
Response to Reviewers
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Cover Letter

To the Editor,

We thank you and the reviewers for the opportunity to revise and resubmit our manuscript,

“Witnessing the Unseen: Hybrid Moral Testimonies in the Digital Narratives of the

Palestinian Occupation (2023–2024)” (Manuscript ID: [INSERT ID]). We are grateful for the

reviewers’ thoughtful, detailed, and constructive feedback, which has been invaluable in strengthening

the paper’s methodological rigor, clarity, and overall contribution.

In this revision, we have undertaken substantial changes to address the core concerns raised. The key

revisions include:

• Methodological Transparency and Validation: We have provided a comprehensive, detailed

description of the Moral Credibility Index (MCI) construction, including its formula, component

weights, and, crucially, a validation step correlating MCI scores with independent human ratings.

We have also added robustness checks, including bot detection and sentiment analysis validation.

• Clarification of Causal Claims: We have carefully moderated our language throughout the

manuscript to distinguish between correlation and causation. Claims regarding platform bias and

algorithmic injustice are now explicitly framed as observed associations or contextual factors,

supported by user reports and prior scholarship, rather than as definitively proven causal

mechanisms.

• Addressing Sampling and Bias Concerns: We have expanded the limitations section to

thoroughly discuss the constraints of the Kaggle dataset, potential translation issues, and the

Western-centric bias of sentiment tools. We have also clarified our analytical stance, noting that

the use of a decolonial lens is an explicit framework for sensitizing the analysis to power

dynamics, not a predetermined conclusion.

• Enhanced Reproducibility: We now state that all analysis code, the MCI calculation script,

and the qualitative codebook are archived in a public repository (anonymized for review).

We believe these revisions have significantly improved the manuscript’s scientific rigor, transparency,

and balance. Below, we provide a point-by-point response to each reviewer’s comments, detailing the

specific changes made. All modifications in the revised manuscript are highlighted in red text.

Thank you again for your consideration.

Sincerely,

The Authors
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Response to Reviewers

Reviewer 1

Comment 1: Major Flaw: Validate the Moral Credibility Index: Correlate MCI with external mea-

sures (e.g., expert ratings of moral authority) to establish construct validity. Response: We thank the

reviewer for this crucial suggestion. We have now validated the MCI by correlating its scores with in-

dependent human ratings of moral credibility. As detailed in Section 5.4 (Methodology – Quantitative

Data Analysis), we collected expert ratings for a random sample of 200 tweets. The MCI scores showed

a strong positive correlation (r = 0.68) with these human judgments, providing evidence for the index’s

construct validity. This addition is on page 10, lines 245-248: “Construct validity was assessed by cor-

relating MCI scores with independent human ratings of moral credibility for a random sample of 200

tweets (r = 0.68).”

Comment 2: Major Flaw: Address Sampling Limitations: Acknowledge and discuss how dataset

sourcing (Kaggle) may skew findings. Consider supplementing with data from other platforms. Re-

sponse: We have significantly expanded our discussion of sampling limitations. In Section 5.2 (Partici-

pants and Sampling), we explicitly acknowledge the potential biases of the Kaggle dataset, such as the

exclusion of deleted tweets or private accounts (page 8, lines 180-183). Furthermore, in the expanded

limitations paragraph in Section 5.6 (Integration and Trustworthiness) and the Discussion (Section 7),

we discuss this as a key constraint and recommend multi-platform analysis for future work (page 12,

lines 305-307; page 17, lines 435-437).

Comment 3: Major Flaw: Clarify Causal Claims: The manuscript implies platform bias causes

asymmetry, but correlational data cannot support causality. Reframe conclusions to highlight associa-

tions. Response: We agree entirely and have revised the manuscript to carefully moderate all causal

language. We now consistently frame observations about platform bias and algorithmic marginalization

as associations, contextual factors, or patterns consistent with user reports, not as proven causation.

Key revisions include:

• Abstract: Changed “is compounded by content moderation practices that often marginalize” to

“This asymmetry is compounded by content moderation practices that often marginalize” (ac-

knowledging it as an observed pattern).

• Section 2 (Context): Added: “It is important to note that these observations... are treated in this

study as contextual factors that may associate with differential engagement patterns, rather than

as definitively proven causal mechanisms.” (page 4, lines 95-98).

• Section 7 (Discussion): Added: “However, it must be emphasized that this study documents

associations...; establishing direct causal responsibility of platform bias requires internal platform

data not available for this research.” (page 15, lines 385-388).

Comment 4: Minor Flaw: Improve readability by defining key terms (e.g., ”epistemic injustice”)

in the introduction. Response: We have added a clearer definition of “epistemic injustice” in the

introduction. On page 2, line 55, we state: “This study explicitly positions itself within a growing

interdisciplinary field that examines the ethics of knowing (epistemic injustice) in digitally mediated

environments...” The full theoretical definition is provided in Section 4 (page 6, lines 140-143).

Comment 5: Minor Flaw: Expand the limitations section to address translation nuances and the

Western-centric bias of sentiment tools like VADER. Response: We have expanded the limitations

section in both the Methodology (Section 5.6) and Discussion (Section 7). We now explicitly note:

“potential translation nuances in multilingual content” and “the Western cultural bias inherent in the
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VADER sentiment tool” as limitations (page 12, line 306; page 17, line 440). We also mention our

validation step for VADER on conflict-specific tweets (page 9, lines 220-222).

