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AI Reviewer 1 - Comprehensive Review

This reviewer provides a thorough and balanced assessment

**Review of ”WITNESSING HEALTH UNDER SIEGE: CREDIBILITY, MORAL RESPONSI-
BILITY, AND STRUCTURAL VIOLENCE IN GAZA’S 2025 HEALTH CRISIS”**

\\ Step 1. Summary of the Paper

This manuscript analyzes the collapse of Gaza’s health system between June-September 2025
through a mixed-methods approach combining quantitative health data from UN agencies with
qualitative thematic analysis. The paper claims to demonstrate how health documentation trans-
forms into moral witnessing under conditions of structural violence and epistemic injustice. The
main contributions include: documenting systematic health infrastructure collapse (94\

\\ Step 2. Evaluation Criteria

\\\ 1. Originality / Novelty **Score: 6/10**

The application of moral witnessing (Margalit) and epistemic injustice (Fricker) frameworks to
health documentation in conflict settings represents a moderate theoretical contribution. How-
ever, the core concept—that health workers serve as moral witnesses in conflict zones—has been
explored in previous literature on medical humanitarianism. The specific Gaza context provides
contemporary relevance, but the theoretical synthesis feels more like application than genuine in-
novation. The mixed-methods approach to analyzing UN reports is methodologically sound but
not groundbreaking.

\\\ 2. Scientific Rigor / Methodology **Score: 4/10**

**Critical flaws undermine methodological rigor:** - The paper analyzes data from 2025, which is
temporally impossible for a current submission, creating fundamental credibility issues - Reliance
exclusively on UN agency reports introduces significant selection bias without acknowledgment of
alternative perspectives - No discussion of data verification processes for the cited UN reports -
Correlation analysis presented without proper statistical testing (p-values, confidence intervals) -
Missing methodological details on qualitative coding procedures, inter-coder reliability, or coding
framework development - The sampling strategy (purposive selection of UN reports) lacks justifi-
cation for excluding other potential data sources

\\\ 3. Clarity \ Presentation **Score: 7/10**

The writing is generally clear and theoretically sophisticated, with well-structured arguments. Ta-
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bles are informative but could be better integrated with textual analysis. The abstract accurately
represents the paper’s content. However, the futuristic dating (2025 data) creates immediate confu-
sion and undermines professional presentation. Some theoretical discussions become overly abstract
at the expense of concrete analysis.

\\\ 4. Reproducibility \ Transparency **Score: 3/10**

**Severe reproducibility concerns:** - No data availability statement or access to the cited UN
reports from 2025 - Insufficient methodological detail for replication of qualitative coding procedures
- Statistical analyses lack necessary details (software used, exact procedures, missing data handling)
- The temporal impossibility of the data source fundamentally prevents reproduction - No discussion
of how other researchers could access or verify the cited materials

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

The topic addresses an important humanitarian crisis with implications for health communication
and conflict studies. However, the methodological flaws and temporal issues severely limit potential
impact. The theoretical contributions are incremental rather than field-changing. Experts would
likely question the foundational validity of analysis based on impossible data sources.

\\\ 6. Ethics \ Integrity **Score: 2/10**

**Major ethical concerns:** - Analysis of data from the future raises fundamental questions about
research integrity - No discussion of how the 2025 data were obtained or verified - Potential misrep-
resentation of source materials given temporal impossibility - Limited consideration of positionality
despite analyzing politically sensitive context - Ethical framework applied to subjects but not suf-
ficiently to the research process itself

\\ Step 3. Specific Suggestions for Improvement

\\\ Major Revisions Required: 1. **Address temporal impossibility**: Either justify the 2025 dat-
ing as a hypothetical scenario or use actual historical data from Gaza’s health crises 2. **Diversify
data sources**: Include perspectives beyond UN agencies (local health organizations, independent
verification) 3. **Strengthen methodological transparency**: Provide detailed coding procedures,
inter-coder reliability measures, and statistical testing 4. **Improve statistical rigor**: Include
proper hypothesis testing, confidence intervals, and acknowledge limitations of correlation analy-
sis 5. **Enhance ethical framework**: Address researcher positionality and power dynamics in
analyzing humanitarian crises

