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AI Reviewer 1 - Comprehensive Review

This reviewer provides a thorough and balanced assessment

**Review of ”UNEQUALMODERNITIES, UNEQUALMEASURES OF TRUST: MACRO-ASYMMETRIES
AND CREDIBILITY CONSTRUCTION IN THE ISRAEL-PALESTINE CONTEXT”**

\\ Step 1. Summary of the Paper

This manuscript examines how structural power asymmetries between Israel and Palestine shape
credibility construction in conflict reporting and policy discourse. Using a mixed-methods con-
current triangulation design, the authors analyze a panel dataset (2000-2021) of 16 development,
health, and defense indicators alongside qualitative thematic analysis of interpretive memos. The
central claim is that credibility emerges through ”dueling warrants”: Israel’s economic and tech-
nological advantages foster ”statistical authority” while Palestine’s health and demographic vul-
nerabilities foreground ”moral witnessing.” The paper argues that institutional practices valorize
quantification, potentially marginalizing experiential accounts, and advocates for epistemic justice
through integrating testimony with contextualized indicators.

\\ Step 2. Evaluation Criteria

\\\ 1. Originality / Novelty **Score: 7/10**

The integration of macro-structural indicators with credibility construction represents a novel the-
oretical contribution. The concept of ”dueling warrants” (statistical authority vs. moral witness-
ing) extends existing literature on epistemic injustice and media witnessing. However, the core
theoretical frameworks—epistemic injustice, moral witnessing, indicator-based analysis—are well-
established, and the application to Israel-Palestine, while relevant, builds substantially on existing
conflict communication scholarship. The originality lies primarily in the methodological integration
rather than theoretical innovation.

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

**Major Concerns:** - The quantitative analysis is fundamentally descriptive (means, correla-
tions) without addressing causality, confounding, or temporal dynamics. The claim that disparities
”shape” credibility construction implies causal relationships that correlational analysis cannot sup-
port. - Missing methodological details: No information on statistical significance testing, effect
sizes, or confidence intervals for correlations. - Qualitative sampling lacks transparency: ”Interpre-
tive memos” are vaguely defined without clear sourcing, selection criteria, or inter-coder reliability
measures. - Integration claims are overstated: The paper asserts triangulation but demonstrates
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parallel presentation rather than genuine methodological integration.

**Minor Issues:** - Listwise deletion for missing data may introduce bias. - No discussion of power
analysis for quantitative components.

\\\ 3. Clarity \ Presentation **Score: 6/10**

The writing is generally clear but suffers from theoretical jargon overload (”epistemic justice,”
”metricization,” ”dueling warrants”) that sometimes obscures concrete findings. The structure
follows conventional social science format, but the integration of quantitative and qualitative results
feels disjointed. Tables are informative but lack statistical context (p-values, confidence intervals).
The abstract and conclusions accurately reflect the study’s scope but overstate methodological
integration achievements.

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

**Critical Flaws:** - No data availability statement or reference to specific dataset version. -
Qualitative data (interpretive memos) are not accessible for verification. - Missing codebook for
qualitative analysis and coding procedures. - Statistical analysis description lacks essential details
(software packages, specific functions, handling of multiple comparisons). - No preregistration of
analysis plan mentioned.

\\\ 5. Significance \ Impact **Score: 7/10**

The topic addresses important questions about how structural power shapes credibility assessments
in conflict zones. The findings have potential implications for media ethics, humanitarian commu-
nication, and policy discourse. However, the methodological limitations substantially reduce the
paper’s potential impact. The Israel-Palestine context ensures relevance but also means the findings
may not generalize to other asymmetric conflicts without further validation.

\\\ 6. Ethics \ Integrity **Score: 8/10**

The paper appropriately addresses ethical considerations for secondary data analysis and demon-
strates awareness of researcher positionality. No evidence of data manipulation or plagiarism was
detected. The conflict context is handled with appropriate sensitivity, though the analysis could
benefit from more explicit discussion of how the research design itself might reproduce the epistemic
hierarchies it critiques.

\\ Step 3. Specific Suggestions for Improvement

\\\ Major Revisions Required:

1. **Methodological Overhaul:** - Conduct proper statistical analysis beyond descriptive statistics
(e.g., regression models controlling for confounding factors) - Provide detailed documentation of
qualitative methods: sampling strategy, codebook development, inter-coder reliability - Demon-
strate genuine methodological integration rather than parallel presentation

2. **Causal Claims Revision:** - Remove or substantially qualify causal language (”shapes,”
”enables,” ”fosters”) given the correlational nature of evidence - Reframe as exploratory analysis
generating hypotheses rather than testing causal mechanisms

3. **Transparency Enhancement:** - Make dataset and analysis code publicly available - Pro-
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vide access to qualitative materials or detailed excerpts - Include comprehensive methodological
appendix

\\\ Minor Revisions:

