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Abstract 

Background: The latest military assault on Gaza by Israel, which began after 7 October 2023, 

has led to an unprecedented humanitarian catastrophe, with tens of thousands killed, nearly 

two million displaced, and famine officially declared in 2024. The near-total siege cut off 

food, water, electricity, and medical supplies, while relentless bombardments destroyed 

critical infrastructure, rendering Gaza unliveable. Many donor nations have simultaneously 

provided humanitarian aid to Gaza while supplying military assistance to Israel, underscoring 

the structural hypocrisy in international responses to the catastrophe in Gaza.  

Methods:  In this article, we introduce and develop the concept of justice-oriented counter-

stories (JOCS) to critically examine how quantitative datasets on humanitarian aid flows can 

distort reality and obscure key disparities. Using aid to Gaza in 2023–2024 as a case study, we 

apply JOCS to identify biases in official reporting and make statistical adjustments to offer an 

alternative perspective.  

Results: Our justice-oriented analytical lens shows how the countries humanitarian aid 

rankings shift significantly when we factor in donor nations’ GDP, and the structural hypocrisy 

of offering humanitarian aid while simultaneously providing significant military assistance to 

Israel. Our paper also identifies some of the key methodological challenges in making such 

adjustments. 

Conclusion: We conclude by emphasising the broader implications of “justice-oriented 

counter-stories” for understanding not only aid flows, but social justice and the 

representation of social and environmental issues. 

 

 

 

 



1. Introduction 

Although Gaza has suffered previous escalations, the current crisis is unprecedented in its 

scale of death, destruction, and human suffering (1,2). Military operations, combined with a 

near-total siege on Gaza, have created a catastrophic humanitarian situation, displacing 

nearly 2 million people from their homes (3).  

This unfolding humanitarian tragedy has intensified concerns that the deliberate actions by 

Israel may meet the threshold for genocide under international law, as indicated by the 

International Court of Justice (4). Moreover, the wider conflict, including Israel’s continued 

occupation of the West Bank, has drawn comparisons to historical system of institutionalized 

discrimination, notably the apartheid regime in South Africa (5,6). We use the word 

“genocide” here and throughout the paper in accordance with the assessments of prominent 

and respected international organisations and NGOs including the International Court of 

Justice (4),UN Human Rights Experts (7), Amnesty International (8) and Human Rights Watch 

(9).   

By the time a ceasefire deal was reached in January 2025, it was estimated that almost 

47,000 people had been killed in Gaza (10). However, a study by Jamaluddine et al. (11) 

estimated that over 64,000 people were killed in Gaza between October 2023 and June 2024. 

Their analysis suggests that figures reported by the Palestinian Ministry of Health may be 

under-reported by 41%, potentially placing the death toll at over 70,000 by October 2024. 

Where possible, we have attempted include the most up-to-date figures, with the caveat that 

these reflect the situation at the time of writing, and may be subject to change dramatically 

given the ongoing nature of the crisis, and as more information becomes available. As of 

February 2025, over 61,000 have been reported killed in Gaza, and over 900 in the Occupied 

West Bank (12). 

In a case brought to the ICJ by South Africa in January 2024, the court called on Israel to 

cease its military operations, allow humanitarian aid into Gaza, and take action to prevent 

genocide (4,13). Additionally, in May 2024, the ICJ issued an order which instructed Israel to 

stop its assault on Rafah, in the south of the Gaza Strip, and reopen the border crossing to 



facilitate aid deliveries (14). Despite these judicial mandates, Israel largely ignored these 

demands and intensified its military bombardment of Gaza (15) 

1.1 Food and water insecurity 

 A 2024 Integrated Food Security Phase Classification (IPC) assessment revealed that half of 

its population, 1.1 million people, faced catastrophic food insecurity (16). This represents the 

highest share of a population ever recorded globally. Among those on the brink of famine 

were an estimated 50,000 pregnant women, jeopardizing the lives of both mothers and new-

borns (17). The crisis also led to a doubling of acute malnutrition rates among children under 

two, with one in three suffering from malnutrition. Gaza accounted for 80% of all people 

facing famine worldwide (18). In July 2024, UN Experts determined that famine had spread 

throughout Gaza (19). 

The "Nutrition Vulnerability and Situation Analysis - Gaza" report (20) painted a dire picture 

of conditions in Northern Gaza, showing that 15.6% of children under 2 were acutely 

malnourished. Furthermore, 90% of children under 2 and 95% of pregnant/breastfeeding 

women faced severe food insecurity (21). A severe food crisis existed in both North Gaza and 

the broader Gaza region, with 70% of the population classified in the direst IPC Phase 5 

category in March 2024 (16). This category relates to famine, and indicates an extreme lack 

of food access, causing acute malnutrition and increased morbidity. 

Israel has historically controlled and restricted water supply to Gaza and Occupied Palestinian 

Territory (OPT), and weaponised water by cutting supply from pipelines, targeting water 

treatment and sanitation facilities in its bombing campaign, and restricting aid flows into 

Gaza (22). This policy was summarised by the then-Israeli Defence Minister Yoav Gallant’s 

statement in the aftermath of 7th October:  "No electricity, no food, no water, no gas - it's all 

closed" (23). In November 2024, the International Criminal Court (ICC) issued arrest warrants 

for Gallant, and Prime Minister Netanyahu for war crimes and crimes against humanity, 

which included using starvation as a method of warfare (24).  

