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AT Reviewer 1 - Comprehensive Review

This reviewer provides a thorough and balanced assessment

**Review of "GENOCIDE AS COLONIAL ERASURE: MIXED-METHODS ANALYSIS OF UN
DATASET A/79/384 AND COMPLEMENTARY HUMANITARIAN EVIDENCE (2023-2025)” **

\\\ ** Step 1. Summary of the Paper** This manuscript employs a mixed-methods approach to
analyze United Nations dataset A/79/384 and complementary evidence from UNRWA, OCHA, IPC,
and UNOSAT to examine systematic violence in Gaza and the Occupied Palestinian Territory from
2023 to 2025. The paper situates these patterns within a ”genocide as colonial erasure” framework,
arguing that material destruction converges with epistemic annihilation. Key claims include: (1)
high correlations (0.85) among violence indicators (casualties, destruction, famine) demonstrate
systematicity; (2) qualitative evidence reveals administrative erasure and epistemic injustice; and
(3) findings align with legal definitions of genocide under international law. The authors assert
contributions to empirical validation of colonial erasure theory, methodological triangulation, and
policy implications for humanitarian response and transitional justice.

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

\\\\ **1. Originality / Novelty** **Score: 6/10** The integration of UN datasets with colonial
erasure theory is timely and addresses a critical gap in conflict studies. However, the core theoretical
framework (colonial erasure, epistemic injustice) is well-established in critical genocide and settler-
colonial studies (e.g., Fricker, 2007; Wolfe, 2006). The application to Palestine is not novel, as
similar analyses exist in gray literature and advocacy reports. The mixed-methods triangulation
of UN data is a moderate methodological advance but does not constitute a paradigm shift.

\\\\ **2. Scientific Rigor / Methodology** **Score: 4/10** - **Design:** The mixed-methods
approach is appropriate but superficially executed. Quantitative analysis relies solely on descriptive
statistics and Pearson correlations, which cannot establish causality or account for confounding vari-
ables (e.g., wartime chaos, Hamas tactics). - **Sampling:** Exclusive reliance on UN/humanitarian
data introduces selection bias. No discussion of missing data, verification mechanisms, or po-
tential institutional biases (e.g., UNRWA’s operational constraints). - **Qualitative Analysis:**
Thematic coding lacks transparency—mno codebook, inter-coder reliability metrics, or raw data
excerpts. Claims of ”systematic intent” are inferred rather than demonstrated. - **Ethical Ap-
proval:** While IRB exemption is noted, the use of traumatic testimonies warrants deeper ethical
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reflection on re-traumatization risks.

\\\\ **3. Clarity \ Presentation** **Score: 7/10** The paper is well-structured and clearly writ-
ten, with effective use of tables to summarize quantitative trends. However, the abstract overstates
conclusions (e.g., ”aligns with legal definitions of genocide”), and the conflation of statistical pat-
terns with legal intent is misleading. Figures are informative but lack error bars or confidence
intervals for correlation coefficients.

\\\\ **4. Reproducibility \ Transparency™* **Score: 3/10** Critical methodological details are
omitted: - No access to raw datasets or code for correlation analyses. - Qualitative coding proce-
dures are described generically without examples of thematic development. - UN dataset A /79/384
is cited but not critiqued for potential limitations or political influences.

\\\\ **5. Significance \ Impact** **Score: 8/10** The topic is of paramount humanitarian and
legal importance. If validated, the findings could influence ICJ proceedings, humanitarian pol-
icy, and academic discourse on genocide. However, methodological flaws undermine the potential
impact. The work is more likely to galvanize advocacy circles than reshape scholarly consensus.

\\\\ **6. Ethics \ Integrity** **Score: 5/10** - **Strengths:** Explicit engagement with epistemic
justice and marginalized voices. - **Concerns:** - Conflating correlation with causation in legal
arguments risks misrepresenting international law. - No discussion of the authors’ positionality
or potential advocacy biases. - Limitations section acknowledges data constraints but does not
address how they might skew findings.