1. **Statistical Reporting:** - Add significance tests and confidence intervals for all quantitative
results - Include effect size measures for correlations - Address multiple comparison issues

2. **Theoretical Framing:** - Reduce jargon and define key concepts more operationally - Clarify
contributions relative to existing literature

3. **Presentation:** - Improve integration of quantitative and qualitative findings in results section
- Add visualizations showing temporal trends in key indicators

\\\ Additional Analyses to Strengthen Manuscript:

1. Time-series analysis to examine how credibility dynamics evolved over the 21-year period 2.
Comparative analysis with other asymmetric conflicts to test generalizability 3. Experimental
component testing actual audience responses to different evidence types 4. Network analysis of
indicator relationships beyond pairwise correlations

\\ Step 4. Final Decision \ Justification

**Overall Score: 6/10**

**Recommendation: Reject**

**Justification:**

While the paper addresses an important topic with theoretical relevance, the methodological flaws
are too substantial to warrant publication in a high-impact journal in its current form. The central
weakness is the mismatch between the ambitious causal claims and the limited analytical methods.
Descriptive statistics and correlations cannot support arguments about how structural asymmetries
”shape” credibility construction. The qualitative component lacks the transparency and rigor
needed for scholarly validation.

The paper would benefit from either: (1) reframing as an exploratory theoretical piece with more
modest claims, or (2) substantial methodological revision including proper statistical modeling,
transparent qualitative documentation, and genuine integration of mixed methods. The current
version falls between these approaches, making claims that exceed its methodological foundations.

The Israel-Palestine context demands particularly rigorous methodology given its political sensitiv-
ity and the potential implications of the findings. Without stronger evidence and more transparent
methods, the paper risks making substantive claims that cannot be adequately supported.

**This rejection is not based on the topic’s importance or potential contribution, but rather on
fundamental methodological limitations that prevent the paper from achieving its analytical goals.
The authors are encouraged to substantially revise the methodological approach and resubmit
elsewhere after addressing these concerns.**
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AI Reviewer 2 - Critical Review

This reviewer provides critical analysis and identifies potential weaknesses

**REVIEWER 2 ASSESSMENT**

**1. Overall Impression**

My immediate reaction is one of significant methodological skepticism. The paper presents an
ambitious mixed-methods framework to explore a theoretically rich and socially relevant ques-
tion—how structural power asymmetries shape credibility construction. The core idea—linking
macro-indicators to epistemic warrants (statistical authority vs. moral witnessing)—is compelling.
However, the execution feels fundamentally flawed. The quantitative analysis is rudimentary and
fails to support the causal or even correlational claims implied by the narrative. The qualitative
component is described with insufficient methodological detail, raising serious questions about its
rigor and validity. The paper reads as an overhyped, theoretically driven argument retrofitted onto
a weak empirical scaffold. It feels more like a well-written but under-supported opinion piece than
a rigorous scientific study.

**2. Technical \ Scientific Assessment**

**A. Problem Definition: Score 4/5** - The research question is clearly motivated, non-trivial,
and highly relevant to media studies, political communication, and conflict studies. - The authors
convincingly argue why the problem matters, situating it within frameworks of epistemic injustice
and moral witnessing.

**B. Methodological Soundness: Score 1/5** - **Unacceptable.** The study design is inappropriate
for the claims made. - **Quantitative:** The analysis is purely descriptive (means, correlations).
It establishes disparity but does nothing to demonstrate *how* these disparities ”shape” or ”cor-
relate with” credibility construction, as repeatedly claimed. A correlation between a country’s
GDP and a ”presumption of technocratic credibility” is not demonstrated; it is merely asserted.
There is no statistical model linking indicators to credibility outcomes. - **Qualitative:** The
description of the ”interpretive memos” is critically vague. Who generated these memos? The
authors themselves? This introduces an enormous risk of confirmation bias. What was the specific
sampling strategy for the source materials (media reports, etc.)? How was intercoder reliability
established? The procedure reads more like a literature synthesis than a systematic qualitative
analysis. - **Integration:** ”Concurrent triangulation” is claimed, but the integration is post-hoc
and interpretive. The quantitative data shows disparity; the qualitative analysis (as described)
asserts credibility dynamics. The connection is assumed, not demonstrated.

**C. Results \ Evidence: Score 1/5** - **Unacceptable.** The results are not compelling or
reproducible based on the information provided. - The quantitative results are simple descriptive
statistics that any reader could replicate from the dataset. They do not, in themselves, constitute
a novel finding. - The qualitative ”results” are presented as a series of unsubstantiated assertions
(”Thematic analysis... revealed four key patterns”). Without access to the data (the memos), the
coding framework, or evidence of analytical rigor, these claims are impossible to evaluate or trust. -
The claims (e.g., ”Israel’s higher means... correlate with presumptions of technocratic credibility”)
vastly exceed the evidence. The study provides no evidence of these ”presumptions” beyond the
authors’ own interpretations.
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**D. Contribution to the Field: Score 2/5** - The *potential* contribution is meaningful: bridging
macro-structures with micro-dynamics of trust. - However, the actual contribution in its current
form is weak. It repackages known disparities in a new theoretical language without providing
robust, empirical evidence for its core novel claim about credibility warrants. It is unlikely to be
cited for its findings, only for its theoretical framing.