 

 



1.2 Depleting access to healthcare and damage to health systems 

The military violence had a devastating impact on healthcare access in Gaza. Hospitals and 

medical facilities are crippled by shortages of essential medicines and fuel, leaving over 

350,000 people with chronic illnesses like cancer and diabetes, as well as 50,000 pregnant 

women, struggling to receive necessary care (25). This crisis disproportionately affects 

women and girls, heightening risks of gender-based violence.  Adding to the strain, an 

estimated 160 pregnant women each day require urgent obstetric care—a demand that 

further overwhelms an already collapsing system, with nearly two-thirds of clinics and most 

major hospitals non-operational (26).  

Highlighting just how poor conditions have become, polio re-emerged among children in 

Gaza. In August 2024, the UN called for a “polio pause” to enable critical vaccination efforts 

before the disease could escalate to an epidemic. However, delays and a lack of cooperation 

by Israel have allowed this once-eradicated disease to resurface (27). 

1.3 Aid blockages in Gaza  

 Aid blockages in Gaza have not only deepened an already dire humanitarian crisis but have 

also systematically disrupted everyday life. The blockade has severed access to vital 

services—cutting Palestinians off from hospitals, schools, banks, and other essential 

institutions (28–31). This isolation denies basic human rights, leaving the population without 

sufficient food, water, shelter, or healthcare, and exacting a devastating toll on children (32). 

Inadequate medical supplies have further strained a healthcare system already reeling under 

severe shortages. Moreover, strict restrictions on the movement of goods and people have 

stalled reconstruction efforts and compounded crises fueled by electricity and fuel shortages 

(33). The pervasive impact of the blockade extends to mental health, as overburdened health 

professionals struggle to provide critical psychological support (28).  

The volatile security situation has further complicated humanitarian operations. Aid convoys 

often faced fire, and the World Health Organization has documented unprecedented attacks 

on health facilities, ambulances, and essential supplies. This precarious environment not only 

imperils the general population but has also made 2024 the deadliest year yet for 



humanitarian workers in the region (34). Organizations like UNICEF and their partners have 

grappled with these challenges firsthand, with many workers forced to relocate and coping 

with severe shortages of electricity, food, and water. Logistical hurdles—a shortage of trucks 

and fuel combined with protracted, unpredictable inspections—have significantly delayed 

the delivery of life-saving medical and other essential supplies (25,35). Consequently, the 

entire population of Gaza remains heavily reliant on humanitarian aid for its most 

fundamental survival needs. 

1.4 Justice-Orientated Counter-Stories  

Against this devastating backdrop, it is essential that the international community has a full 

and clear picture of aid requirements, and that sufficient aid reaches Gaza. In this article we 

introduce and employ our novel concept of “justice-orientated counter-stories” (JOCS) to 

demonstrate how current portrayals of humanitarian aid flows from governmental donors to 

the Occupied Palestinian Territory obscure the true reality on the ground.  

We outline why JOCS is required, the principles we will employ to adjust the data about aid 

flow to Gaza, findings from our counter-story, and implications for our understanding of aid 

flow to Gaza and aid flow at large. 

2. Literature Review: The Problem with Traditional Statistics and their 

Role in Society 

2.1 QuantCrit  

There is an established and growing body of literature which critiques the role of quantitative 

data, largely informed by Critical Race Theory (CRT) and to a lesser extent, by feminist 

theories and epistemologies. There are two traditions here: QuantCrit and CritQuant. The 

latter is less established and builds on multiple critical theoretical positions. Our framework is 

most profoundly influenced by QuantCrit, which is slightly better defined and relevant for our 

particular case study.  



At the core of QuantCrit is a belief that quantitative methods are subjective and can be used 

in the service of social justice, to answer critical questions about the world and for social 

transformation (36). Quantcrit challenges the assumption that quantitative data are objective 

and neutral, arguing that statistical data often encode racist perspectives, and are shaped by 

societal power dynamics and historical contexts (37). Statistics can be influenced by ethno-

national and settler-colonial policies, emphasizing the need to factor in and adjust for 

broader socio-political factors when interpreting statistical data). Quantcrit argues that rather 

than being epistemologically neutral, statistical data can - and does - reflect and perpetuate 

systemic inequalities. It suggests that statistics have long been used as a technology of neo-

liberal government, used to govern performance in a range of contexts from education to 

healthcare and welfare (37). 

 

Figure 1: The 5 tenets of Quantitative Critical Race Theory (QuantCrit). 

Worse, the assumption that quantitative data at large is neutral, authoritative, and free from 

bias is dangerous because it confers credibility and legitimacy that is not warranted (38). In 

the bargain, it also delegitimises qualitative data, which is widely perceived as subjective, 

biased, and distorting (39). 

 

 



2.2 QuantCrit applications  

QuantCrit has been used extensively in education research and to recognise how racism is 

embedded and insinuated in education practice, interrogating numbers for deficit analyses, 

valuing marginalized voices, and using statistics for social justice (40)). QuantCrit has been 

applied to specific quantitative theoretical approaches and methods, including measurement 

theory, mixture modelling and the development of new indices for Communities of Color 

(36)). Quantcrit has also been instrumental in encouraging quantitative scholars to engage in 

the kinds of critical examination which qualitative researchers have long performed, including 

their own positionality and inherent (including unconscious) biases to produce more 

equitable and effective anti-racist quantitative research (41).  