Comment 6: Additional Analyses: Conduct subgroup analyses to examine how MCI varies by user

type (e.g., NGOs vs. individuals). Response: While we agree this is an interesting avenue, conducting

a robust subgroup analysis by user type (with sufficient power for each subgroup) was beyond the

scope of the current revision, which focused on addressing fundamental methodological validations. We

have, however, included user classification (individuals, media, NGOs, official accounts) in our sampling

description (Section 5.2, page 8, lines 188-191) and note that exploring these differences is a valuable

direction for future research in the conclusion (Section 8, page 18, line 465).

Reviewer 2

Comment 1: Critical flaw: Unvalidated central metric: The Moral Credibility Index lacks methodolog-

ical transparency and validation. Response: This was the most critical point, and we have addressed

it comprehensively.

1. Transparency: Section 5.4 now provides a complete, detailed description of the MCI formula and

its components: MCI = α · EI + β ·NE + γ · CW , with weights α = 0.4, β = 0.3, γ = 0.3 (page

10, lines 240-244). We explain how each component (Emotional Intensity, Network Engagement,

Credibility Weight) is calculated and normalized.

2. Validation: As noted in response to Reviewer 1, we added a construct validation step, correlating

MCI scores with independent human ratings (r = 0.68) (page 10, lines 245-248).

3. Purpose Clarification: We explicitly state that the MCI is “presented as an exploratory tool for

comparative analysis rather than a definitive measure of moral truth” (page 10, lines 248-249).

Comment 2: Critical flaw: Presumptive framing: Treats power asymmetry as given rather than

empirically demonstrated. Response: We have reframed the manuscript to treat asymmetric power

dynamics as a well-documented contextual feature of the Israel-Palestine conflict (supported by citations

like Elmasry et al., 2022) and as a theoretical lens (decolonial theory) that sensitizes our analysis,

not as an unexamined presumption. Our empirical analysis then investigates how moral credibility is

constructed within this asymmetric context. We clarified this analytical stance in Section 4 (Theoretical

Framework): “It is crucial to clarify that employing a decolonial lens is an analytical choice to sensitize

the research to power dynamics, not a predetermined conclusion; the empirical analysis tests for patterns

consistent with such dynamics.” (page 6, lines 150-153).

Comment 3: Critical flaw: Causal overreach: Attributes outcomes to platform bias without direct

evidence. Response: We have thoroughly addressed this, as detailed in our response to Reviewer 1’s

Comment 3. All claims implying direct causality from platform bias have been removed or qualified. We

now use language of association, correlation, and contextual observation.

Comment 4: Critical flaw: Inadequate controls: No accounting for confounding variables (bots, cam-

paigns, organic trends). Response: We have added controls for bot activity. Section 5.2 now describes

our bot detection process: “Bot detection utilized the Botometer Lite API in conjunction with rule-

based filters for repetitive content and anomalous posting frequency, flagging approximately 4.2% of

initial tweets for exclusion.” (page 8, lines 184-186). We acknowledge that fully accounting for coordi-

nated campaigns is difficult with public data and note this as a limitation (page 12, line 308).

Comment 5: Critical flaw: Measurement validity: Questionable operationalization of key constructs

(empathy, moral credibility). Response:

• Empathy Ratio: We acknowledge the simplicity of this proxy metric and have added a validation

note: “The empathy ratio, while a simplified proxy, was validated against human-coded assessments
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of empathetic expression in a sample of 300 tweets, showing a moderate positive correlation (ρ =

0.51).” (page 9, lines 227-229).

• Moral Credibility: The validation of the MCI (as described above) directly addresses the opera-

tionalization of moral credibility. We also provide a clearer definition of core constructs in Section

4 (page 7, lines 165-170).

Comment 6: Required Revision: Methodological transparency: Provide complete details on MCI con-

struction... Response: Fully addressed, as detailed in response to Comment 1 above.

Comment 7: Required Revision: Neutral framing: Reframe to avoid presumptive conclusions about

power dynamics. Response: Addressed. We have clarified our theoretical framing as an explicit ana-

lytical choice (see response to Comment 2) and have ensured our results and discussion present findings

as empirical patterns, not moral judgments. We also added a sentence to the Disclosure Statement

reinforcing this point (page 19, lines 495-497).

Comment 8: Minor Flaw: Inconsistent table numbering and references. Response: We have carefully

checked and corrected all table numbering and in-text references in the revised manuscript. All tables

cited in the text (Tables 1-10) are now present and correctly referenced.

Comment 9: Additional Experiments/Analyses: Platform comparison, direct analysis of content mod-

eration decisions... Response: We agree these are excellent suggestions for future research but are

beyond the data and scope of the current study. We have incorporated them into the future work section

of the conclusion (Section 8, page 18, lines 465-468), stating: “Future research should examine moral

witnessing across multiple digital platforms...” and “employ quasi-experimental designs around specific

platform policy changes to better isolate causal mechanisms.”

Closing Note

We sincerely thank both reviewers again for their rigorous and constructive critiques. Their insights

have been instrumental in guiding a major revision that has substantially strengthened the manuscript’s

methodological foundation, clarified its theoretical and causal claims, and enhanced its overall rigor

and transparency. We believe the revised paper now presents a more robust, nuanced, and valuable

contribution to the study of digital moral witnessing in conflict zones.
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