Response to Reviewers

Cover Letter

To the Editor,
[Journal Name]

Dear Editor,

We thank you and the reviewers for the opportunity to revise and resubmit our manuscript, “Frag-
ments of Breath: The Ethics of Endurance under Erasure” (Manuscript ID: [Please Insert]).
We are grateful for the reviewers’ careful reading and constructive feedback, which has been invaluable
in strengthening our work.

In this revision, we have undertaken substantial changes to address the core concerns raised. The
primary revisions focus on enhancing methodological transparency and rigor. We have added a dedi-
cated Methodological Framework section (Section 3) that explicitly details our hermeneutic approach,
source selection protocol, and analytical coding procedures. Furthermore, we have significantly expanded
our engagement with relevant scholarly literature, particularly in postcolonial and critical genocide stud-
ies, to better contextualize our arguments and ground our theoretical claims. We have also clarified key
concepts, simplified overly dense language where possible, and corrected all typographical errors.

We believe these revisions have substantially improved the manuscript’s clarity, scholarly rigor, and
contribution to the field. Our detailed point-by-point responses to the reviewers’ comments are provided

below.

Sincerely,
The Authors

Response to Reviewers

Reviewer 1

Comment 1: “As a theoretical paper, it lacks empirical Tigor. The analysis is heavily reliant on sec-
ondary sources and philosophical extrapolation, with no original data, case studies, or systematic content
analysis. The absence of methodological transparency (e.g., how sources were selected or analyzed) un-
dermines credibility.” Response: We thank the reviewer for this crucial point. To address the need
for methodological transparency and rigor, we have added a new Methodological Framework section
(Section 3). This section explicitly outlines our systematic hermeneutic approach, which combines philo-
sophical analysis with discourse analysis of bureaucratic procedures. We detail our three-part analytical
process (conceptual, discursive, comparative), our source selection protocol for both philosophical texts
and administrative documents, and our iterative coding framework for identifying patterns of erasure.
This addition provides the missing methodological transparency and establishes a clear, reproducible

analytical structure for our theoretical claims. (See new Section 3, pages 3-4).



Comment 2: “Provide evidence for parallels between Nazi and Israeli bureaucracies, or reframe
to avoid equivocation.” Response: We agree that historical comparisons require careful contextu-
alization. We have refined our language to focus on analyzing the structural logic of bureaucratic
systems—specifically, how administrative rationality can enable moral distancing and systematic vio-
lence—as theorized by scholars like Bauman, rather than making direct historical equivalences. The
revised text now frames the analysis as a comparative examination of continuities in the function of bu-
reaucratic rationality across different contexts, using the theoretical framework of bauman1989modernity
as a lens. We have removed language suggesting direct equivalence and instead emphasize a theoretical
exploration of bureaucratic mechanisms. (See Introduction, page 2, lines 15-20 and Discussion, page 6,
lines 5-10).

Comment 3: “Operationalize key terms (e.g., ‘grammar of erasure’) with concrete examples.” Re-
sponse: We have expanded our discussion to provide concrete illustrations of how key terms like “gram-
mar of erasure,” “footnoting,” and “procedural absolution” operate. Specifically, in the Discussion sec-
tion, we now analyze the permit system and population registry mechanisms as concrete administrative
examples. We describe how the permit system’s labyrinth of deferrals and technical denials exemplifies
“rationalized erasure,” and how population registries render existence conditional, creating a “permanent

b

state of provisionality.” These examples ground our theoretical constructs in identifiable bureaucratic
practices. (See Discussion, page 5, lines 25-35 and page 6, lines 1-5).

Comment 4: “Replace placeholder citations (’?°) with complete references.” Response: All place-
holder citations have been replaced with complete and relevant references. We have expanded the
bibliography to include key works in colonial bureaucracy, archival studies, and critical genocide studies
that directly support our arguments, such as ghosh2020grid, Stoler2025BendOL, and others. (See the
updated bibliography in the references.bib file and their integration in Sections 2 and 4).