2.3 Analysing humanitarian aid flows through a QuantCrit lens  

QuantCrit approaches, along with more conventional critical race theory, have been used to 

critique aid from the Global North to the Global South. It’s been argued that data collection – 

primarily quantitative data - has been used by international organizations to perpetuate neo-

colonial practices, undermining Global South control over their own data and development 

processes (Secondly, prevailing conceptualisations of well-being have often failed to account 

for the historical and cultural contexts of poverty and inequality in the Global South (42) 

One key critique revolves around the concept of needs-based allocation, highlighting the 

discrepancy between the actual needs of recipient communities and the priorities and 

strategic interests of donors  (43). This Quantcrit-aligned argument centres around the use of 

traditional aid statistics to obscure the root causes of socio-economic (and health) disparities, 

and instead perpetuates a system where aid distribution may not effectively target historical 

injustices and ongoing inequalities. Additionally, the contestation of practices of 

“datafication” in the aid sector has been highlighted as an area of concern (44).  The 

assessment of the impact of aid on development outcomes beyond financial flows has been 

another focal point of criticism. Traditional aid statistics tend to focus on financial metrics 

and fail to comprehensively evaluate the real-world impact of aid on development outcomes. 

By challenging techno-colonialism and scrutinizing the uncritical implementation of 



technological interventions in aid programs, scholars highlight the need for a more nuanced 

comprehension of how historical injustices continue to shape current aid practices  (45). 

Taken as a whole, these QuantCrit critiques of traditional aid statistics highlight the need for 

a paradigm shift in not only aid allocation, but also in the assessment of aid impact and its 

representation in official data, with consequences for public understanding of donor aid. 

3.  Methodology  

3.1 Justice-Orientated Counter-Stories  

With the QuantCrit approach as our theoretical foundation, we have a compelling case for 

not only critiquing but seeking to redress and remodel traditional statistics on social and 

environmental issues by exposing power asymmetries, the neglect of (historical) context and 

the “data minoritisation” of those who are already minoritised by race, religion, gender, 

sexuality, or disability. The purpose of Justice-Orientated Counter-Stories (JOCS) is thus 

threefold: [1] to highlight the statistical misrepresentation of social and environmental issues, 

particularly where they are distorted or biased in favour of oppressive or hegemonic forces; 

[2] to creatively but rigorously present data “counter-stories” in favour of the minoritised and 

oppressed; and [3] to raise awareness of the methodological challenges of doing [1] and [2], 

since they are often (but not always) connected to questions of power and subjugation. All 3 

objectives serve the wider aim, aligned with the QuantCrit movement at large, of 

transforming dominant narratives on social and environmental issues by harnessing 

quantitative data for social justice. 

 



 

Figure 2: A visualisation of Justice-Orientated Counter-Stories (JOCS).  This framework breaks JOCS 

into 3 purposes: highlighting statistical misrepresentations, presenting “counter-stories”, and raising 

awareness of methodological challenges of these two facets. All 3 of these objectives feed into our 

central aim to transform dominant narratives, in line with the QuantCrit movement. 

3.1.1 Highlight misrepresentation of social and environmental issues  

As argued above, traditional statistics often fail to capture the complex realities of important 

social and environmental issues fully and fairly. These include underlying inequities between 

actors in social and environmental ecosystems (this can be on a micro-geographical scale, 

such as between owners and renters in a city, or at a macrogeographical scale, such as 

between countries in the Global North and Global South). Such inequities can often relate to 

historical context, such as histories and legacies of colonialism, and economic or cultural 

imperialism. These inequities have often not been factored into statistical modelling of social 

and environmental issues because they are difficult to quantify. Our methods of doing so 

involve scrutinizing aggregated data that obscures the experiences of smaller or less powerful 

groups, addressing asymmetrical data collection and availability that privilege certain 

perspectives over others, and uncovering concealed data that may intentionally downplay or 

conceal the severity of social and environmental challenges (or the disproportionality of the 

impact of socio-environmental issues on minoritised groups).  This process does not only 

describe the nature of the statistical misrepresentation, distortion, or exclusion but the effect 

it has on our understanding of a public issue and the representation of minoritised or 



oppressed groups in relation to it. The second part of this methodological approach is vital 

and mirrors Castillo et al.’s point about the necessity of positionality statements in QuantCrit 

studies going beyond a mere description of the researcher’s identity, to reflect on the impact 

of such identities on their attitude and approach to their data analysis (46). Through this two-

step process, the JOCS approach aims to challenge the dominant narratives and shed light on 

the systemic issues and power imbalances that shape the collection, analysis, and 

interpretation of statistical information. 

3.1.2 Present Justice-Orientated Counter-Stories  

The second “act” JOCS involves a process of data analysis to tell a “counter-story”. Sablan 

(2019) has argued that while CRT has tended to use qualitative methods to tell counter-

stories, there is no reason why quantitative methods cannot be used in the service of this 

theory and social justice at large. 

Integral to the JOCS methodology is crafting credible but not infallible or incontestable 

counter-stories; our aim is to present counter-stories alongside existing dominant narratives 

to allow for debate and discussion. We do so because, in fidelity to the axiomatic principles of 

QuantCrit, we believe that all quantitative data should be open to contestation because it is 

likely to be biased, subjective and influenced by the positionality of the research team. In the 

case study we present in this article, we do so by making statistical corrections or 

adjustments to a well-established and publicly available dataset, the Financial Tracking 

Service (fts) provided by the United Nations Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian 

Affairs (OCHA) (47).  As one of the most comprehensive repositories for humanitarian aid 

data—including contributions to a wide range of UN agencies and NGOs—the dataset plays a 

critical role in shaping dominant narratives about aid flow to Gaza. Although it is embedded 

within prevailing power structures, its influence on policy and perception necessitates 

rigorous scrutiny and analysis.  