\\\ Minor Revisions: - Improve integration of tables with textual analysis - Clarify theoretical
contributions beyond existing literature - Standardize citation format (some references missing au-
thors) - Reduce abstraction in theoretical discussions - Strengthen the connection between empirical
findings and theoretical claims

\\\ Additional Analyses Needed: - Comparative analysis with other conflict zones to establish
generalizability - Examination of how different types of health workers (doctors vs. nurses vs.
administrators) construct credibility differently - Longitudinal analysis using actual historical data
to track credibility construction over time - Audience reception analysis to test claims about how
different framing affects interpretation

\\ Step 4. Final Decision \ Justification
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**Overall Score: 4/10**

**Recommendation: REJECT**

**Justification:**

This manuscript cannot be accepted in its current form due to fundamental methodological and
ethical flaws. The analysis of data from 2025 creates an insurmountable credibility problem that
undermines the entire study. While the theoretical framework and writing quality show promise, the
foundational issues with data sourcing and temporal impossibility prevent meaningful evaluation
of the actual contributions.

The exclusive reliance on UN reports without verification or diversification of sources introduces
significant selection bias. The methodological description lacks sufficient detail for reproduction,
and the statistical analyses require substantial strengthening. The ethical considerations around
analyzing sensitive humanitarian crises are inadequately addressed.

Should the authors address these fundamental concerns—particularly the temporal data issue—and
conduct a thorough revision with actual verifiable data, the theoretical approach might merit
reconsideration. However, the current version cannot proceed to publication given these fatal
flaws.

The rejection is not based on the political sensitivity of the topic but on fundamental scholarly
standards regarding data integrity, methodological rigor, and research ethics. The paper in its
present form does not meet the threshold for publication in a high-impact journal.
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AI Reviewer 2 - Critical Review

This reviewer provides critical analysis and identifies potential weaknesses

**Reviewer 02 Assessment**

**1. Overall Impression**

My immediate reaction is one of profound skepticism regarding the scientific validity and method-
ological rigor of this submission. While the topic addresses a critically important humanitarian
crisis, the paper presents itself as a rigorous academic study while relying entirely on a hypotheti-
cal, AI-generated future scenario (2025) as its empirical foundation. This creates an irreconcilable
tension between its stated aims and its actual substance. It feels less like a breakthrough and more
like a sophisticated thought experiment or a conceptual analysis masquerading as an empirical in-
vestigation. The primary strength is its ambitious attempt to bridge moral philosophy with health
communication in a conflict setting. The overwhelming concern is that its core ”data” is fabricated,
rendering all subsequent analysis and findings fundamentally speculative and non-falsifiable.

**2. Technical \ Scientific Assessment**

**A. Problem Definition: Score 2/5** - The research questions regarding credibility construction
and moral witnessing in a health crisis are clearly motivated and non-trivial. - The authors fail to
convincingly argue for the validity of using a fictional, AI-generated future event as a case study.
The justification for this methodological choice is absent, undermining the entire premise.

**B. Methodological Soundness: Score 1/5** - The study design is fundamentally flawed and inap-
propriate. A concurrent mixed-methods approach is invalid when the quantitative and qualitative
data are not real. The ”descriptive statistics” and ”correlation analysis” are derived from a simu-
lation, not observed reality. - **Hidden Assumption:** The entire paper operates on the unstated
and indefensible assumption that an AI-generated future scenario can be treated as a valid empirical
dataset for rigorous scientific analysis. This is a fatal methodological flaw. - **Statistical Flaws:**
Performing correlation analysis (e.g., r = -0.87) on fabricated data is scientifically meaningless and
grossly misleading. It creates a false impression of empirical discovery.

**C. Results \ Evidence: Score 0/5** - The results are not compelling or reproducible because
they are not based on real-world evidence. They are the output of a language model’s predictive
text function. - There are no genuine baselines or comparison methods, as the entire case is
fictional. - The claims of demonstrating ”strong correlation” and ”systematic collapse” are a severe
exaggeration, as they are not supported by actual evidence. The paper confuses narrative coherence
with empirical proof.

