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ABSTRACT

This study examines the construction of credibility in conflict reporting through
analysis of the 2023–2025 Palestine–Israel conflict using the ACLED dataset of
9,427 events. The research addresses how violence is documented under conditions
of asymmetric power, where data collection becomes a form of moral commu-
nication when institutional protections collapse. The complexity of credibility
assessment arises from competing narratives: Israeli sources predominantly em-
ploy legal-military justifications while Palestinian sources mobilize humanitarian
ethics, resulting in divergent accounts of identical events. These challenges are
exacerbated by political suppression, communication blackouts, and systematic
skepticism toward Palestinian testimonies. Through mixed-methods triangulation
integrating quantitative event statistics with qualitative thematic analysis of textual
narratives, this study reveals how documentation practices under occupation co-
construct moral credibility. Palestinian civilian testimonies consistently face higher
verification thresholds despite often providing more detailed accounts of human
suffering. The findings demonstrate an association between empathy language and
perceived credibility (r = 0.64). This research extends frameworks of epistemic
injustice to data-driven testimony, illustrating how technological mediation and
institutional framing shape moral authority in contemporary conflict reporting. The
methodological approach is explicitly designed to address the structural constraints
of data collection in conflict zones, employing robustness checks and sensitivity
analyses to account for potential reporting biases and underrepresentation. The
study contributes to conflict studies by providing a transparent, reproducible an-
alytical framework for examining credibility asymmetries, with implications for
humanitarian documentation protocols and media ethics education.

1 INTRODUCTION

The 2023–2025 period witnessed significant escalations in the Palestine–Israel conflict, particularly
affecting Gaza and the West Bank. These events were characterized by recurrent bombardments,
mass displacements, and systematic blockades that challenged conventional mechanisms of conflict
documentation and reporting. The Armed Conflict Location & Event Data Project (ACLED) dataset
records 9,427 distinct events during this period, providing a quantitative basis for analyzing patterns of
violence and their documentation. In contexts of asymmetric power, data collection transforms from
mere record-keeping to a form of moral communication, particularly when institutional protections
collapse and traditional verification mechanisms falter.

The global circulation of conflict imagery and datasets renders violence simultaneously visible and
deniable, creating an ethical test of credibility. This study examines how credibility is constructed in
conflict reporting through analysis of the 2023–2025 Palestine–Israel conflict. The research addresses
a fundamental question: how do documentation practices under occupation shape moral authority
and epistemic credibility? This question gains urgency amid political suppression, communication
blackouts, and systematic skepticism that disproportionately affect Palestinian testimonies.

The complexity of credibility assessment in this context stems from multiple factors. Historically
rooted power asymmetries create conditions where Israeli institutional discourse predominantly
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employs legal-military justifications, while Palestinian discourse mobilizes humanitarian ethics.
This results in divergent accounts of identical events, as exemplified by a 2024 incident in Khan
Younis where local monitors recorded 27 civilian fatalities while Israeli sources reported combatant
engagement. The complexity is further compounded by technological mediation, where satellite
imagery and NGO reporting shape epistemic authority, and by structural constraints including internet
blackouts and restrictions on journalist access.

This paper addresses three central research questions derived from frameworks of epistemic justice
(?) and moral witnessing (?). First, how is credibility constructed and contested in conflict reporting?
Second, what communicative or contextual factors are associated with trust in data-driven testimony?
Third, how does institutional framing shape reception of Palestinian versus Israeli accounts? These
questions are examined through a mixed-methods approach that integrates quantitative analysis of
ACLED event data with qualitative thematic coding of textual narratives.

The qualitative dimension of this research provides crucial insights into Palestinian lived experiences
that quantitative data alone cannot capture. By analyzing textual narratives associated with conflict
events, we uncover themes of victimization, epistemic erasure, and what we term the courage of
enumeration—where counting casualties becomes an act of moral resistance against silencing. This
approach reveals how documentation practices under occupation co-construct moral credibility,
with Palestinian civilian testimonies consistently facing higher verification thresholds despite often
providing more detailed accounts of human suffering.

The study is theoretically grounded in ?’s concept of epistemic injustice, which examines how power
dynamics affect credibility assessments, and ?’s notion of moral witnessing, which frames testimony
as an ethical obligation. We extend these frameworks to data-driven testimony in digital contexts,
examining how technological mediation shapes moral authority in contemporary conflict reporting.
The research also engages with ?’s theory of communicative action to analyze validity claims under
conditions of coercion.

This paper makes several distinct contributions to the interdisciplinary study of conflict reporting,
data ethics, and epistemic justice. First, it provides an integrated mixed-methods framework that
links quantitative patterns of violence with qualitative narratives of moral communication, addressing
a methodological gap between conflict data science and media studies. Second, it introduces and
operationalizes the concept of "the courage of enumeration" as a specific form of epistemic resistance
under conditions of asymmetric power and systematic silencing. Third, it offers a transparent, repro-
ducible analytical protocol for assessing credibility construction in conflict documentation, including
detailed measurement strategies and robustness checks to address potential biases. Fourth, it extends
theoretical frameworks of epistemic injustice and moral witnessing into the domain of structured,
data-driven testimony, demonstrating how credibility deficits manifest in verification protocols and
source evaluation criteria. Finally, it provides empirical evidence of systematic disparities in verifica-
tion thresholds that cannot be fully explained by evidential quality alone, highlighting the need for
bias-aware documentation practices in humanitarian and journalistic contexts.

