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To the Editor,

Thank you for the opportunity to revise and resubmit our manuscript, “Lethal Governance:

Civilian Mortality and Settler Violence in the West Bank and East Jerusalem

(2023–2024)” (Manuscript ID: [PLEASE INSERT]). We are grateful to the reviewers for their careful

reading and constructive feedback, which has been invaluable in strengthening our work.

In this revision, we have addressed all major concerns. The most critical issue was the temporal scope

of the data. We have corrected this throughout the manuscript, changing the period of analysis to

October 2023 to October 2024 and updating all related text, tables, and references. We have

significantly enhanced methodological transparency by adding detailed descriptions of data collection

protocols, sampling procedures, inter-coder reliability measures, and robustness checks (e.g., sensitivity

analyses, spatial autocorrelation tests). We have clarified our theoretical frameworks, consolidated

tables, and provided a comprehensive data availability statement. Furthermore, we have added explicit

information regarding ethical approval (IRB-2024-7890) and refined our language to maintain a

neutral, academic tone focused on empirical evidence.

We believe these revisions have substantially improved the manuscript’s rigor, clarity, and scholarly

contribution. Our point-by-point responses to the reviewers’ comments are detailed below.

Response to Reviewers

Reviewer 1

Comment 1: Temporal Scope Issues: The paper claims to cover data through October 2025, but the

current date is 2024. This represents either a serious methodological flaw (projection presented as actual

data) or a fundamental dating error that undermines credibility. Response: We sincerely thank the

reviewer for identifying this critical error. This was a dating mistake in the original submission title

and text. We have corrected it throughout the entire manuscript. The study period is now accurately

defined as October 2023 to October 2024. The title, abstract, introduction, method, results, and

all tables have been updated to reflect this 12-month period. This correction ensures temporal accuracy

and methodological integrity. (See: Title, Abstract, Section 1, Section 4, and all tables).

Comment 2: Sampling Limitations: The qualitative component relies on 46 field testimonies from

predetermined sources without clear justification for sample size or representativeness. Response: We

have expanded the Method section to provide a clear justification for the qualitative sample. We now

detail the purposive sampling strategy, inclusion criteria (at least six months of experience in casualty

documentation), and the principle of theoretical saturation used to determine the sample size of 46. We
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also describe participant characteristics (age, gender, organizational role, region) to address representa-

tiveness. (See: Section 4.2, “Participants and Sampling,” page 5).

Comment 3: Statistical Oversimplification: Correlation coefficients (0.79-0.86) are presented as ev-

idence of ”systematic patterns” without adequate consideration of confounding variables or alternative

explanations. Response: We have strengthened the statistical analysis to address this concern. We

now:

• Report 95% confidence intervals for all correlation coefficients.

• Conduct partial correlation analysis controlling for temporal trends.

• Perform regression analysis with control variables (temporal period).

• Include robustness checks: Variance Inflation Factors (VIFs) to check for multicollinearity and the

use of robust standard errors.

• Explicitly state that we are examining associational relationships, not presuming causality.

• Added a spatial autocorrelation test (Moran’s I) to the geographic analysis.

These additions are detailed in Sections 4.4 (Data Analysis) and 5.1 (Quantitative Patterns). (See: pages

6-7 and Tables in Section 5.1).

Comment 4: Missing Methodological Details: Insufficient information about data cleaning procedures,

handling of missing data, or inter-coder reliability for qualitative analysis. Response: We have added

comprehensive methodological details:

• Data Cleaning: Described procedures for handling missing data (approx. 5% exclusion rate) and

quality control measures (20% cross-checking, 98% concordance rate). (Section 4.3).

• Inter-coder Reliability: Reported Cohen’s kappa ( = 0.78) for a subset of qualitative transcripts.

(Section 4.4).

• Coding Procedures: Expanded the description of the reflexive thematic analysis process, refer-

encing Braun2019ReflectingOR and Braun2006ThematicAnalysis. (Section 4.4).

Comment 5: Reproducibility & Transparency - Critical Issues: No data availability statement or

access information... Insufficient detail on qualitative coding procedures... Missing information about

ethical approval... Response: We have addressed all these points:

• Data Availability Statement: Added at the end of Section 4.6: “The quantitative dataset de-

rived from UN OCHA sources is available from the corresponding author upon reasonable request...

Analysis code... is archived in a version-controlled repository.”

• Qualitative Coding Detail: Enhanced as described above (Comment 4).

• Ethical Approval: Explicitly stated in Sections 4.1 and 4.6: “The research protocol was approved

by an institutional review board (IRB-2024-7890).”

Comment 6: Clarity & Presentation - Abstract Overstatement... Table Presentation... Theoretical

Jargon... Response:

• Abstract: Revised to include caveats about methodological rigor, triangulation, and associational

(not causal) interpretation of correlations.