 

 

3.1.3 Raise awareness of the methodological challenges of crafting statistical counter-stories  



The third act of creating JOCS highlights methodological challenges, since they are often 

bound up with questions of power and subjugation. We do so because crafting data counter-

stories can only be created with counter-data; without that data those stories can’t be told 

(or they can, but partially and without credibility). Among the methodological issues are 

aggregated data, which obscures minority perspectives or prevents essential analysis.  

Another issue is "asymmetrical" or incomparable data, which equally serves to obscure our 

understanding of an issue and has serious consequences for the pursuit of social justice. A 

third is the unavailability of data, and this is sometimes because such data are held behind 

national security firewalls or is otherwise not deemed to be for public consumption. 

Unavailable data acts as a roadblock on the creation of JOCS. Another challenge is the 

exclusion of important contextual information that is necessary for a comprehensive 

understanding of the issue (this was the basis for our first statistical remodelling of aid flow 

to Gaza). Addressing these data challenges is crucial for developing justice-oriented counter-

narratives; even if they might present obstacles in the short term, bringing them to public 

awareness increases the possibility that they could be overcome in the future. 

3.2 Positionality statement  

Positionality statements are exercises of vulnerability, accountability and self-reflection of 

authors’ positions and corresponding privilege in society (48). Given that “the centrality of 

racism” is a central principle of QuantCrit, it’s vital that those of us working in alignment with 

this theoretical and methodological approach are transparent about how we have benefitted 

or been oppressed by a system of racism (49), This is doubly important in our case since a 

sizeable body of evidence suggests that the intellectual, political, financial, and humanitarian 

response to the crisis in Gaza is defined by the racialised framing of Palestinian lives (29)( As a 

diverse research team, comprising of male and female white researchers (British and 

European), and male and female Indian and British-Indian researchers, our relationship to 

racism(s) is not homogenous. We would also like to reflect that none of our team are Muslim 

and so have not been subjected to Islamophobia. We would all like to acknowledge that we 

benefit from our positionality in the Global North. We drew explicitly from our experiences as 

researchers who are active in the pro-Palestinian solidarity movement in our communities, 

even if aid flow to Occupied Palestinian Territories is a new area of methodological and 



empirical enquiry for all of us.  We would all like to acknowledge that just as our lived 

personal and professional identities have influenced our data analysis and choice of 

theoretical/methodological framework, it has reciprocally influenced us both personally 

(through our new understanding of aid flow) and professionally (by operationalising the 

axiomatic principles of QuantCrit and the development of JOCS). 

3.3 Humanitarian Aid Dataset: United Nations Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian 

Affairs 

 For our analysis, we relied on the United Nations Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian 

Affairs (OCHA) Financial Tracking Service (FTS) dataset (47). This dataset is the most 

comprehensive resource for monitoring humanitarian aid flows to Occupied Palestinian 

Territories. It compiles detailed information on various sectors—including food, medical 

assistance, shelter, and water—along with data on funding sources from both government 

donors and non-governmental contributions (e.g., individuals and organizations). 

Additionally, it tracks aid directed to key recipient agencies such as the World Food 

Programme (WFP), United Nations Relief and Works Agency (UNRWA), World Health 

Organization (WHO), UNICEF, and others. 

Although the dataset is produced within established frameworks of international aid 

governance and reflects, hegemonic power and consensus perspectives (50–52),  its 

extensive coverage allows us to critically interrogate prevailing narratives about humanitarian 

aid to Gaza. By capturing a global perspective on aid flows, the FTS dataset serves as an 

essential tool for understanding the complex dynamics of humanitarian assistance in conflict 

settings. 

3.3.1 Limitations of the humanitarian aid dataset 

 In using the OCHA Financial Tracking Service (FTS) dataset, we encountered several 

challenges despite its comprehensiveness in tracking humanitarian aid flows. Although this 

dataset offers detailed information on sectors, funding sources (including both governmental 

and non-governmental contributions), and key recipient agencies, it is designed to monitor 

aid for the entire Occupied Palestinian Territory (OPT) rather than specifically for Gaza. 



Consequently, although our analysis is primarily focused on Gaza, it also incorporates funding 

allocated to other regions of the Occupied Palestinian Territory, such as the West Bank. Given 

the escalation of hostilities in the West Bank, as mentioned in the introduction, we consider 

this limitation acceptable for capturing the broader humanitarian context. 

Another significant issue is the temporal granularity of the data. The FTS dataset provides 

information only on a calendar-year basis, which means we cannot capture more granular 

variations in aid allocation within each year—such as changes in funding that occurred before 

and after key events like the escalation in October 2023. 

To enhance the reliability of our findings, we have applied specific filters to the dataset. Our 

analysis includes only paid funding from governmental donors, excluding pledged aid. Since 

pledges are reclassified as paid funding only when formalized, they do not add meaningful 

detail to our assessment of the actual humanitarian assistance delivered. 

Overall, while some disaggregation issues persist, the FTS dataset remains the most 

comprehensive tool available for analysing humanitarian aid flows to the OPT, and its use is 

justified given the current context. 

