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Cover Letter

To the Editor,
Journal Name

Dear Editor,

We thank you and the reviewers for the constructive and detailed feedback on our manuscript,
“Patterns of Violence and Digital Testimony in the Palestine—Israel Conflict (2023-2025)”.
The reviewers’ insightful comments have been invaluable in strengthening the methodological rigor,
transparency, and overall impact of our work.

In this revision, we have undertaken substantial revisions to address the core concerns raised by both
reviewers. The primary improvements include:

e Enhanced Methodological Transparency: We have added a comprehensive description of the
ACLED-derived dataset processing pipeline, a detailed data dictionary (Appendix A), and a full
qualitative codebook with inter-coder reliability measures (Appendix B, Section 4.2).

e Increased Statistical Rigor: We have moved beyond descriptive statistics to include negative
binomial regression models controlling for confounders, sensitivity analyses, and robustness checks
(Sections 4.4, 5.1, 5.2).

e Strengthened Ethical and Reproducibility Frameworks: We now explicitly document IRB
approval (IRB-2024-017) and our ethical protocols for handling traumatic content. A detailed data
availability and reproducibility statement has been added (Section 8), and all analysis scripts are
available.

e Improved Integration and Analysis: We have strengthened the mixed-methods integration
through a pre-planned joint display framework, quantitative content analysis of testimonies, and
correlation of qualitative themes with quantitative event variables (Sections 4.1, 4.5, 5.6).

We believe these revisions have significantly addressed the reviewers’ concerns, resulting in a more
robust, transparent, and impactful manuscript. Below, we provide a point-by-point response to each
reviewer’s comments, detailing the changes made and their locations in the revised text (highlighted in
red in the manuscript).

We are grateful for the opportunity to improve our work and hope the revised manuscript now meets
the journal’s high standards for publication.

Sincerely,

The Authors

Response to Reviewers

Reviewer 1

Comment 1: The "ACLED-derived dataset” lacks precise description of modifications, filtering cri-
teria, or validation procedures, creating reproducibility concerns. Response: We thank the reviewer for
this crucial point. We have now provided a detailed, step-by-step description of the data processing



pipeline in Section 4.2, ?Data Sources and Sampling.” The description includes: (1) the source (ACLED
API v4.0), (2) the specific filtering criteria (country, date range), (3) the standardization procedures for
actor names and event types, and (4) the calculation of derived variables. A complete data dictionary
is provided in Appendix A. Furthermore, we state that the reproducible R script for this processing is
available upon request and will be included in the supplementary repository upon acceptance.

Comment 2: Qualitative sampling from public platforms risks selection bias toward content that
survived moderation, potentially excluding systematically suppressed testimony. No inter-coder reliability
measures reported for thematic analysis. Response: We acknowledge this limitation and have expanded
our discussion in Section 4.2. We justify our platform selection (Telegram, TikTok, X) based on a
preliminary mapping of active public testimony spaces, while explicitly acknowledging the omission of
private channels like WhatsApp as a sampling limitation. To ensure coding rigor, we now report that
two researchers independently coded a 20% subset (n=69) of testimonies. Inter-coder reliability was
calculated using Cohen’s Kappa, yielding x = 0.87, indicating strong agreement. This is detailed in
Section 4.5, "Data Analysis.” The refined codebook is included in Appendix B.

Comment 3: Statistical analyses appear descriptive without advanced modeling of causal relationships
or confounding factors. Response: We have significantly strengthened the quantitative analysis. In
addition to descriptive statistics and correlations, we now employ negative binomial regression models to
assess associations between event characteristics (region, type, actor) and outcomes (e.g., fatality count)
while controlling for temporal autocorrelation with month-fixed effects (Sections 4.5, 5.1, 5.2). We also
report variance inflation factors (VIFs) to check for multicollinearity and conducted sensitivity analyses
using multiple imputation for missing data.

Comment 4: Ethical approval processes for studying traumatic content are inadequately documented.
Response: We have explicitly documented the ethical oversight for this study. Section 4.1 now states:
”The study protocol received ethical approval from the Institutional Review Board (IRB-2024-017), which
included specific provisions for the analysis of traumatic digital content without direct interaction with
creators.” Section 4.6, " Trustworthiness and Ethical Considerations,” elaborates on our anonymization
procedures, secondary trauma protocol for the research team, and risk assessment.

Comment 5: No data availability statement regarding the ACLED-derived dataset or digital testimony
archive. Response: We have added a dedicated ”Data Availability and Reproducibility” section (Section
8). We commit to providing the aggregated quantitative dataset and the qualitative codebook in a
supplementary repository. Due to ethical and privacy concerns, access to the raw testimony archive will
be restricted but can be made available to verified researchers under a data use agreement. All analysis
scripts (R/Python) will be included.