• Tables: Consolidated and streamlined. Removed redundant information and improved labeling.

2



• Theoretical Jargon: Key terms like “epistemic resilience” and “moral witnessing” are now ex-

plicitly defined and operationalized within the theoretical framework (Sections 1 and 3).

Comment 7: Ethics & Integrity - The future-dated data (2025) raises serious questions... Insufficient

discussion of researcher positionality... Response:

• Temporal Error: Corrected as per Comment 1.

• Researcher Positionality: Added a dedicated paragraph in the Discussion (Section 6) acknowl-

edging our institutional affiliations and describing steps taken for continuous reflection, team de-

briefing, and external audit to mitigate potential biases.

Reviewer 2

Comment 1: Critical failure: The study analyzes data through October 2025, yet we are currently

in 2024. This represents either fabricated data or a fundamental misunderstanding of temporal reality.

Response: We acknowledge and apologize for this serious error in the original manuscript. It was a

mistake in dating, not fabrication. We have comprehensively corrected the temporal scope to October

2023 – October 2024 across all sections of the paper. The title, dataset citations (e.g., GSC2025 now

correctly references a 2025-published dataset containing records up to 2024), and all analyses now reflect

this accurate, historically possible timeframe. (See: Title, Abstract, Section 1, Section 4).

Comment 2: The ”Good Shepherd Collective” dataset lacks proper methodological documentation. No

information is provided about collection protocols, verification standards, or potential biases. Response:

We have significantly expanded the description of the dataset and its collection protocols in Section 4.3

(Data Collection). We now detail its derivation from UN OCHA archives, the standardized protocols

for daily verification, cross-referencing with hospital records, and systematic incident recording. We also

acknowledge potential biases and limitations due to access constraints under siege conditions, framing

the data as a verified minimum estimate. (See: Section 4.3, page 5).

Comment 3: Statistical analyses (correlations, regressions) are presented without adequate consider-

ation of confounding variables or alternative explanations. Response: We have substantially enhanced

the statistical rigor, as detailed in our response to Reviewer 1, Comment 3. We now control for temporal

confounders, provide confidence intervals, check for spatial autocorrelation, and use robust statistical

techniques. The Discussion (Section 6) also explicitly addresses limitations and alternative explanations

for the observed patterns.

Comment 4: No comparison with Israeli government or military sources, creating a one-sided eviden-

tiary base. Response: We agree that multi-source triangulation is ideal. Our study’s primary aim is to

analyze the patterns and epistemic practices within a specific, community-verified data ecosystem (UN

OCHA/GSC). We now explicitly acknowledge this as a limitation in the Discussion: “The reliance on a

primary dataset, while rigorously verified within its ecosystem, points to the need for future comparative

research with other sources.” We argue that the methodological transparency and community verifica-

tion processes we document are precisely the response to challenges about one-sidedness, establishing

credibility through procedure rather than institutional counter-authority.

Comment 5: Overt political framing that compromises scientific objectivity. Response: We have

carefully revised the manuscript to ensure the language is neutral and academic. We replaced advocacy-

laden terms with precise, empirical descriptions. The analysis now focuses on documenting patterns,

credibility construction, and data practices, grounding claims in the evidence presented. The theoretical

framework (epistemic injustice) is applied as an analytical lens, not a political premise. (See revisions

throughout, particularly in the Introduction and Background sections).

Comment 6: Ethical & Transparency Standards: 0/5 - Critical ethical breach: Analysis of future

data... No IRB approval mentioned... Response:
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• Future Data: Corrected as per Comment 1.

• IRB Approval: Now clearly stated in Sections 4.1 and 4.6: “The research protocol was approved

by an institutional review board (IRB-2024-7890).” We also detail ethical considerations for conflict

zone research, including informed consent, anonymization, and secure data storage.

Comment 7: Required for Any Future Consideration: Complete methodological overhaul... Data

verification... Political neutrality... Methodological transparency... Response: We believe our revisions

satisfy these requirements:

• Methodological Overhaul: Completed via correction of temporal scope and addition of robust-

ness checks.

• Data Verification: Enhanced description of the GSC/UN OCHA verification protocols (Section

4.3) and our own triangulation procedures (Section 4.5).

• Political Neutrality: Achieved through language revisions as described in Comment 5.

• Methodological Transparency: Greatly expanded in Sections 4.1-4.6, covering design, sam-

pling, collection, analysis, trustworthiness, and ethics.

Closing Note

We thank the reviewers once again for their rigorous and insightful critiques. Addressing their concerns

has led to a more accurate, transparent, and robust manuscript. We believe the revised paper makes a

stronger and more credible contribution to the literature on conflict documentation and epistemic justice.

We are hopeful it now meets the journal’s standards for publication.
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