3.4 GDP-based Adjustment to Humanitarian Aid  

The first statistical adjustment we made as we crafted our statistical counter-story was based 

on our perception that the ranking of governmental donors to the OPT was misleading 

because it showed absolute aid donations but did not reflect the size of each donor country’s 

Gross Domestic Product (GDP). This matters because nation-states with larger economies 

should give the same proportion as those with smaller economies regardless of the absolute 

size of the contribution. We are conscious, of course, that aid allocation is often rooted in the 

strategic interests of donor countries as well as international political dynamics. Nonetheless, 

we felt that ranking countries by the size of their aid contribution was misleading because it 

did not represent the ability of each donor nation to contribute relative to the size of their 

economy.  

In order to “adjust” or “correct” these aid figures to make them more representative, we 

used the official FTS government aid figures for the calendar year 2023 and 2024 and 



calculated them as a % of the donor nations’ GDP figures for the same time period, by 

dividing aid figures by total GDP for the calendar year and multiplying by 100. For 2023, we 

sourced GDP data from the World Bank's World Development Indicators (WDI) (53), and for 

2024, we used the International Monetary Fund's preliminary GDP estimates (54). This 

approach was necessary because the WDI GDP figures are released by mid-year, making the 

IMF’s estimates more appropriate for 2024. All figures were analysed using current US 

dollars.  

 

3.5 Military assistance to Israel:  Adjusting humanitarian aid figures 

 Out of the 60 nations providing humanitarian aid to the Occupied Palestinian Territory (OPT) 

during the analysed period, 7 also extended military assistance to Israel, while 2 additional 

nations—Serbia and India—provided military support exclusively (with no recorded 

humanitarian aid to OPT in the FTS dataset). Evidence indicates that such military aid has 

been used to facilitate genocide in Gaza (4), raising concerns that these funds may 

undermine the net impact of humanitarian contributions.  

 To provide a clearer picture of each country's actual contribution to humanitarian relief, we 

adjusted the aid figures by subtracting each donor country’s military assistance to Israel from 

their corresponding humanitarian aid to Gaza. This adjustment yields a net humanitarian aid 

figure, reflecting the funds allocated solely for humanitarian purposes after accounting for 

military assistance. Additionally, we calculated the ratio of dollars spent on military assistance 

to Israel relative to humanitarian aid allocated to the OPT. This ratio offers insight into the 

relative financial priorities of donor countries, highlighting cases where military aid vastly 

outweighs humanitarian support. 

3.5.1 Limitations of the military assistance dataset 

Based on our comprehensive review of available data, grey literature, official reports, and 

trusted news sources, we have identified several countries providing military support to Israel 

in the 2023–2024 period. The primary contributors included in our analysis are the United 

States, Germany, India, Serbia, France, Canada, the United Kingdom, Italy, and Spain. While 

there might be minor or less transparent transactions from other nations, we have not found 



reliable evidence of additional countries providing substantial direct military support in the 

form of sales or aid during this timeframe that we could confidently include in our dataset. 

For the United States—the largest supporter—we incorporated detailed information from 

Brown University’s Costs of War project, which provides an in-depth analysis of U.S. spending 

on military aid to Israel  (55) along with subsequent Biden Administration public 

announcements (56). For countries like France, Canada, Italy, Spain and UK, we relied 

primarily on official government statistics (57–61). In cases where official data were limited, 

such as for the India and Serbia, we supplemented our analysis with reports from reputable 

news sources (62,63).  

It’s important to note that our analysis does not include the Netherlands, despite evidence of 

its involvement in supplying military components to Israel, specifically parts for F-35 fighter 

jets. The complex situation surrounding Dutch exports, including initial approval, a 

subsequent court-ordered ban  (64), and reports of continued indirect supply via the United 

States (65), highlights the challenges in accurately tracking and quantifying military 

assistance. 

Despite our best efforts, the military assistance dataset has several limitations. A lack of 

transparency in military sales forced us to rely on news outlets for some figures. Moreover, 

many countries announced halts to arms sales to Israel at different points in 2024—for 

example, Canada halted sales in March (66) and France in October (66)—making it unclear 

what was delivered before these announcements. This lack of consistent, transparent data 

prevented us from definitively verifying these claims. Consequently, we could not locate 

complete 2024 data for France, Canada, Italy, and Spain, which reported stopping arms 

supplies to Israel (67), and similar data gaps exist for the United Kingdom and India, despite 

indications that they continued their military support throughout 2024 (68). 

These limitations underscore the challenges in compiling a comprehensive and fully accurate 

dataset on military assistance, particularly in ongoing conflicts where information may be 

sensitive or deliberately obscured. The exclusion of countries like the Netherlands from our 

analysis, despite evidence of their involvement, further illustrates the complexities and 



potential gaps in our dataset. Our compiled database is freely available on the FigShare 

repository (see: https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.28458548.v1). 

4. Findings 

4.1 Absolute humanitarian aid and aid as a percentage of GDP 

 

The analysis of humanitarian aid contributions to the Occupied Palestinian Territories (OPT) 

reveals significant variations among donor countries in both absolute terms and relative to 

their economic capacity. Figure 3 presents the top 20 humanitarian aid donors to the OPT. 

The United States, United Arab Emirates, Germany and Qatar emerge as the largest 

contributors, with total aid amounts of $955 million, $910 million, $430 million, and $325 

million respectively. Other major donors include Switzerland, Saudi Arabia, the UK, France, 

Japan, and Norway, each contributing over $100 million in humanitarian assistance. 

 

Figure 3. Treemap of the top 20 governmental donors of humanitarian aid to the Occupied 

Palestinian Territories (2023-2024, in US Dollars).  
 