**E. Writing \ Presentation: Score 4/5** - The paper is generally well-written, logically organized,
and engages with sophisticated theoretical literature. - A major flaw is the incomplete referencing
(e.g., ”Section ??”). The tables are clear but basic.

**F. Ethical \ Transparency Standards: Score 1/5** - **Major flaws.** There is no mention of
IRB review for the qualitative component, which, if it involved analysis of human-generated content
(e.g., media, testimony), may have required it. - **Critically, the data and code are not available.**
The ”interpretive memos”—the core qualitative data—are not provided, making replication and
verification impossible. This is a fatal flaw for a study making such strong interpretive claims. -
The use of the authors themselves as the source of ”interpretive memos” based on their analysis of
documents is a questionable research practice that invites bias, and this is not sufficiently mitigated
or reflexively addressed.

**3. Strengths**

- Theoretically ambitious and timely, connecting macro-structural analysis with communication and
epistemology. - Identifies a genuinely important and under-studied mechanism in conflict discourse.
- The writing is proficient and the argument is structured clearly.

**4. Weaknesses**

**Major Flaws:** 1. **Lack of Causal/Explanatory Quantitative Analysis:** The paper makes
claims about correlation and shaping, but the quantitative analysis is purely descriptive. It does not
test any hypotheses. 2. **Unverifiable and Potentially Biased Qualitative Analysis:** The entire
qualitative component rests on ”interpretive memos” generated by the authors from an undefined
corpus of texts. This methodology is opaque and lacks the safeguards (e.g., intercoder reliability,
clear sampling) necessary for scientific credibility. 3. **Failure to Integrate Methods Rigorously:**
The ”triangulation” is narrative, not methodological. The two datasets are not used to validate
or challenge each other in a systematic way. 4. **Overstated Claims:** The language consistently
implies demonstrated findings where only theoretical assertions and post-hoc interpretations exist.
5. **Lack of Transparency:** The non-availability of the qualitative data (memos) and code makes
the study irreproducible.

**Minor Flaws:** - Incomplete references throughout the text. - The abstract and conclusions
overstate the certainty of the findings.

**5. Recommendations for Improvement**

**To be acceptable for publication, this paper requires a fundamental redesign and significant new
analysis:**

1. **Revise the Quantitative Analysis:** Replace descriptive statistics with a model that actually
tests the relationship between indicators and measures of credibility. This could involve: - Content
analysis of a large corpus of media text to operationalize ”credibility warrants” (e.g., frequency
of statistical citation vs. personal testimony attributed to each party). - Statistical modeling
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(e.g., regression) to see if macro-indicators predict the type of warrant used in media coverage.
2. **Overhaul the Qualitative Methodology:** If a qualitative component is retained, it must be
rigorous and transparent. - Use a clearly defined, reproducible sampling frame for source materials.
- If using human coders, demonstrate intercoder reliability. - The ”interpretive memos” should be
supplemented or replaced with direct analysis of primary sources (media texts, policy documents)
with explicit coding protocols. - Make the qualitative data (or a representative sample) available.
3. **Conduct True Triangulation:** The methods should be designed to answer the same research
question from different angles. For example, the quantitative model could identify patterns in
media coverage, and in-depth qualitative case studies could then explore the mechanisms behind
those patterns. 4. **Tone Down Claims:** The language throughout must be moderated to reflect
the actual, demonstrated evidence. Claims of ”correlation” between indicators and credibility
presumptions must be supported by data, not assertion.

**6. Verdict**

**Overall Score: 1 - Strong Reject**

**Justification:** This paper identifies a profound and important question but fails to address it
with the methodological rigor required for a top-tier publication. The core flaw is the complete dis-
connection between the ambitious theoretical claims and the weak, descriptive, and non-transparent
empirical analysis. The qualitative methodology, as described, is not scientifically credible, and the
quantitative analysis does not test any of the paper’s central hypotheses. The lack of data and
code transparency renders the study irreproducible. The path to acceptance would require a fun-
damental reconceptualization and execution of the research design, amounting to a new paper. In
its current form, it cannot be salvaged through revisions.
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Human Reviewer

Expert human review providing domain-specific insights

Reviewer: Obaid Kalim

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

Total Score: 5.5 / 10

Reviewer Notes:

Submitted at: 2025-12-24 18:40:33
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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): 7.0 / 10 - AI Reviewer 2 (Critical): 0.0 / 10
- Human Reviewer (Obaid Kalim): 5.5 / 10

Aggregate Score: 4.17 / 10

Overall Assessment: The paper received an average score of 4.17 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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