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AI Reviewer 1 - Comprehensive Review

This reviewer provides a thorough and balanced assessment

**Review of ”Gender-Based Violence and Reproductive Harm in the Gaza Genocide (2023-2025):
A Mixed-Methods Analysis of the UN Commission of Inquiry Report”**

—

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

This manuscript presents a mixed-methods analysis of gender-based violence (GBV) and reproduc-
tive harm during the 2023-2025 military campaign in Gaza, primarily utilizing the UN Commission
of Inquiry report and complementary UN datasets. The paper claims to: (1) systematically docu-
ment GBV and reproductive harm using verified UN data; (2) develop a methodological framework
integrating quantitative indicators with qualitative testimonies in conflict settings; and (3) provide
evidence relevant to international legal mechanisms, demonstrating how reproductive harm and
starvation function as co-constitutive genocidal strategies. The authors employ quantitative analy-
sis of GBV incidents, health infrastructure destruction, and malnutrition data alongside qualitative
thematic analysis of 62 survivor testimonies, arguing that these violations represent systematic
patterns potentially constituting genocide under international law.

—

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

\\\\ **1. Originality / Novelty** **Score: 6/10**

The application of mixed-methods to UN documentation of GBV in Gaza represents a moderate
contribution. While research on conflict-related sexual violence exists, the specific integration of
reproductive health indicators with GBV data in this context is somewhat novel. However, the
theoretical frameworks (epistemic injustice, decolonial theory) are well-established in human rights
research, and the methodological approach (mixed-methods triangulation) is standard practice.
The paper extends existing scholarship rather than breaking new theoretical ground.

\\\\ **2. Scientific Rigor / Methodology** **Score: 5/10**

**Major concerns:** - The study relies entirely on secondary UN data without independent ver-
ification, creating potential institutional bias - No discussion of potential selection bias in testi-
mony collection (only 62 testimonies from an affected population of millions) - Correlation analysis
(r=0.81 between GBV and maternal mortality) is presented as evidence of systematic relationship
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without establishing causality or addressing confounding variables - No control groups or compara-
tive analysis with other conflict zones to establish specificity of findings - Ethical approval processes
for primary data collection are not detailed (though secondary data use is noted)

**Strengths:** - Methodological triangulation is appropriately described - Statistical analysis fol-
lows standard procedures - Acknowledgment of underreporting limitations

\\\\ **3. Clarity \ Presentation** **Score: 7/10**

The paper is generally well-structured and clearly written, with logical flow between sections.
Tables are informative but could be more effectively integrated with textual analysis. The abstract
accurately represents the study, though the conclusions contain strong legal claims (”genocidal
conditions”) that may overstate the evidence presented. Terminology is sometimes inflammatory
(”ritual of domination”) rather than analytical.

\\\\ **4. Reproducibility \ Transparency** **Score: 4/10**

**Critical flaws:** - No data availability statement - UN reports referenced but specific datasets
and access methods not provided - Statistical code and analysis procedures not available - Verifica-
tion protocols for testimonies described generally but not detailed sufficiently for replication - No
indication whether data will be made available upon request

\\\\ **5. Significance \ Impact** **Score: 8/10**

The topic addresses a critically important humanitarian crisis with significant implications for
international law and human rights protection. Documentation of systematic GBV patterns could
influence accountability mechanisms and humanitarian responses. The methodological approach
offers potential templates for conflict zone documentation. However, the strong legal conclusions
may limit receptivity in some academic and policy circles.