However, these absolute figures do not fully reflect the proportional commitment of each 

country, as wealthier economies naturally have greater fiscal capacity for aid. To provide 

further context, we assessed each country’s contribution relative to its Gross Domestic 

Product (GDP) to reveal which countries are making the largest relative commitments.  

Figure 4 highlights that the UAE (0.167%) and Qatar (0.147%) have contributed the highest 

percentage of their GDP to humanitarian aid in the OPT. Other notable donors in relative 

terms include Norway, Kuwait, and Denmark, which all surpass 0.015% of GDP in aid 

contributions. Conversely, some of the largest absolute donors, such as the United States, 

Germany, and the UK, contribute less than 0.01% of their GDP, demonstrating that despite 

their high financial commitments, their proportional contributions are modest compared to 

smaller economies. It is evident from these calculations that humanitarian aid calculated as a 

% of GDP is a far more accurate representation of a nation’s commitment to a given 

humanitarian crisis.   

Figure 4. Ranking of the top 20 donor countries by their humanitarian aid contribution to Occupies 

Palestinian Territories in 2023 and 2024, expressed as a percentage of their Gross Domestic Product 

(2024). The United States of America (# 22), Spain (#25) and Italy (#27) were also added to the figure 

for completeness, as these countries provided military support to Israel in addition to their 

humanitarian contributions.   

 



4.2 Military assistance to Israel vs humanitarian aid to Palestine 

A critical dimension of this analysis involves comparing humanitarian aid to the OPT with 

military assistance provided to Israel by countries that contribute financially to both, 

illustrated in Figure 5 and Table 1. This comparison reveals stark disparities in financial and 

political priorities and highlights the complex dynamics of international support in the region. 

The United States exemplifies this imbalance most prominently. While it provided nearly 

$955 million in humanitarian aid to the OPT, it also spent at least an overwhelming $26.6 

billion in military aid to Israel within the same timeframe. This results in a ratio of $27.84 

spent on military support for Israel for every $1 allocated toward alleviating human suffering 

in the OPT. Such a stark contrast underscores how U.S. financial commitments 

overwhelmingly favour military objectives over humanitarian relief efforts. 

 Germany also stands out, providing $519 million in military sales to Israel while contributing 

$430 million in humanitarian aid to the OPT, leading to a ratio of $1.21 in military funding for 

every $1 in humanitarian assistance. Similarly, France, Canada, the UK, and Italy have sent 

military equipment to Israel while simultaneously contributing humanitarian relief to the 

OPT. The ratios of military to humanitarian aid range from $0.32 (Italy) to $0.56 (France) per 

$1 of humanitarian aid. Additionally, Serbia and India are unique cases in that they provided 

military assistance to Israel exclusively, with no recorded humanitarian aid to the OPT in the 

dataset. 



 
Figure 5. Proportion of Military Assistance to Israel and Humanitarian Aid to the Occupied Palestinian 

Territories (OPT) by Country (2023–2024). This figure shows the share of military assistance to Israel 

and humanitarian aid to the OPT as a percentage of each country's total financial support, where total 

financial support is defined as the sum of humanitarian aid to the OPT and military assistance to Israel. 

For the United States, Germany, and Serbia, data from both 2023 and 2024 were used. For countries 

where no public data on 2024 military assistance was available, only 2023 military assistance figures 

were used, while 2023 and 2024 data were included for humanitarian aid contributions. 

 

Table 1. Comparison of Humanitarian Aid to the OPT and Military Assistance to Israel by Country 

(2023–2024, Million USD). The "$1 to Israel per $1 to OPT" column indicates how much each country 

spent on military assistance to Israel for every $1 contributed to humanitarian aid to the OPT. The "Net 

Humanitarian Aid to OPT" column represents the total humanitarian aid minus military assistance to 

Israel. Negative values indicate that military assistance to Israel exceeded humanitarian aid 

contributions. 
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Country 

Total 
Humanitarian Aid 

to OPT 
(million USD) 

Military Assistance to 
Israel 

(million USD) 

1$ to 
Israel per 
1$ to OPT 

Net Humanitarian Aid 
to OPT 

(million USD) 

USA 955.34 26,600.00 27.84 -25,644.66 
Germany 429.99 519.64 1.21 -89.66 
India 0.00 130.16  -130.16 
Serbia 0.00 47.31  -47.31 
France 125.59 32.56 0.56 25.18 
UK 133.65 22.39 0.46 26.73 
Canada 92.20 30.64 0.33 61.56 
Italy 46.59 14.92 0.32 31.67 
Spain 36.78 1.75 0.05 35.03 

 

These figures illustrate that some of the largest humanitarian aid contributors are 

simultaneously financing the military operations of a country engaged in acts that have been 

legally challenged as genocide (ICJ, 2024). The net humanitarian aid—accounting for military 

aid subtracted from humanitarian contributions—highlights the contradictions of donor 

policies, where financial support for military aggression vastly outpaces assistance for its 

victims. 

5. Discussion  

5.1 Re-ranking humanitarian aid donations as a % of economic wealth  

QuantCrit reminds us that numbers are not neutral and have historically been used to serve 

white (male) supremacy (69). QuantCrit also argues that categories and groups are not 

natural definitions but are socially constructed. This is evident in the dominance of categories 

of humanitarian aid donations that distort the genuine scale of such donations by not 

adjusting for GDP. Without these adjustments, clearly the numbers do not “speak for 

themselves” but are “stories” produced by researchers with both conscious and unconscious 

biases which are grounded in their lived experiences, privilege, and worldview.  There is a 

danger to naturalising categories like gross aid statistics without sufficient interrogation of 

why those categories exist, what purpose they serve, their relation to systems of global 

domination or oppression, and what they obscure. Such an interrogative imperative is vital if 

we are to build the QuantCrit as an academic and intellectual practice. 