The paper is structured as follows: Section 2 reviews related work in conflict studies and media ethics.
Section 3 provides necessary context about the Palestine–Israel conflict and data collection challenges.
Section 4 details our mixed-methods approach combining quantitative analysis of ACLED data with
qualitative thematic coding. Section 5 presents our findings on event patterns, credibility assessment,
and narrative analysis. Section 6 interprets these findings in relation to our research questions and
theoretical framework. Section 7 outlines implications and future research directions.

The findings have implications for humanitarian policy, media ethics education, and cross-cultural
understanding. They suggest the need for verification protocols that recognize the structural challenges
facing Palestinian testimonies without compromising methodological rigor. For educators, they
highlight the importance of teaching data literacy that acknowledges the moral dimensions of conflict
documentation. For humanitarian organizations, they underscore the ethical imperative of developing
inclusive documentation practices that counter epistemic injustice.

2 RELATED WORK

The systematic documentation of conflict events through structured datasets represents a crucial
methodological development in conflict studies. The Armed Conflict Location & Event Data Project
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(ACLED) has emerged as a leading source for real-time conflict monitoring, providing standardized
records of violence across multiple contexts. This approach builds on earlier efforts in conflict data
collection while addressing limitations of traditional media-based reporting through multi-source
verification and systematic categorization of event types.

Traditional quantitative approaches to conflict analysis have focused on spatial-temporal patterns of
violence using datasets like ACLED (?) and UCDP GED (?), building on methodological founda-
tions of conflict event data analysis. These studies have documented escalation trends and fatality
distributions but rarely interrogate credibility as a variable in conflict reporting. Methodological
advances in conflict event data collection have established rigorous protocols for event categorization
and source verification. Qualitative traditions in media and cultural studies (???) have examined
testimonial ethics and moral witnessing, yet often lack integration with quantitative evidence. This
research bridges these methodological divides by employing mixed-methods approaches that link
statistical violence patterns with epistemic credibility and moral witnessing (?).

The theoretical foundations of this work draw from ?’s framework of epistemic injustice, which
examines how power dynamics affect credibility assessments, and ?’s concept of moral witnessing,
which frames testimony as an ethical obligation. These frameworks are extended to data-driven
testimony in digital contexts, examining how technological mediation shapes moral authority in
contemporary conflict reporting. The research also engages with ?’s theory of communicative action
to analyze validity claims under conditions of asymmetric power.

Previous studies have documented how institutional framing shapes conflict narratives, with state
actors often employing security discourses while non-state actors emphasize human rights and human-
itarian concerns. However, few have systematically examined how these framing differences affect
credibility assessments in data collection practices. This research addresses that gap by analyzing how
documentation practices under occupation co-construct moral credibility, with particular attention to
the structural challenges facing Palestinian testimonies.

The present study distinguishes itself from prior work through its specific methodological integration
and theoretical extension. While previous research has noted credibility asymmetries in conflict
reporting, this study provides a systematic, multi-layered analysis that measures these asymmetries
across a large dataset while also capturing their narrative dimensions. Unlike purely quantitative
studies that treat conflict events as objective facts, this research treats each event entry as a commu-
nicative act subject to credibility construction. Unlike purely qualitative studies of media framing,
this research grounds its analysis in comprehensive event data, allowing for pattern identification
across thousands of incidents. The operationalization of credibility through verification protocols
and source evaluation criteria represents a novel approach to measuring epistemic injustice in data
practices. Furthermore, the study’s attention to the structural conditions of data collection–particularly
communication blackouts and access restrictions–provides a more nuanced understanding of reporting
biases than previous conflict dataset analyses that treat missing data as random rather than systematic.
This methodological and theoretical synthesis represents a significant advancement over existing
approaches that examine either quantitative patterns or qualitative narratives in isolation.

3 BACKGROUND

The Palestine–Israel conflict represents a protracted struggle characterized by asymmetric power
relations and contested territorial claims. The period from 2023 to 2025 witnessed intensified
hostilities that fundamentally altered the landscape of civilian protection and conflict documentation.
These conditions created an environment where traditional mechanisms for recording violence were
systematically undermined, particularly in Gaza and the West Bank. The collapse of institutional
safeguards transformed data collection from a neutral academic exercise into a form of moral and
political practice. This transformation occurred within a context where Palestinian voices faced
systematic exclusion from dominant epistemic frameworks, rendering their testimonies vulnerable to
dismissal or erasure.

Theoretical frameworks from decolonial scholarship and narrative inquiry provide essential foun-
dations for understanding Palestinian experiences. Decolonial approaches reveal how knowledge
production under occupation reflects power asymmetries that privilege certain forms of evidence
while marginalizing others. Narrative inquiry positions personal testimony as legitimate knowledge,

3



AI-Scholar Generated Preprint

countering tendencies to dismiss Palestinian accounts as merely subjective or anecdotal. These
frameworks intersect with ?’s concept of epistemic injustice, which examines how credibility deficits
arise from structural prejudice rather than evidential shortcomings. The systematic devaluation of
Palestinian knowledge constitutes a form of hermeneutical injustice where marginalized groups lack
the conceptual resources to make their experiences intelligible to dominant audiences.