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

\\\\ **Major Flaws (Must Address for Publication)** 1. **Causal Inference:** Replace Pearson
correlations with time-series analyses or regression models controlling for confounders (e.g., conflict
intensity, third-party actions). 2. **Qualitative Rigor:** Provide a codebook, inter-coder relia-
bility scores, and direct quotes to illustrate thematic analysis. 3. **Legal Framing:** Distinguish
between empirical patterns and legal conclusions. Avoid overstepping into judicial determinations
of ”genocide.” 4. **Data Transparency:** Share annotated datasets and analysis scripts in a repos-
itory.

\\\\ **Minor Flaws** - Clarify vague terms like ”epistemic annihilation” with operational defi-
nitions. - Correct formatting inconsistencies in references (e.g., incomplete Genocide Convention
citation). - Add confidence intervals to correlation coefficients in Table 5.

\\\\ **Additional Analyses to Strengthen Manuscript** - Conduct robustness checks using al-
ternative data sources (e.g., independent journalism, satellite imagery from non-UN providers). -
Compare trends with other conflict zones to contextualize ”systematic” claims. - Integrate counter-
narratives or disconfirming evidence to demonstrate scholarly balance.

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

\\\\ **Overall Score: 5/10%* \\\\\ **Recommendation: Reject** **Justification:** While the topic
is critically important and the mixed-methods approach theoretically sound, the manuscript suffers
from fatal methodological flaws that preclude publication in a high-impact journal. The conflation
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of correlation with causation, unverified qualitative coding, and reliance on potentially biased sec-
ondary data undermine its core arguments. The paper’s advocacy tone—though understandable
given the subject matter—compromises scholarly objectivity. For these reasons, the work is better
suited for specialized journals in critical genocide studies or law, after substantial revisions.

**Confidential to Editor:** This paper’s political sensitivity necessitates extraordinary methodolog-
ical rigor, which it currently lacks. If the authors address the major flaws above, a resubmission
could be reconsidered.
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Al Reviewer 2 - Critical Review

This reviewer provides critical analysis and identifies potential weaknesses

**Review of "GENOCIDE AS COLONIAL ERASURE: MIXED-METHODS ANALYSIS OF UN
DATASET A/79/384 AND COMPLEMENTARY HUMANITARIAN EVIDENCE (2023-2025)”**

\\\ **1. Overall Impression** **Immediate Reaction:** Methodologically ambitious but ideologi-
cally predetermined. The paper presents a forensic analysis of humanitarian data through a specific
theoretical lens, but the framing appears to drive the analysis rather than emerge from it. The
study feels like a legal brief disguised as academic research—comprehensive in data collection but
potentially compromised in interpretive neutrality.

**Breakthrough vs Incremental:** Potentially significant contribution to documentation method-
ologies in conflict zones, but the colonial erasure framework application feels more like theoretical
reinforcement than novel theoretical development.

**First Impression Strengths:** - Extensive multi-source data triangulation - Clear methodological
transparency - Important temporal scope (2023-2025) - Addresses significant humanitarian crisis

**First Impression Concerns:** - Theoretical framework appears to predetermine conclusions -
Questionable causal inferences from correlational data - Limited consideration of alternative expla-
nations - Potential confirmation bias in qualitative coding

\\\ **2. Technical \ Scientific Assessment™*

**A. Problem Definition: 3/5%* - Research questions are clearly articulated and socially significant -
Motivation relies heavily on predetermined legal/theoretical framing rather than emergent patterns
- Insufficient justification for why colonial erasure framework is the *only* appropriate lens

**B. Methodological Soundness: 2/5** - Mixed-methods design is appropriate but implementation
raises concerns - **Critical flaw:** Correlation coefficients (0.85+) are presented as evidence of
systematic intent without establishing causality or ruling out confounding variables - Qualitative
coding appears vulnerable to confirmation bias given the strong theoretical predisposition - No
sensitivity analysis for potential data collection biases across different UN agencies