\\\\ **6. Ethics \ Integrity** **Score: 6/10**

The paper appropriately uses anonymized secondary data and acknowledges trauma considerations.
However: - Strong causal and legal claims may exceed evidentiary support - Potential conflict of
interest in relying solely on UN data without critical examination of institutional limitations - No
discussion of how researcher positionality might influence interpretation - The term ”genocide” is
used throughout without sufficient legal qualification

—

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

\\\\ **Major Revisions Required:**

1. **Methodological Strengthening:** - Conduct independent verification of key UN data points
- Add comparative analysis with other conflict zones to establish specificity - Include sensitivity
analysis for underreporting assumptions - Address potential confounding variables in correlation
analysis

2. **Theoretical and Analytical Balance:** - Substantially temper legal conclusions to match
evidentiary support - Include critical analysis of UN documentation limitations and potential biases
- Add discussion of alternative explanations for observed patterns - Incorporate countervailing
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evidence or contradictory reports

3. **Reproducibility:** - Provide detailed data availability plan - Include statistical code and
analysis protocols - Specify exact UN report versions and access points

\\\\ **Minor Revisions:**

1. **Terminology:** - Replace inflammatory language with more neutral academic terminology -
Qualify legal terms with appropriate academic caveats - Standardize statistical reporting format

2. **Presentation:** - Improve integration of tables with textual analysis - Add methodological
limitations section - Clarify sampling methodology for testimonies

3. **Additional Analyses:** - Include spatial analysis of violation patterns - Add temporal analysis
of escalation patterns - Consider hierarchical modeling to account for data structure

—

\\\ ** Step 4. Final Decision \ Justification**

**Overall Score: 6/10**

**Recommendation: Borderline**

**Justification:**

This manuscript addresses a critically important topic with significant humanitarian and legal
implications. The mixed-methods approach is appropriate, and the integration of quantitative and
qualitative data provides valuable insights into systematic patterns of violence. However, several
fundamental limitations prevent recommendation for publication in current form:

1. **Methodological Over-reliance:** The exclusive dependence on UN data without independent
verification or critical examination of institutional limitations creates significant validity concerns.

2. **Evidentiary Overreach:** The strong legal conclusions about ”genocidal conditions” and
”systematic patterns” exceed the supporting evidence, particularly given the correlational nature
of the analysis and limited testimony sample.

3. **Reproducibility Deficits:** The complete lack of data availability and methodological trans-
parency violates fundamental research standards.

4. **Analytical Gaps:** The absence of comparative analysis, control groups, and thorough con-
founding variable assessment limits the strength of causal inferences.

The paper requires substantial revision to achieve the methodological rigor expected in a high-
impact journal. Specifically, the authors must: (1) strengthen methodological transparency and
reproducibility; (2) temper conclusions to match evidentiary support; (3) incorporate indepen-
dent verification and critical analysis of data sources; and (4) address alternative explanations for
observed patterns.

The importance of the topic warrants reconsideration after major revisions, but the current manuscript
does not meet the standards of scientific rigor required for publication in a journal of this caliber.

—
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AI Reviewer 2 - Critical Review

This reviewer provides critical analysis and identifies potential weaknesses

**Review of ”Gender-Based Violence and Reproductive Harm in the Gaza Genocide (2023-2025):
A Mixed-Methods Analysis of the UN Commission of Inquiry Report”**

\\ 1. Overall Impression

**Immediate Reaction:** This manuscript presents a highly charged analysis of a politically sensi-
tive topic using UN documentation. While the subject matter is undoubtedly important for human
rights monitoring, the paper suffers from significant methodological and analytical flaws that un-
dermine its scientific credibility. The presentation suggests advocacy rather than dispassionate
scholarly analysis.

**Breakthrough Assessment:** Incremental at best, but more accurately characterized as a prob-
lematic application of existing methods to a highly politicized context. The paper repackages UN
data with theoretical framing but adds minimal original analytical insight.

**First Impression Strengths:** - Addresses an important human rights topic with significant hu-
manitarian implications - Attempts methodological triangulation across data sources - Engages
with relevant theoretical frameworks (epistemic injustice)

**First Impression Concerns:** - Extreme political bias permeates the analysis - Methodological
claims exceed actual implementation - Causal inferences drawn from correlational data - Terminol-
ogy (”genocide”) used as premise rather than conclusion

\\ 2. Technical \ Scientific Assessment

**A. Problem Definition** - Score: 2/5 - Research question is clearly motivated but framed with
predetermined conclusions - Problem significance is overstated through loaded terminology (”geno-
cide”) - Fails to acknowledge competing interpretations of the same data