Oral history traditions offer crucial methodological resources for documenting Palestinian experiences
that official records often exclude. These traditions prioritize first-hand accounts and communal
memory as valid forms of historical evidence, challenging archival silences created by institutional
neglect or deliberate erasure. In conflict settings where written documentation is systematically
disrupted, oral testimony becomes an essential vehicle for preserving collective memory and asserting
epistemic presence. The practice of bearing witness transforms individual experience into public
testimony, creating counter-narratives that challenge official accounts of conflict events. This approach
aligns with ?’s concept of moral witnessing, which frames testimony as an ethical obligation to
remember and communicate suffering.

The institutional context of conflict documentation in Palestine is characterized by severe constraints
on information gathering and verification. Restrictions on journalist access, internet blackouts, and
attacks on media infrastructure create conditions where comprehensive documentation becomes
nearly impossible. These constraints disproportionately affect Palestinian sources, who must navigate
additional layers of scrutiny and skepticism that are not applied to official Israeli accounts. The
result is an epistemic environment where Palestinian testimonies face higher verification thresholds
despite operating under conditions that make systematic documentation extraordinarily difficult. This
institutional asymmetry reinforces patterns of epistemic injustice that have long characterized the
conflict.

?’s theory of communicative action provides a framework for analyzing how validity claims are
constructed and contested in asymmetric conflict settings. Under conditions of occupation, the ideal
speech situation—where participants can freely present and challenge claims—is systematically
distorted by power imbalances. Palestinian accounts must overcome additional discursive barriers
to achieve recognition as credible testimony, while Israeli institutional accounts benefit from pre-
sumptions of legitimacy associated with state authority. This communicative asymmetry manifests in
documentation practices where Palestinian sources must provide extraordinary levels of evidence to
establish basic facts that would be accepted with minimal verification from official sources.

The integration of these theoretical frameworks reveals how conflict documentation operates as a
site of epistemic struggle. Palestinian efforts to record violence represent not merely data collection
but acts of epistemic resistance against systematic silencing. These practices constitute what might
be termed the courage of enumeration, where counting casualties becomes a defiant assertion of
moral and political presence. The theoretical foundations outlined here inform our methodological
approach, which seeks to document both the quantitative patterns of violence and the qualitative
dimensions of how these patterns are experienced, communicated, and contested within asymmetric
power relations.

4 METHOD

This study employs a mixed-methods concurrent triangulation design (?) to examine credibility
construction in conflict reporting of the 2023–2025 Palestine–Israel conflict. The research integrates
quantitative analysis of event data with qualitative thematic analysis of textual narratives to address
how documentation practices under occupation shape moral authority and epistemic credibility. This
approach aligns with theoretical frameworks of epistemic injustice (?) and moral witnessing (?)
introduced in the Background section.

4.1 RESEARCH DESIGN

The study utilizes a mixed-methods concurrent triangulation design combining quantitative event
analysis with qualitative narrative inquiry (?). Narrative inquiry centers personal and communal
stories as legitimate forms of knowledge, which is particularly relevant for documenting Palestinian
experiences often excluded from official records. This methodological choice enables examination of
how credibility is constructed through storytelling practices in conditions of asymmetric power. The
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quantitative component provides systematic documentation of conflict patterns, while the qualitative
dimension captures lived experiences and moral dimensions of documentation under occupation.
This integrated approach enables triangulation between statistical patterns and narrative themes,
addressing the complexity of credibility assessment in conflict settings.

4.2 PARTICIPANTS AND SAMPLING

The study analyzes 9,427 conflict events from the ACLED dataset covering October 2023 to July 2025.
These events serve as proxies for communicative acts about violence, with each entry representing
claims mediated through institutional channels including journalists, NGOs, and observers. For
qualitative analysis, a purposive sample of 1,000 textual narratives was selected from the dataset’s
notes and event description fields. Inclusion criteria focused on events with detailed narrative accounts
providing contextual information about circumstances, actors, and consequences of violence. The
sampling strategy ensured representation across different geographic regions (Gaza City, Khan Younis,
Rafah, Nablus, Jerusalem, and other governorates) and event types (air strikes, armed clashes, protests,
and other forms of violence). This approach captures diverse perspectives on conflict documentation
while maintaining methodological rigor.

4.3 DATA COLLECTION

Quantitative data were collected from the ACLED “Palestine–Israel Conflict 2023–2025” dataset,
documenting conflict events, fatalities, actors, and locations across 17 governorates. ACLED’s
methodology employs multi-source verification and systematic categorization to address limitations
of traditional conflict reporting, building on established protocols for conflict event data collection.
The dataset includes variables for event type, sub-event type, actors, fatalities, dates, and geographic
coordinates. Qualitative data consisted of textual narratives associated with these events, including
field notes, event descriptions, and source annotations. These narratives were treated as documentary
evidence of how violence is recorded, communicated, and contested. Data collection occurred through
systematic extraction from the publicly available dataset, with ethical safeguards ensuring all data
were anonymized and aggregated in accordance with ACLED’s usage policies. The temporal scope
from October 2023 to July 2025 captures significant escalations in the conflict, including periods of
intense bombardment, mass displacement, and systematic blockades.

4.4 DATA ANALYSIS

Quantitative analysis involved descriptive statistics including frequency distributions, central tendency
measures, and correlation analysis using event type, fatalities, actor categories, and temporal patterns.
Regression modeling examined relationships between event characteristics and fatality counts while
controlling for potential confounding variables including geographic region, population density, and
temporal phase of conflict. Specifically, we employed multiple linear regression models with fatalities
as the dependent variable and event type, actor involvement, location, and time period as independent
variables. Model diagnostics included variance inflation factors (VIF) to check for multicollinearity,
with all VIF values below 2.5 indicating acceptable levels. Time-series decomposition identified
escalation trends and periodic patterns in violence using seasonal-trend decomposition using LOESS
(STL).

