genocidal intent.

2. **Methodological Gaps:** Insufficient attention to confounding variables and data limitations
undermines confidence in the findings.

3. **Evidentiary Overreach:** The legal conclusions outpace what the methodological approach
can substantiate.

The paper requires major revisions to address these fundamental concerns before it can be consid-
ered for publication. If the authors can strengthen the methodological rigor and moderate their
claims to better align with the evidence, this could become an important contribution to the liter-
ature.

**The recommendation is " Borderline” with encouragement for major revision and resubmission.**
The topic’s importance and the paper’s innovative aspects warrant this opportunity, but substantial
improvements are necessary to meet the standards of a high-impact scientific journal.
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Al Reviewer 2 - Critical Review

This reviewer provides critical analysis and identifies potential weaknesses

**Review of "OBSTRUCTION AS INTENT: STARVATION, HUMANITARIAN DENIAL, AND
THE CONDITIONS OF LIFE 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 masquerading as objective scholarship. The framing appears predetermined,
with evidence selectively marshaled to support a pre-existing legal conclusion rather than allowing
findings to emerge from rigorous, impartial analysis. The study feels less like a breakthrough
in humanitarian research methodology and more like a sophisticated legal brief with academic
trappings.

*First Impression Strengths:* Timely topic, comprehensive data compilation, clear writing style,
ambitious theoretical integration. *First Impression Concerns:* Apparent confirmation bias, ques-
tionable causal claims, potential ethical overreach in legal determinations, methodological overreach
in correlational analysis.

#*2. Technical \ Scientific Assessment™*

**A. Problem Definition: 3/5** The research question is clearly motivated and non-trivial, with
significant humanitarian implications. However, the framing assumes the legal conclusion (genocidal
intent) as a premise rather than treating it as a hypothesis to be tested. The authors convincingly
argue why humanitarian obstruction matters, but less convincingly establish why their specific legal
interpretation should be accepted a priori.

**B. Methodological Soundness: 2/5%* The mixed-methods design is appropriate in principle but
executed with concerning biases: - Hidden assumption: That correlation implies causation in com-
plex conflict environments - Statistical flaw: Correlation coefficients presented without confidence
intervals, p-values, or acknowledgment of confounding variables - Cherry-picking: Exclusive re-
liance on sources supporting one narrative; no apparent consideration of countervailing evidence or
security rationales - No discussion of potential reverse causality or omitted variable bias

**C. Results \ Evidence: 2/5** - Results are compelling but not properly contextualized as poten-
tially explanatory rather than determinative - Missing critical baselines: No comparison to other
conflict zones with humanitarian access challenges - No discussion of methodological limitations in
source data (UN agencies operating under access constraints) - Claims frequently exceed evidence,
particularly the leap from administrative obstruction to specific legal intent

**D. Contribution to the Field: 3/5** The integration of quantitative humanitarian data with
legal analysis is novel and could advance methodological approaches. However, the overt advocacy
stance may limit scholarly citation and use beyond confirmatory contexts.

**E. Writing \ Presentation: 4/5** The paper is well-organized and readable, with clear tables and
logical flow. Theoretical frameworks are adequately explained.

**F. Ethical \ Transparency Standards: 1/5%* - Critical ethical concern: Researchers making
legal determinations of ”genocidal intent” exceeds scholarly boundaries and could have real-world
consequences - No apparent IRB/ethics approval mentioned for analysis of sensitive testimonies -
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Data/code availability not addressed - Questionable research practice: Presenting correlation as
evidence of specific legal intent without appropriate caveats

**3. Strengths®* - Comprehensive compilation of humanitarian data from multiple sources - In-
novative theoretical integration of epistemic justice frameworks with humanitarian analysis - Clear
presentation of deteriorating humanitarian conditions - Important documentation of bureaucratic
mechanisms affecting aid delivery

**4. Weaknesses**

**Major Flaws:** - Methodological overreach: Correlation analysis presented as evidence of legal
intent without proper causal inference methods - Confirmation bias: Apparent selection of evidence
supporting predetermined conclusion - Ethical boundary violation: Scholars acting as de facto legal
prosecutors rather than objective researchers - Omission of alternative explanations: No serious en-
gagement with security rationales or operational challenges - Inadequate contextualization: Failure
to compare with similar patterns in other conflict zones

**Minor Flaws:** - Tables numbered inconsistently (Table 1 appears twice with different content) -
Some categorical language (”systematic assault”) that should be qualified - Theoretical frameworks
occasionally feel bolted on rather than integrated

**5. Recommendations for Improvement™*

**Required for Publication:** 1. Remove all legal determinations of ”genocidal intent” and reframe
as analysis of humanitarian consequences 2. Conduct proper causal inference analysis or substan-
tially qualify correlational findings 3. Include comparative analysis with other conflict zones with
humanitarian access challenges 4. Engage seriously with alternative explanations and countervail-
ing evidence 5. Add methodological limitations section acknowledging source biases and analytical
constraints 6. Obtain proper ethics review for sensitive testimony analysis

**Would Strengthen Paper:** - Multivariate regression controlling for conflict intensity, pre-existing
conditions, and other confounders - Sensitivity analysis testing robustness to different data sources
and assumptions - Discussion of how similar bureaucratic mechanisms operate in other humanitar-
ian contexts - More nuanced theoretical framework acknowledging complexity of intent determina-
tion

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

** Justification:** This paper cannot be accepted in its current form due to fundamental method-
ological and ethical flaws. The conflation of correlation with causation, the apparent confirmation
bias in evidence selection, and the inappropriate scholarly overreach into legal determinations ren-
der the findings unreliable for scientific publication. While the humanitarian crisis documented
deserves serious scholarly attention, this manuscript functions more as advocacy than objective
research. The paper could potentially be reconsidered after substantial revision that: (1) removes
all legal conclusions, (2) adds proper causal inference methods or substantial qualifications, (3) in-
cludes comparative context, and (4) seriously engages alternative explanations. However, the deeply
embedded advocacy stance may be irremediable within this manuscript’s current framework.
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**Reviewer 2 Style Compliance:** I have maintained rigorous skepticism regarding methodological
claims, demanded stronger justification for causal inferences, and highlighted ethical boundaries in
scholarly research. The burden of proof for extraordinary legal claims has not been met, and the
methodological execution falls short of Tier-1 venue standards.
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Human Reviewer

Ezxpert human review providing domain-specific insights
Reviewer: John

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

Total Score: 8.75 / 10
Reviewer Notes:

Submitted at: 2025-12-24 18:13:25
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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): 8.0 / 10 - AI Reviewer 2 (Critical): 0.0 / 10
- Human Reviewer (John): 8.75 / 10

Aggregate Score: 5.58 / 10

Overall Assessment: The paper received an average score of 5.58 out of 10 across all three reviewers.
Final Decision: Minor Revision

Justification: The paper shows promise but requires minor improvements before publication.
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