Relatedly, data on humanitarian aid to Gaza is impoverished without context on, among 

other things, donor nations’ overall commitments to overseas aid. In the financial year 2023-

24, major developed nations spent a varying percentage of their GDP on overseas 

development aid (ODA). While a handful surpassed the United Nations’, OECD, and World 

Bank’s recommended target of 0.7% of GDP (Luxembourg, Norway, Sweden, and Germany), 

the vast majority fell below that benchmark (70). The USA gave just 0.20% of its GDP to ODA.  

Their contributions reflect their prioritisation of humanitarian aid/development assistance to 

domestic priorities as well as their security concerns.  

This contextual reframing notwithstanding it is apparent that several major nations are 

proportionately giving far less than those with smaller economies. In fact, 6 of the bottom 10 

nations in our table of major donors by % of GDP (Figure 4), are members of the G20, and yet 

there are  important moral as well as self-interested (human and energy, among other) 

security reasons for nations around the world to provide sufficient humanitarian aid to Gaza.  

According to data from the United Nations Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian 

Affairs (OCHA), the estimated total humanitarian funding needed for Gaza and the West Bank 

in 2024 was $4.09 billion. However, only $2.89 billion, or 71% of the required amount, has 

been disbursed by member states, leaving a substantial funding gap that continues to hinder 

efforts to address the most urgent humanitarian needs of Palestinians in Gaza (47). This 

shortfall is further exacerbated by severe restrictions on humanitarian aid entering Gaza, 

particularly following the Israeli Defence Forces' (IDF) takeover of the Rafah crossing in May 

2024, which has obstructed the delivery of essential supplies. 

Furthermore, the most recent joint assessment conducted by the European Union, United 

Nations and World Bank estimates that $53.2 billion will be required for recovery and 

reconstruction over the next ten years in the Occupied Palestinian Territories, with Gaza 

bearing the overwhelming majority of the destruction (71). This catastrophic infrastructure 

situation further compounds the challenges in providing effective humanitarian assistance. 

Housing alone will require 30% of so-called “recovery needs”, accounting for an estimated 

$15.2 billion. The military operations, access restrictions, and damage to key infrastructure 

have made it increasingly difficult to address the urgent needs of the population, particularly 

in terms of access to food, water, shelter, and healthcare. 



5.2 Military assistance contributions to Israel 

Our findings on military assistance to Israel offers a significant contextual adjustment to raw 

aid statistics. It is evident that some of the major aid donors to UNRWA, WFP and allied UN 

fundraising campaigns also provide significant military assistance to Israel. 

Military assistance can be categorized into two primary forms: direct military donations (such 

as those from the United States) and military export licenses issued to weapons 

manufacturers to supply the Israel Defense Forces (IDF), as is the case for Germany and many 

other nations. 

The United States remains the largest provider of military assistance to Israel. Between 2019 

and 2023, the U.S. supplied approximately 69% of  Israel’s foreign-sourced weapons (72). 

However, by 2023-2024, that figure has risen to 97% as most other countries have 

suspended arms exports to Israel. Notably, the vast majority of this aid is directly subsidised 

by the U.S. government. Germany, while providing a smaller portion is nonetheless a 

significant contributor. Germany’s military assistance operates as a hybrid model, combining 

direct subsidies with government-issued export licenses that enable German defence 

manufacturers to sell weapons to Israel. For example, Germany partially subsidizes the 

Dolphin-class submarines in Israel’s fleet and also facilitates arms exports such as air defence 

components and anti-tank weapons through licensing mechanisms. Other nations, including 

the UK, Italy, and others, contribute to a far smaller but still notable share of military 

assistance through similar licensing mechanisms (73).  

While the distinction between direct aid and military sales supported by government-issued 

licenses is valid, it is crucial to recognize the broader implications. Governments that issue 

military export licenses are tacitly endorsing the IDF’s right to use military force, including in 

Gaza and the Occupied Palestinian Territories (OPT), in ways that have been widely 

condemned as violations of human rights. For example, Human Rights Watch and Amnesty 

International have described certain military actions as “genocidal” and in breach of 

international law (8,9,13). 



Given these considerations, and in line with our principle of being intentional with data 

categories, we believe it is appropriate to merge the value of direct military aid and military 

export licenses into a single hybrid category: military assistance. This approach better reflects 

the full scale and impact of the support provided to Israel by national governments. 

Military assistance to Israel in 2023 and 2024 was largely used to fund the military operations 

in Gaza, indirectly undermining humanitarian aid efforts. One of the most devastating 

consequences of these military operations has been the systematic obstruction of 

humanitarian assistance, preventing access to food, water, shelter, and medical care (74). 

Additionally, Israeli airstrikes and ground offensives have led to the widespread destruction 

of hospitals and other critical healthcare facilities, further deepening the humanitarian crisis 

(75). This is compounded by Israel's control over Gaza's borders, airspace, and sea access, 

effectively tightening the blockade and further restricting humanitarian aid (76,77). 