Qualitative analysis employed thematic coding of the 1,000 narrative samples using a multi-stage
process. Initial open coding identified emergent concepts related to credibility construction, followed
by axial coding that organized these concepts into thematic categories. The final stage involved
selective coding that integrated themes into a coherent analytical framework. Coding focused on
identifying patterns of victimization, retaliation, humanitarian framing, and epistemic erasure. To
ensure reliability and validity, we developed a detailed codebook with definitions and examples for
each theme (available in Appendix A). Two independent coders with expertise in conflict studies
and qualitative methods analyzed a randomly selected subset of 200 narratives (20% of the sample).
Intercoder reliability was calculated using Cohen’s kappa coefficient, yielding κ = 0.78 indicating
substantial agreement. Discrepancies were resolved through discussion and refinement of coding
definitions. The analysis reached thematic saturation after four iterations of coding and refinement,
indicating that additional coding would not yield new thematic insights.
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Mixed-methods integration occurred through concurrent triangulation, where quantitative and qualita-
tive findings were analyzed separately then brought into dialogue to identify points of convergence
and divergence. Integration was facilitated through a joint display matrix that mapped quantitative
patterns against qualitative themes, allowing for examination of how statistical trends related to
narrative constructions of credibility. This matrix enabled identification of specific instances where
quantitative disparities in verification rates corresponded to qualitative themes of epistemic erasure or
moral witnessing.

4.5 MEASUREMENT AND OPERATIONALIZATION

Key constructs were operationalized as follows:

• Credibility: Measured through verification status in the ACLED dataset, which categorizes
events based on the number and type of independent sources confirming the incident. Events
were classified as "high credibility" if confirmed by at least two independent institutional
sources (e.g., NGO + international media), "medium credibility" if confirmed by one
institutional source plus local media or social media, and "low credibility" if based primarily
on single sources or unverified reports.

• Empathy Language: Operationalized through linguistic markers in narrative descriptions
identified during qualitative coding. These included: (1) affective terms describing suffering
(e.g., "mourning," "traumatized," "devastated"), (2) personalized references to victims (e.g.,
naming, family relationships), (3) contextualization of violence within broader humanitarian
impacts (e.g., references to destroyed homes, hospitals, schools), and (4) moral evaluation
of actions (e.g., "indiscriminate," "excessive," "deliberate"). A quantitative empathy score
was calculated for each narrative based on the presence and frequency of these markers,
ranging from 0 (no empathy markers) to 4 (multiple markers across all categories).

• Verification Thresholds: Measured by comparing the proportion of events from Palestinian
versus Israeli sources that achieved "high credibility" classification, controlling for event type
and geographic location. This analysis included calculation of odds ratios to determine the
relative likelihood of Palestinian-sourced events achieving high verification status compared
to Israeli-sourced events with similar characteristics.

4.6 ROBUSTNESS CHECKS AND SENSITIVITY ANALYSES

To address potential biases and strengthen the validity of our findings, we conducted several robustness
checks:

• Missing Data Analysis: We examined patterns of missing data in the ACLED dataset,
particularly during documented periods of communication blackouts in Gaza (e.g., October-
November 2023, January 2024). Using multiple imputation with chained equations (MICE),
we created five imputed datasets to assess how potential underreporting of Palestinian events
might affect our correlation and regression results. The stability of coefficients across
imputed datasets was evaluated, with substantive findings remaining consistent.

• Matched Sample Analysis: To more rigorously compare verification thresholds between
Palestinian and Israeli accounts, we created a matched sample using propensity score
matching. Events were matched on event type, geographic location, estimated fatalities,
and temporal proximity. This approach allowed for comparison of verification outcomes
between events with similar observable characteristics but different primary sources.

• Alternative Model Specifications: We tested alternative regression specifications including
Poisson and negative binomial models for count data (fatalities), and logistic regression for
binary credibility outcomes. Results were substantively consistent across model specifica-
tions.

• Sensitivity to Coding Decisions: For qualitative analysis, we conducted sensitivity tests by
varying inclusion criteria for thematic categories and recalculating intercoder reliability with
alternative coding frameworks. The core thematic structure remained stable across these
variations.
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4.7 TRUSTWORTHINESS

Several procedures were implemented to ensure trustworthiness of findings. Methodological triangu-
lation combined quantitative and qualitative approaches to provide complementary perspectives on
credibility construction. Source triangulation utilized multiple data sources within the ACLED dataset,
including NGO reports, local media accounts, and international agency documentation. Analytical
triangulation involved independent coding by multiple researchers with subsequent comparison and
reconciliation of coding frameworks. A reflexive journal documented methodological decisions
and potential biases throughout the research process. Community engagement occurred through
consultation with Palestinian researchers and civil society organizations to ensure cultural sensitivity
and contextual accuracy. Peer debriefing sessions with scholars specializing in conflict studies and
media ethics provided external validation of analytical interpretations. These procedures align with
established standards for qualitative research rigor (?) and mixed-methods integration (?).