Comment 6: Visualization: Add figures showing temporal trends, regional distributions, and thematic
correlations. Response: We agree that visualizations would enhance the presentation. Due to the
anonymization requirements for this submission, we have prepared detailed figure captions and descrip-
tions within the results text (e.g., describing time-series trends in Section 5.1) and will include the actual
figures in the final, non-anonymized version of the manuscript upon acceptance.

Comment 7: Reduce theoretical jargon in results sections to improve accessibility. Response: We
have revised the results section (Section 5) to present findings in clearer, more direct language. Theo-
retical terminology is primarily used in the Discussion (Section 6) to interpret the results. For example,
the description of themes like ”fear” and ”resistance” in Section 5.5 is now more grounded in the data.
Reviewer 2

Comment 1: No documentation of ACLED data modifications or validation against source. Re-
sponse: As detailed in response to Reviewer 1 (Comment 1), we have provided comprehensive docu-
mentation. The processing pipeline is in Section 4.2, and the full data dictionary is in Appendix A.
We clarify that ” ACLED-derived” means data was obtained from the official ACLED API and then
processed. We also mention validation through consistency checks during cleaning (Section 4.3).

Comment 2: Qualitative sampling from only three platforms ignores crucial channels (WhatsApp,
Facebook, encrypted apps). No verification procedures for digital testimony authenticity. Response: We
address platform selection in Section 4.2, acknowledging that our public data focus is a limitation but
necessary for systematic, ethical collection. Crucially, we have implemented a multi-step verification
protocol for sampled testimonies: (1) cross-referencing with independent reports, (2) checking internal
consistency, and (3) assessing verifiable metadata. Testimonies failing verification were excluded. This
protocol is described in Section 4.2.

Comment 3: Integration between methods appears post hoc rather than designed. Response: To
demonstrate that integration was by design, we have revised Section 4.1, ”Research Design.” We now
state that a ”joint display framework was developed during the design phase, specifying how quantitative



variables... would be mapped to potential qualitative themes.” The integration is operationalized in
Section 4.5 and presented in Section 5.6, where we correlate thematic code frequencies with event variables
(e.g., fatality count) and perform statistical tests on theme-region associations.

Comment 4: No IRB documentation for using traumatic content. No data/code availability statement.
Response: IRB approval (IRB-2024-017) is now documented in Section 4.1. The data/code availability
statement is in the new Section 8, as noted in response to Reviewer 1 (Comment 5).

Comment 5: Comparison with Israeli digital testimony patterns. Response: This is an excellent
suggestion for future comparative work. While a full comparative analysis was beyond the scope of
this study, which focuses on Palestinian testimony as a counter-narrative to structural silencing, we
have incorporated a preliminary observation in the Discussion (Section 6). We note that an initial
review of a small sample of Israeli testimony revealed different emphases (e.g., solidarity vs. evidentiary
preservation), underscoring how power asymmetries shape testimony. We explicitly state that a full
comparative analysis remains an important avenue for future research.

Comment 6: Statistical analysis beyond descriptive correlations. Response: We have addressed this
by implementing regression modeling, as detailed in response to Reviewer 1 (Comment 3). We now use
negative binomial regression and report partial correlations controlling for confounders (Sections 4.5, 5.2,
5.4).

Comment 7: The burden of proof for claims about epistemic sovereignty and structural silencing
requires more Tigorous documentation and analysis. Response: We have strengthened the empirical
grounding of these theoretical claims. First, we provide transparent documentation of our methods and
data (addresses reproducibility). Second, we use robust statistical tests to show systematic patterns
(e.g., region-fatality associations, event-type-theme correlations). Third, in the qualitative analysis, we
quantify aspects of testimony (e.g., percentage of "digital proof” testimonies with verification markers)
to move beyond anecdotal evidence. The claims in the Discussion (Section 6) are now directly supported
by this more rigorous integrated analysis presented in the Results (Section 5).

Closing Note

We again express our sincere gratitude to both reviewers for their time, expertise, and constructive
critiques. Their feedback has been instrumental in transforming our manuscript. We have diligently
addressed the major concerns regarding methodological transparency, statistical rigor, ethical docu-
mentation, and integration. We are confident that the revised manuscript is significantly stronger, more
robust, and makes a clearer contribution to the fields of conflict studies, digital witnessing, and epistemic
justice. We hope it is now suitable for publication.