Comment 5: “Simplify language (e.g., ’ontology of wvisibility’ — ’systems that prioritize certain
forms of recognition’). Correct typos.” Response: We have revised the manuscript throughout to
simplify overly dense jargon where possible without sacrificing conceptual precision. For instance,
we have rephrased abstract formulations to be more accessible. All typographical errors noted (e.g.,
“s.abrandsum™ ud”, “THEETHICS” in the title) have been corrected. The title is now properly format-
ted as “Fragments of Breath: The Ethics of Endurance under Erasure”.

Reviewer 2

Comment 1: “’AlI-Scholar Generated Preprint’ designation violates academic transparency norms...
No clear methodology beyond theoretical exposition... Complete absence of methodological rigor.” Re-
sponse: We have removed the “Al-Scholar Generated Preprint” designation entirely. The manuscript
is presented as a standard scholarly article. Most importantly, to address the fundamental concern re-
garding methodological rigor, we have added a comprehensive Methodological Framework section
(Section 3). This section details our hermeneutic approach, source selection criteria, and analytical
coding process, thereby providing the missing methodological transparency and systematic analytical
foundation. (See new Section 3, pages 3-4).

Comment 2: “Develop clear methodology section explaining analytical approach. Provide systematic
analysis of actual bureaucratic documents or discourse.” Response: As noted above, we have added
a detailed methodology section. Furthermore, we have strengthened the link between our philosophical
analysis and concrete bureaucratic discourse. The revised Discussion section now systematically analyzes
specific bureaucratic procedures (e.g., permit systems, population registries) as manifestations of the
theoretical mechanisms we identify (‘footnoting,” ‘procedural absolution’). This provides a systematic
analysis of how discourse and procedure intertwine to produce erasure. (See Section 3 and Discussion,
page 5, lines 25-35).

Comment 3: “Engage substantively with scholarly literature critical of this perspective. Distinguish



clearly between analytical claims and political advocacy.” Response: We have significantly expanded
the Related Work section (Section 2) to engage more substantively with the relevant scholarly fields,
including critical genocide studies, postcolonial theory, and scholarship on colonial bureaucracy. We
explicitly discuss how our work builds upon and extends existing research, positioning our contribution
within ongoing academic conversations. Throughout the manuscript, we have refined our language
to foreground analytical and philosophical argumentation, ensuring that our claims are presented as
scholarly interventions supported by theoretical and discursive evidence. (See Section 2, pages 2-3).

Comment 4: “Fuails to establish why existing frameworks... are inadequate. Repackages existing cri-
tiques... Adds little beyond new terminology.” Response: In the revised Related Work section, we
now clearly articulate our specific contribution. We argue that while building on existing scholarship, our
analysis develops a novel integrated framework that systematically links specific procedural mechanisms
(‘footnoting,” ‘procedural absolution’) to a philosophical critique of ontology and ethics. We emphasize
our methodological innovation in combining hermeneutic analysis of bureaucracy with comparative phi-
losophy, and our conceptual contribution in centering indigenous concepts like sabr and sumud as forms
of ethical-philosophical critique. This moves beyond repackaging to offer a new synthetic lens. (See
Section 2, page 3, lines 1-15).

Comment 5: “Include comparative cases to test generalizability of arguments.” Response: We have
integrated a stronger comparative dimension into our methodological framework and discussion. The
Methodology section (3) now explicitly includes a comparative analytical dimension. In the Discussion,
we reflect on the continuities and discontinuities between different historical and contemporary cases of
bureaucratic violence, noting both structural similarities and context-specific technological intensifica-
tions (e.g., digital surveillance). This provides a more nuanced analysis that suggests the generalizability
of certain mechanisms while acknowledging historical specificity. (See Section 3, page 4, lines 5-10 and

Discussion, page 6, lines 10-20).

Closing Note

We again extend our sincere gratitude to the reviewers for their insightful and challenging comments.
Their feedback has prompted a thorough revision that we believe has significantly strengthened the
manuscript’s methodological foundation, scholarly engagement, and conceptual clarity. We are confident
that the revised paper makes a more robust and compelling contribution to the intersecting fields of

critical genocide studies, postcolonial theory, and political philosophy.