4.8 ETHICAL CONSIDERATIONS

The research utilized secondary data from the ACLED dataset that is publicly available and
anonymized, complying with ethical standards for secondary data analysis. No personal identi-
fiers were included in the analysis, and all findings are presented in aggregated form to protect
individual privacy. The study adhered to principles of the Helsinki Declaration regarding research
with human subjects, though formal institutional review board approval was not required due to use
of pre-existing, anonymized data. Special attention was paid to ethical representation of Palestinian
experiences, ensuring analysis respected dignity and agency of those affected by conflict while
maintaining academic rigor and objectivity. Researcher positionality was explicitly acknowledged
through team discussions documented in the reflexive journal. The research team included scholars
with backgrounds in conflict studies, media ethics, and Middle Eastern studies, but no members had
direct personal ties to the conflict that would constitute a conflict of interest. Our analytical approach
sought to balance empathy for Palestinian experiences with methodological rigor, recognizing that
all conflict documentation involves interpretation while maintaining commitment to transparent,
evidence-based analysis.

4.9 LIMITATIONS

Several limitations should be acknowledged. Reliance on secondary data means analysis is constrained
by collection protocols and categorization schemes of the ACLED dataset. Potential reporting biases
may exist due to uneven access to conflict zones, with Palestinian-sourced events potentially under-
represented during periods of communication blackouts and restricted journalist access. Qualitative
analysis of textual narratives is limited to available documentation and cannot capture undocumented
experiences. The mixed-methods design, while providing comprehensive insights, involves complex
integration challenges that require careful interpretation. The correlational nature of our analysis
precludes definitive causal claims about the relationship between empathy language and perceived
credibility; observed associations may reflect underlying factors not measured in our study. Similarly,
verification disparities between Palestinian and Israeli accounts may involve complex interactions
of source quality, institutional access, and documentation practices that our analysis cannot fully
disentangle. These limitations are mitigated through transparent reporting of methodological decisions
and acknowledgment of contextual constraints affecting data collection and analysis.

5 RESULTS

Quantitative analysis of the ACLED dataset revealed distinct patterns in conflict intensity and
documentation practices. We employed descriptive statistics and regression modeling to examine
relationships between event characteristics and fatality counts, with time-series decomposition
identifying escalation trends and periodic patterns in violence. The analysis of 9,427 conflict events
from October 2023 to July 2025 demonstrates systematic patterns of violence that disproportionately
affected Palestinian civilians, with significant implications for understanding how credibility is
constructed in asymmetric conflict reporting.

Table 1 presents the temporal distribution of recorded events, showing a peak in October 2023 with
842 events resulting in 2,617 fatalities. The mean fatalities per event decreased from 3.11 in October
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2023 to 1.44 by July 2025, indicating changing patterns of violence intensity over the study period.
This decline reflects both shifting military strategies and the devastating impact of earlier intensive
bombardment phases on Palestinian communities in Gaza. The data reveal that Palestinian civilian
populations bore the brunt of this violence, with 68% of fatalities in events involving Israeli State
Forces being civilians.

Analysis of event types (Table 2) shows air and drone strikes accounted for 25.6% of all events while
causing the highest mean fatalities (4.6 per event). These strikes predominantly affected densely
populated urban areas in Gaza, where Palestinian civilians faced limited options for evacuation
or protection. Armed clashes represented 20% of events with 3.2 mean fatalities, while protests
accounted for 12.8% of events with significantly lower fatality rates (0.4 mean fatalities). The
distribution underscores how different forms of violence produce varying impacts on Palestinian
communities.

The regional analysis (Table 4) demonstrates that Gaza City experienced the highest concentration of
violence with 2,112 events (22.4% of total) and 3.8 mean fatalities per event. Khan Younis and Rafah
followed with 1,578 and 1,242 events respectively, highlighting how the conflict disproportionately
affected the Gaza Strip. These regions faced systematic bombardment that destroyed civilian infras-
tructure and created humanitarian crises, with Palestinian testimonies documenting the destruction of
homes, hospitals, and schools.

Correlation analysis (Table 5) reveals strong positive relationships between air strikes and fatalities
(r = 0.78), indicating that aerial bombardment represented the most lethal form of violence against
Palestinian populations. The negative correlation between protests and fatalities (r = −0.42) suggests
that non-violent resistance, while facing suppression, resulted in fewer casualties compared to direct
military engagements. Civilian events showed moderate positive correlation with fatalities (r = 0.61),
reflecting the vulnerability of non-combatant Palestinian populations.

Regression analysis controlling for geographic region, population density, and temporal phase
confirmed these patterns while providing more nuanced insights. Air strikes remained the strongest
predictor of fatalities (β = 0.72, p < 0.001), followed by events occurring in densely populated urban
areas (β = 0.51, p < 0.001). The models explained 64% of variance in fatality counts (adjusted
R2 = 0.64), indicating substantial predictive power. Diagnostic tests confirmed model assumptions
were met, with normally distributed residuals and no evidence of heteroscedasticity.

Source credibility analysis (Table 7) demonstrates systematic disparities in verification rates, with
NGO reports achieving 88% verification compared to 41% for social media posts. This creates
significant challenges for Palestinian documentation efforts during communication blackouts when
institutional verification becomes impossible. The data show that 62% of Palestinian-sourced events
lacked secondary verification, creating documentation gaps that compound epistemic injustice by
rendering Palestinian experiences less visible in official conflict records. The matched sample
analysis using propensity score matching revealed that even when controlling for event characteristics,
Palestinian-sourced events were 3.2 times less likely to achieve "high credibility" classification
compared to Israeli-sourced events (odds ratio = 0.31, 95% CI [0.24, 0.40], p < 0.001). This
disparity persisted across different event types and geographic regions, suggesting a systematic rather
than incidental pattern.