**D. Contribution to the Field: Score 2/5** - The theoretical discussion on moral witnessing and
epistemic injustice is a minor tweak and application of existing frameworks (Margalit, Fricker) to
a hypothetical case. - Its contribution to empirical knowledge is zero. It would not be cited for its
findings, only potentially as a cautionary tale about methodological malpractice or as an example
of a conceptual argument.

**E. Writing \ Presentation: Score 4/5** - The paper is well-written, logically organized, and
adheres to standard academic structure. The prose is sophisticated. - The tables and formatting
are clear, but their content is fictional, which is a critical failure of accuracy.
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**F. Ethical \ Transparency Standards: Score 0/5** - The most serious ethical breach is the
presentation of AI-generated fiction as research data. This constitutes a fundamental violation of
research integrity. - There is no ”data/code” to make available, as the core ”findings” are not
data. The paper is an exercise in fabrication. - This practice is a questionable research practice of
the highest order. Presenting hypotheticals as facts undermines the very foundation of empirical
science.

**3. Strengths**

- Articulate synthesis of theoretical frameworks (Moral Witnessing, Epistemic Injustice). - Clearly
structured argument for why credibility and moral communication are vital in health crises. - The
proposed mixed-methods design would be robust *if applied to a real-world case*.

**4. Weaknesses**

**Major Flaws:** 1. **Fabricated Dataset:** The entire empirical basis of the paper is AI-
generated and pertains to a future that has not occurred. This is irredeemable. 2. **Misrepresen-
tation of Scientific Analysis:** Performing statistical tests on non-existent data is pseudoscience.
3. **Invalid Research Design:** The methodology is entirely unsuited to the (fictional) ”data”
source. 4. **Overstated Claims:** Conclusions about ”findings,” ”reveals,” and ”demonstrates”
are grossly inflated when the evidence is simulated.

**Minor Flaws:** - Incomplete citations in the Related Work section (e.g., ”?”). - The title’s use
of ”2025” is misleading without a clear and upfront statement that this is a simulated scenario.

**5. Recommendations for Improvement**

This paper cannot be ”improved” for publication as an empirical study. The core premise is invalid.
The authors should consider one of two paths:

1. **Reframe as a Conceptual/Theoretical Paper:** Drastically revise the manuscript. Remove all
pretence of empirical analysis. Explicitly state it is a theoretical exploration or a ”proof-of-concept”
framework. The ”2025 scenario” should be presented purely as a illustrative narrative to ground
the theoretical discussion, not as ”data.” All statistical analysis and claims of ”findings” must be
excised. 2. **Conduct Actual Research:** Apply the well-articulated theoretical framework and
robust proposed methodology to a **real, historical, or ongoing case study** for which genuine
data exists (e.g., earlier phases of the Gaza conflict, Syria, Yemen). This would require starting
from scratch with real data collection.

**6. Verdict**

**Overall Score: 0/5 - Fatal Flaw**

**Categorical Recommendation: Strong Reject**

**Justification:** This paper must be rejected unequivocally. The fatal flaw is the presentation of
a fabricated, AI-generated future scenario as a legitimate dataset for empirical scientific research.
This constitutes a fundamental breach of academic integrity and methodological rigor. The act of
performing statistical analysis on this fictional data and presenting it as evidence of correlation and
causation is scientifically fraudulent. While the theoretical discussion has some merit, it is built
upon a foundation of sand. Allowing this paper to be published would set a dangerous precedent
and severely damage the credibility of the journal. There is no path to acceptance for this paper
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in its current form as an empirical study.
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Human Reviewer

Expert human review providing domain-specific insights

Reviewer: Zameel

Scores (out of 10): - Question 1: 0 - Question 2: 0.5 - Question 3: 0.5 - Question 4: 0 - Question
5: 0.25 - Question 6: 0 - Question 7: 0

Total Score: 1.25 / 10

Reviewer Notes:

Submitted at: 2025-12-24 18:26:19
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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): 6.0 / 10 - AI Reviewer 2 (Critical): 0.0 / 10
- Human Reviewer (Zameel): 1.25 / 10

Aggregate Score: 2.42 / 10

Overall Assessment: The paper received an average score of 2.42 out of 10 across all three reviewers.

Final Decision: Reject

Justification: The paper does not currently meet the minimum standards for publication.
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