While comparing military assistance to Israel versus humanitarian aid to Gaza is an important 

step in addressing inherent distortions  in traditional aid statistics (Figure 6), comparing the 

two figures in this way does not address the outsized damage that military assistance to 

Israel can have. Arguably, even “donation parity” to both does not consider the wider impact 

military assistance has in terms of long-term destruction of infrastructure, economy, 

education, health, and food systems. 

Figure 6: Infographic 

illustrating U.S. military 

support to Israel vs 

humanitarian aid sent to 

Palestine. Sources: 

(47,55,56). Inspired by 

Visualizing Palestine’s 

approach to data 

representation 

(visualizingpalestine.org). 

It is also important to note that the USA may be in violation of Leahy’s Law, which prohibits 

the U.S. government from providing military assistance to foreign security force units that 



violate human rights with impunity (78). Similarly, the UK may be in violation of the Export 

Control Order 2008 (79) on similar grounds. Germany may be in contravention of the 

Common Position on Arms Exports (80) adopted under the Treaty of Maastricht and all 

nations may be violation of the UN’s Arms Trade Treaty (81), which requires that all nation-

states assess the risk that arms transfers could be used to commit or facilitate serious 

violations of international humanitarian law (IHL) or human rights law. There is evidence that 

all military aid donors are aware that their assistance is being used to fund war crimes and 

human rights violations, including racial segregation, the denial of the right to self-

determination, and the unlawful acquisition of territory by force. The ICJ advisory opinion 

highlights that Israel’s actions in the OPT, including the establishment of settlements, 

restrictions on Palestinian movement, and the imposition of discriminatory legal systems, 

amount to violations of international law (82).  

Human Rights Watch, along with other humanitarian organizations, has urged the U.S. 

government to withhold military assistance to Israel that could facilitate violations of IHL. 

These organizations argue that continued military support undermines efforts to protect 

civilians in Gaza and directly impacts the effectiveness and delivery of humanitarian aid (83). 

In line with evidence from these organisations, we argue that it is essential that humanitarian 

aid to Gaza is offset against military aid to Israel, which compromises and undermines 

humanitarian aid. 

Secondly, we found strong evidence that in the fiscal year 2023-2024, a significant portion of 

Israel's military budget was allocated to fund the military operations in Gaza (84). Israel’s 

military expenditure rose by 24%, reaching $27.5 billion in 2023. The Israeli government 

approved an additional $7.85 billion specifically to sustain and expand these operations. This 

was reflected in a sharp rise in Israel’s monthly military expenditure, which grew from an 

average of $1.8 billion before October to $4.7 billion in December 2023 (85,86). The 2025 

state budget further increased defence allocations, with the overall cost of military actions in 

Gaza estimated at $66.8 billion(84).  

Strengths of our research include the creative way in which we have operationalised the 

principles of QuantCrit and built a framework for statistical counter-storytelling. We have 



shown how, despite methodological challenges, it is possible to pool data and create robust 

datasets to enable such counter-storytelling.  

Our study has several limitations. We could not include other counter-story-telling 

adjustments such as economic subsidies to Israel, or tax-deductible donations to far-right 

groups which block aid to Gaza (87) (this applies only to the USA and would be subtracted 

from aid to Gaza).  Analytically, our statistical adjustments were fairly simple, and we were 

not able to make use of some of the emerging innovative asset-based quantitative methods.   

There is scope for a great deal of further research. One would be to compare % of GDP given 

to comparable humanitarian crises (Ukraine, Syria etc) by European and North American 

countries and adjust by geographical distance and/or geo-political alignment. By developing 

innovative quantitative techniques that credibly and robustly translate qualitative principles 

into quantitative data, we can further expand the potential applications of JOCS.  

6. Conclusion  

Our article has shown how quantitative data, in the form of humanitarian aid flow to Gaza, 

can be misleading. The implication is that public narratives about aid flow and the 

contributions of major economies in particular is distorted: raw, unadjusted and 

decontextualised, they appear to show significant donation sums to alleviate the 

humanitarian catastrophe. When adjusted as a % of GDP, nations which are presented as 

being the highest-ranking donors in absolute $ terms turn out to be among the lowest 

ranking (the USA and UK among others). When absolute donor sums are contextualised in 

and subtracted from military assistance to Israel, which is used to fund attacks in Gaza, they 

are significantly smaller.  In some cases, such as the U.S. and Germany, our research has 

shown that they are actually net-negative donors.  

Our research has implications for how aid allocations should be represented in the future. 

For one, we believe that it is important that calculations of donations to specific funds as a % 

of GDP - as well as total ODA - should be publicly available, as well as a breakdown of nations’ 

spend on ODA across specific appeals and regions. Doing so would particularly enable 

citizens, lobby groups, human rights organisations, and parliamentarians to advocate for 



either increased ODA in total or a rebalancing of ODA towards appeals where the 

humanitarian need might be greater (or both).  

Our research has built on the theoretical and methodological principles of quantitative CRT or 

QuantCrit. We have operated from the central axiomatic principle that data and its categories 

are socially constructed rather than neutral, that data cannot “speak for itself,” and that 

quantitative methods can be used for social justice. Through our framework of justice-

oriented statistical counter-storytelling, we have shown how the naturalization of data can 

obscure structural inequities, reinforcing dominant narratives rather than challenging them.  

We hope to have demonstrated the transformative potential of justice-orientated counter-

storytelling in exposing and addressing social justices. When data – both quantitative and 

qualitative – are uncritically accepted as objective truth, it can mask deeper inequities. . As 

author David Foster Wallace reminds us, “the most obvious, important realities are the ones 

which are often hardest to see and to talk about” (2005).  
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