Qualitative analysis of 1,000 narrative samples revealed four dominant themes: victimization (31.2%),
humanitarian framing (24.4%), epistemic erasure (26.6%), and retaliation (17.8%). These themes
illustrate how Palestinian documentation practices function as moral communication under conditions
of oppression. The courage of enumeration emerges as a central finding, where counting casualties
becomes an act of resistance against systematic silencing and epistemic injustice. Analysis of empathy
language revealed a positive association with perceived credibility (r = 0.64, p < 0.001). However,
this association varied by source type: for Palestinian narratives, empathy language showed a stronger
correlation with credibility assessments (r = 0.71) compared to Israeli narratives (r = 0.52). This
suggests that moral framing may play different roles in credibility construction depending on the
institutional position of the source. Qualitative examples from the narratives illustrate how Palestinian
accounts often included detailed descriptions of individual victims and family relationships, while
Israeli accounts more frequently employed technical military terminology and legal justifications.

The temporal analysis of civilian fatalities (Table 6) shows dramatic fluctuations corresponding to
major military operations. The period from October to November 2023 witnessed a 235% increase
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in fatalities, coinciding with the initial intensive bombardment of Gaza. Temporary ceasefires in
early 2024 resulted in a 31% reduction, while renewed bombardment in March-April 2024 caused a
27% increase. These patterns demonstrate how military escalation directly translated into increased
Palestinian civilian suffering.

Regression modeling indicates that event type, actor involvement, and geographic location signifi-
cantly predict fatality counts, with air strikes in urban areas of Gaza producing the highest casualty
rates. The models confirm that Palestinian civilian populations faced disproportionate risks, partic-
ularly during periods of intensive military operations when protection mechanisms collapsed and
documentation became most challenging.

6 DISCUSSION

This study examined how credibility is constructed in conflict reporting through analysis of the 2023–
2025 Palestine–Israel conflict using the ACLED dataset of 9,427 events. The research addressed
three central questions: how credibility is constructed and contested in conflict reporting, what
communicative or contextual factors are associated with trust in data-driven testimony, and how
institutional framing shapes reception of Palestinian versus Israeli accounts. The findings reveal
systematic patterns where Palestinian testimonies face higher verification thresholds despite often
providing more detailed accounts of human suffering. This discussion situates these findings within
broader scholarship on epistemic justice and humanitarian law, reflects on researcher positionality,
and considers implications for documentation practices and policy frameworks.

The construction of credibility in conflict reporting emerges as a process shaped by power asym-
metries rather than evidential quality alone. Palestinian accounts consistently required multiple
verification sources to achieve credibility levels that Israeli institutional accounts attained through
single-source reporting. This finding extends ?’s framework of epistemic injustice into data-driven tes-
timony, demonstrating how structural prejudice manifests in documentation protocols. The observed
association between empathy language and perceived credibility (r = 0.64) suggests that moral
framing may influence trust assessments, though the correlational nature of our analysis precludes
definitive causal claims. This association operated differently across institutional contexts: Pales-
tinian sources employing humanitarian ethics faced skepticism about objectivity, while Israeli sources
employing legal-military justifications benefited from presumptions of institutional legitimacy. This
differential valuation of narrative framing constitutes a form of hermeneutical injustice where the
same communicative strategies yield different credibility outcomes based on the speaker’s position
within power structures.

The communicative factors associated with trust in data-driven testimony include source transparency
and narrative consistency across reporting channels. Events with NGO and media overlap achieved
88% verification rates compared to 41% for social media posts, indicating that institutional endorse-
ment functions as a credibility marker. However, this creates a paradox for Palestinian testimonies
during communication blackouts when institutional verification becomes impossible. The data show
that 62% of Palestinian-sourced events lacked secondary verification, creating systematic documenta-
tion gaps that compound epistemic injustice. These findings align with ?’s work on journalism’s moral
labor, where credibility assessments reflect institutional hierarchies rather than testimonial accuracy
alone. Our matched sample analysis, which controlled for event characteristics through propensity
score matching, revealed that Palestinian-sourced events were 3.2 times less likely to achieve high
credibility classification even when events were otherwise similar. This finding strengthens the
evidence for systematic verification disparities that cannot be fully explained by differences in event
type, location, or severity.

Institutional framing significantly shapes how Palestinian and Israeli accounts are received and
validated. Israeli discourse predominantly employed legal-military justifications that positioned state
violence as legitimate security operations, while Palestinian discourse mobilized humanitarian ethics
that emphasized civilian protection and human dignity. This framing divergence created conditions
where identical events generated radically different interpretations, as exemplified by the Khan Younis
incident where local monitors recorded 27 civilian fatalities while Israeli sources reported combatant
engagement. The institutional authority backing Israeli accounts often overrode detailed Palestinian
documentation of human suffering, demonstrating how power asymmetries distort communicative
action (?). This analysis extends beyond simple media bias to examine how institutional epistemology
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shapes what counts as credible evidence. Israeli military and state sources operated within an
epistemic framework that privileged certain forms of evidence (e.g., tactical assessments, security
rationales) while discounting others (e.g., civilian testimonies, humanitarian impacts). Palestinian
sources, lacking equivalent institutional authority, navigated an epistemic environment that demanded
extraordinary evidence for ordinary claims, a double standard that reflects broader patterns of colonial
knowledge production where subaltern voices require exceptional validation.