**B. Methodological Soundness** - Score: 1/5 - Mixed-methods design is superficially applied
without genuine integration - No discussion of UN data collection limitations or potential biases -
Statistical analysis is elementary (correlation causation) - Hidden assumption: UN data represents
objective ground truth

**C. Results \ Evidence** - Score: 1/5 - Results interpretation is heavily influenced by political
framing - No critical examination of data quality or collection methodologies - Claims of ”sys-
tematic patterns” exceed evidentiary support - Complete absence of alternative explanations or
counterfactual analysis

**D. Contribution to the Field** - Score: 1/5 - Adds minimal new knowledge beyond summarizing
UN reports - Methodological approach is standard rather than innovative - Unlikely to be cited
except in highly partisan contexts

**E. Writing \ Presentation** - Score: 2/5 - Logically organized but rhetorically charged - Academic
formatting is adequate - Language frequently crosses from analytical to advocacy

**F. Ethical \ Transparency Standards** - Score: 1/5 - No critical discussion of UN methodology
limitations - Secondary data analysis without original data collection - Political advocacy disguised
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as scientific analysis raises ethical concerns

\\ 3. Strengths

- Comprehensive compilation of UN data sources - Engagement with relevant theoretical frameworks
- Clear articulation of research design intentions - Important topic for human rights documentation

\\ 4. Weaknesses

**Major Flaws:** - Extreme confirmation bias throughout analysis - Methodological triangulation
claimed but not demonstrated - Causal language applied to correlational findings - No consideration
of alternative explanations - ”Genocide” framing predetermined rather than evidenced - Complete
absence of methodological critique of source data

**Minor Flaws:** - Inconsistent citation formatting - Overuse of theoretical jargon without substan-
tive application - Tables presented without sufficient methodological context - Repetitive theoretical
framing without analytical depth

\\ 5. Recommendations for Improvement

**Required Revisions:** 1. Remove all predetermined political framing and analyze data neutrally
2. Conduct rigorous methodological critique of UN data collection processes 3. Replace causal
language with appropriate correlational framing 4. Include discussion of data limitations and
potential biases 5. Consider alternative explanations for observed patterns 6. Demonstrate genuine
methodological triangulation rather than claiming it

**Path to Acceptability:** - Complete methodological transparency about data limitations - Re-
moval of advocacy language and predetermined conclusions - Genuine critical engagement with
all source materials - Substantive demonstration of mixed-methods integration - Consideration of
competing interpretations

\\ 6. Verdict

**Overall Score: 1/5 - Strong Reject**

**Justification:** This paper demonstrates serious flaws that preclude publication in its current
form. The analysis is fundamentally compromised by extreme political bias, methodological su-
perficiality, and predetermined conclusions. While the topic is important, the presentation crosses
from scholarly analysis to political advocacy, violating basic standards of scientific objectivity. The
methodological claims exceed actual implementation, and the statistical analysis is insufficient to
support the strong causal inferences drawn. The paper would require complete reconceptualization
and neutral reanalysis to meet basic scholarly standards.

—

**Reviewer 2 Style Compliance:** This review adopts the required skeptical stance, demanding rig-
orous methodological justification and highlighting fundamental flaws in objectivity and analytical
approach. The burden of proof for such strong claims rests with the authors, and this manuscript
fails to meet that burden.
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Human Reviewer

Expert human review providing domain-specific insights

Reviewer: Kamil

Scores (out of 10): - Question 1: 1.5 - Question 2: 1 - Question 3: 0.5 - Question 4: 0.75 - Question
5: 0.25 - Question 6: 0 - Question 7: 0.5

Total Score: 4.5 / 10

Reviewer Notes:

Submitted at: 2025-12-24 18:12:27
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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): 6.0 / 10 - AI Reviewer 2 (Critical): 0.0 / 10
- Human Reviewer (Kamil): 4.5 / 10

Aggregate Score: 3.50 / 10

Overall Assessment: The paper received an average score of 3.50 out of 10 across all three reviewers.

Final Decision: Major Revision

Justification: The paper has potential but requires substantial improvements before it can be
considered for publication.
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