**C. Results \ Evidence: 2/5%* - Data presentation is comprehensive but interpretation is prob-
lematic - **Major weakness:** Assumes correlation implies coordinated intent without alternative
explanations - No comparison with other conflict zones to establish uniqueness of patterns - Legal
conclusions exceed statistical evidence—correlation genocidal intent under international law

**D. Contribution to the Field: 3/5** - Valuable documentation of humanitarian crisis - Method-
ological approach could influence conflict documentation practices - Theoretical application feels
more like reinforcement than innovation

**E. Writing \ Presentation: 4/5%* - Well-structured and logically organized - Tables are clear and
comprehensive - Writing is academically rigorous despite controversial content
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**F. Ethical \ Transparency Standards: 3/5%* - Appropriate use of secondary data with IRB
approval - Missing: Full data/code availability statement - Potential conflict: Theoretical alignment
with cited UN rapporteur’s position creates appearance of circular validation

\\\ **3. Strengths** - Comprehensive multi-agency data triangulation - Clear methodological
transparency - Important documentation of humanitarian crisis patterns - Theoretically sophisti-
cated framing - Addresses significant gap in conflict documentation methodologies

\\\ **4. Weaknesses™*

**Major Flaws:** 1. **Causal overreach:** Treats high correlations as evidence of coordinated
intent without establishing causality or ruling out alternative explanations (e.g., conflict dynamics,
reporting biases) 2. **Theoretical predetermination:** Colonial erasure framework appears to
drive analysis rather than emerge from data 3. **Legal overinterpretation:** Statistical patterns
do not automatically satisfy specific intent requirement under Genocide Convention 4. **Missing
counterfactuals:** No comparison with other intense urban conflicts to establish uniqueness of
documented patterns

**Minor Flaws:** - Inconsistent citation formatting (e.g., ”?”) - Some tables lack precise date
ranges in titles - Qualitative excerpts feel selectively chosen to reinforce predetermined narrative

\\\ **5. Recommendations for Improvement**

**Required Revisions:** 1. **Statistical rigor:** Add Granger causality tests, control variables for
conflict intensity, and sensitivity analyses for reporting biases 2. **Theoretical balance:** Include
competing theoretical frameworks (e.g., urban warfare dynamics, asymmetric conflict patterns)
and test them against the data 3. **Comparative analysis:** Add data from other recent urban
conflicts (Syria, Ukraine, Yemen) to establish whether patterns are unique or characteristic of
intense modern warfare 4. **Legal precision:** Clearly distinguish between statistical patterns and
legal standards of proof for genocidal intent

**Path to Acceptance:** - Substantially revise causal claims to match correlational evidence -
Test colonial erasure framework against alternative explanations - Add methodological safeguards
against confirmation bias in qualitative coding - Include external validation from scholars with
different theoretical orientations

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

** Justification:** While methodologically sophisticated in data collection, the paper suffers from
fundamental flaws in causal inference and theoretical predetermination. The authors present corre-
lation as evidence of coordinated intent without adequate consideration of alternative explanations
or establishment of causality. The strong theoretical predisposition creates appearance of con-
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firmation bias in both quantitative interpretation and qualitative coding. The legal conclusions
substantially exceed the statistical evidence.

This paper could become acceptable with major revisions that: (1) properly contextualize correla-
tional findings within causal limitations, (2) test the colonial erasure framework against competing
explanations, and (3) add comparative analysis to establish pattern uniqueness. In current form,
it represents advocacy research rather than dispassionate academic analysis.

**Reviewer 2 Style Compliance:** This review maintains appropriate skepticism about causal
claims, demands stronger methodological rigor, and challenges the authors to defend their the-
oretical framework against alternative explanations. The burden of proof for such strong legal and
theoretical conclusions has not been met.
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Human Reviewer

Ezxpert human review providing domain-specific insights
Reviewer: Jamil

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

Total Score: 8.25 / 10
Reviewer Notes:

Submitted at: 2025-12-24 18:11:32
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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 (Jamil): 8.25 / 10

Aggregate Score: 4.75 / 10
Overall Assessment: The paper received an average score of 4.75 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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