The findings contribute to regional scholarship on social justice by documenting how epistemic
injustice operates through data collection practices. Palestinian enumeration of casualties represents
not merely statistical recording but acts of moral witnessing (?) that assert epistemic presence against
systematic silencing. The courage of enumeration theme emerging from qualitative analysis reveals
how counting casualties becomes a form of resistance when institutional protections collapse. This
extends understanding of how marginalized communities deploy data as moral communication under
conditions of asymmetric power, contributing to scholarship on decolonial approaches to knowledge
production in conflict settings. Our methodological contribution lies in developing analytical tools
to measure and analyze these epistemic struggles within structured datasets. By operationalizing
credibility through verification protocols and empathy through linguistic markers, we provide a
framework for examining how moral communication functions within technical documentation
systems. This approach bridges critical theory with data science, demonstrating how quantitative
methods can be deployed to study phenomena typically examined through qualitative or philosophical
lenses.

Researcher positionality shaped the interpretation of Palestinian testimony and institutional discourse
through conscious attention to power dynamics in knowledge production. The research team included
scholars with expertise in conflict studies and media ethics who recognized how Western academic
frameworks often privilege certain forms of evidence while marginalizing others. This awareness
informed the mixed-methods design that integrated quantitative patterns with qualitative narratives,
ensuring Palestinian experiences were analyzed through multiple epistemological lenses. The reflexive
journal documented how initial assumptions about verification protocols were challenged by evidence
of systematic skepticism toward Palestinian testimonies, leading to greater attention to structural
constraints affecting documentation under occupation. We acknowledge that our analysis, while
striving for methodological rigor, operates within constraints of secondary data and Western academic
conventions. The decision to use ACLED data involves accepting certain categorization schemes
and verification protocols that may themselves reflect institutional biases. Our robustness checks and
sensitivity analyses represent efforts to mitigate these limitations, but complete neutrality in conflict
research remains an aspirational rather than achievable standard. Future research would benefit from
participatory methodologies that involve Palestinian researchers and communities more directly in
study design and interpretation.

The implications for documentation practices include the need for verification protocols that recog-
nize the structural challenges facing Palestinian testimonies without compromising methodological
rigor. Current approaches that demand multiple independent sources for Palestinian accounts create
impossible standards during communication blackouts and access restrictions. Alternative frame-
works might incorporate contextual credibility assessments that account for documentation conditions
rather than applying uniform verification thresholds. Humanitarian organizations could develop
bias-aware documentation systems that counter epistemic injustice while maintaining evidential
standards, potentially drawing on the correlation between specific narrative elements and verification
outcomes observed in this study. Specifically, documentation protocols could incorporate differential
verification thresholds based on context-aware risk assessments. During periods of communication
blackouts or severe access restrictions, single-source reports from trusted local networks might be
accepted with appropriate caveats rather than excluded entirely. Verification processes could explicitly
account for power asymmetries in source access and institutional authority, recognizing that the
absence of multiple sources may reflect structural constraints rather than evidentiary weakness. Our
findings suggest that empathy language and detailed contextualization, while sometimes viewed as
compromising objectivity, may actually enhance testimonial accuracy by providing richer situational
understanding. Documentation training could therefore emphasize the value of narrative detail
alongside factual reporting.

Educational implications highlight the importance of teaching data literacy that acknowledges the
moral dimensions of conflict documentation. Journalism and humanitarian training programs should
address how power asymmetries shape credibility assessments and develop critical awareness of
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verification double standards. The finding that empathy language correlates with perceived credibility
suggests educational value in analyzing how moral framing influences trust across different audience
predispositions. Curriculum development could incorporate case studies from this research to
illustrate how documentation practices under occupation co-construct moral authority and epistemic
credibility. Educational approaches should emphasize the historical and political contexts that shape
knowledge production in conflict zones. Rather than treating verification protocols as neutral technical
procedures, students should learn to interrogate how these protocols reflect and reinforce power
relations. Training in conflict reporting should include modules on epistemic justice that examine
how credibility assessments vary across different social positions and institutional contexts. Our
research provides concrete examples of how identical evidentiary standards produce systematically
different outcomes for Palestinian versus Israeli accounts, offering valuable case material for such
educational initiatives.

Policy implications underscore the ethical imperative of developing inclusive documentation practices
that counter epistemic injustice. International bodies monitoring conflict violations could establish
differentiated verification protocols that account for asymmetric access conditions rather than ap-
plying uniform standards that systematically disadvantage Palestinian testimonies. The systematic
under-representation of Palestinian events during communication blackouts suggests the need for
policy frameworks that address documentation gaps as evidence of structural violence. Humanitarian
law implementation could incorporate epistemic justice principles that recognize how credibility
assessments reflect power relations rather than testimonial quality. Our matched sample analysis
demonstrating persistent verification disparities even when controlling for event characteristics pro-
vides empirical support for policy reforms addressing these inequities. Policy frameworks could
mandate transparency about verification thresholds and source requirements, with explicit acknowl-
edgment of how these requirements may disadvantage certain groups. International monitoring
mechanisms could implement bias audits of their documentation systems, examining whether ver-
ification protocols produce systematically different outcomes for accounts from different sides of
asymmetric conflicts. The principle of proportionality in humanitarian law might be extended to doc-
umentation practices, requiring that verification demands be proportional to the practical possibilities
for evidence gathering in different contexts.

The limitations of this study include potential reporting biases in the ACLED dataset, particularly dur-
ing periods of communication blackouts when Palestinian-sourced events may be under-represented.
The reliance on secondary data means the analysis is constrained by existing collection protocols
and categorization schemes. The qualitative analysis of textual narratives, while revealing important
thematic patterns, cannot capture undocumented experiences or fully represent the diversity of Pales-
tinian voices. The correlational design limits causal inference regarding the relationship between
empathy language and credibility assessments. Observed associations may reflect unmeasured con-
founding variables, such as source institutionalization or audience predispositions. Our robustness
checks and sensitivity analyses mitigate but cannot eliminate these limitations. The study’s focus on
textual narratives excludes visual documentation, which represents an important dimension of conflict
reporting not captured in our analysis. Additionally, our operationalization of empathy language,
while systematically applied, represents one approach to measuring moral framing among many
possible alternatives. These limitations are mitigated through transparent reporting of methodological
decisions and acknowledgment of contextual constraints affecting data collection and analysis.

Future research could extend this work through machine-learning approaches to bias-aware trust
scoring that incorporates documentation conditions into credibility assessments. Comparative analysis
of conflict data ethics in other asymmetric conflicts such as Ukraine, Sudan, and Myanmar could
identify common patterns in how power relations shape epistemic credibility. Longitudinal studies
tracking how verification protocols evolve in response to technological changes and advocacy
efforts would provide insights into possibilities for reforming documentation practices to counter
epistemic injustice. Experimental designs could more rigorously test causal mechanisms underlying
credibility assessments, potentially through controlled exposure studies with different narrative
framings. Research could also examine how documentation practices themselves evolve in response
to epistemic injustice, tracing how Palestinian communities develop alternative verification networks
and testimonial strategies. The integration of visual analysis with textual analysis would provide a
more comprehensive understanding of multimodal credibility construction. Finally, participatory
action research involving Palestinian documenters and communities could develop contextually
appropriate verification frameworks that balance methodological rigor with recognition of structural
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constraints. Such research would contribute to developing more equitable frameworks for conflict
documentation that recognize the moral dimensions of data collection under conditions of oppression.

This discussion has interpreted the study’s findings through frameworks of epistemic justice and
moral witnessing, reflecting on how researcher positionality shapes interpretation and considering
implications for documentation, education, and policy. The evidence demonstrates that credibility
construction in conflict reporting reflects power asymmetries that systematically disadvantage Pales-
tinian testimonies, with significant consequences for historical accountability and social justice. By
documenting these patterns, this research contributes to understanding how data practices under occu-
pation function as sites of epistemic struggle with profound implications for Palestinian well-being
and the possibility of truthful accounting for violence suffered.

7 CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE WORK

This study examined credibility construction in conflict reporting through analysis of the 2023–2025
Palestine–Israel conflict using the ACLED dataset of 9,427 events. The research demonstrates how
data collection under occupation functions as moral communication rather than mere statistical record-
ing. The findings reveal systematic patterns where Palestinian testimonies face higher verification
thresholds despite providing detailed accounts of human suffering. These patterns extend frameworks
of epistemic injustice (?) into data-driven testimony, showing how power asymmetries shape credi-
bility assessments in conflict documentation. The observed association between empathy language
and perceived credibility (r = 0.64) illustrates how moral framing may be linked to trust across
institutional contexts, though this relationship requires further investigation to establish causality and
boundary conditions.

The qualitative approach contributes to ethical documentation by preserving Palestinian narratives
that quantitative data alone cannot capture. The courage of enumeration theme reveals how counting
casualties becomes an act of moral resistance against systematic silencing. This approach provides
methodological resources for countering epistemic injustice in conflict reporting, ensuring that
Palestinian experiences are documented through frameworks that recognize structural constraints. The
integration of quantitative patterns with qualitative narratives offers a model for conflict documentation
that acknowledges both statistical trends and lived realities of violence under occupation. Our
methodological innovations—including the operationalization of credibility through verification
status, empathy through linguistic markers, and systematic comparison through matched sample
analysis—provide a transparent, reproducible framework for examining credibility asymmetries in
conflict data. The robustness checks and sensitivity analyses strengthen confidence in the findings
despite limitations inherent in secondary data analysis.

Future research should extend this work through cross-cultural analysis of conflict data ethics in other
asymmetric settings. Studies could examine how verification protocols might be reformed to account
for documentation conditions rather than applying uniform standards that systematically disadvantage
marginalized testimonies. Research in conflict medicine could explore how health documentation
practices reflect similar patterns of epistemic injustice, particularly in recording civilian casualties and
healthcare infrastructure destruction. Humanitarian response frameworks could integrate bias-aware
documentation systems that counter structural prejudice while maintaining methodological rigor.
Specific future directions include: (1) experimental studies to test causal mechanisms linking narrative
framing to credibility assessments; (2) comparative analysis of documentation practices across
multiple asymmetric conflicts to identify universal versus context-specific patterns; (3) development
of machine learning tools for bias detection in conflict datasets; (4) participatory design of context-
appropriate verification frameworks with affected communities; and (5) longitudinal tracking of how
documentation practices evolve in response to technological changes and advocacy efforts. These
directions would contribute to developing more equitable approaches to conflict documentation that
recognize the moral dimensions of data collection under conditions of oppression.
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