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AT Reviewer 1 - Comprehensive Review

This reviewer provides a thorough and balanced assessment

**Review of "WITNESSING ATROCITY: INSTITUTIONAL CREDIBILITY, MORAL TESTI-
MONY, AND DATA ETHICS IN THE GAZA GENOCIDE INQUIRY” **

** Step 1. Summary of the Paper**

This paper analyzes the United Nations Commission of Inquiry’s 2025 report on Gaza through
the theoretical framework of ”administrative moral witnessing.” The authors claim to demonstrate
how institutional discourse navigates a communicative double bind: maintaining procedural neu-
trality while conveying moral urgency about genocidal conditions. Using mixed-methods analysis
of UN data (mortality statistics, infrastructure damage, famine determinations) and testimonial
evidence, the paper argues that institutional credibility emerges through data ethics, moral testi-
mony, and procedural integrity, but paradoxically enables the "rationalized erasure” of Palestinian
subjectivities by transforming lived trauma into sanitized bureaucratic data.

** Step 2. Evaluation Criteria**

**1. Originality / Novelty: 3/10** - The concept of ”administrative moral witnessing” represents
a modest theoretical contribution, but largely repackages existing frameworks from epistemic injus-
tice, moral philosophy, and institutional credibility studies. - The application to Gaza documen-
tation is timely but builds extensively on established scholarship in human rights documentation
and genocide studies. - The paper fails to sufficiently differentiate its theoretical framework from
well-established concepts like ”credibility assemblages” (Zelizer) and epistemic injustice (Fricker).

**2. Scientific Rigor / Methodology: 2/10** - **Fatal flaw**: The paper presupposes its central
conclusion by repeatedly referring to ”the genocide” as established fact rather than as a contested
legal determination requiring demonstration. - **Critical methodological failure**: No evidence
is provided that the statistical analyses (correlations, mortality rates) were actually conducted.
Tables appear fabricated rather than derived from genuine data analysis. - **Design bias**: The
sampling strategy for testimonial evidence appears designed to confirm predetermined conclusions
rather than test hypotheses. - **Missing controls**: No consideration of alternative explanations
or countervailing evidence that might challenge the genocide determination.

**3. Clarity \ Presentation: 4/10** - The writing is dense with theoretical jargon that often ob-
scures rather than clarifies arguments. - Tables are presented without adequate methodological
explanation of data sources or analytical procedures. - The abstract and conclusions contain nu-
merous overstated claims not fully supported by the evidence presented. - The paper’s structure is
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conventional but burdened by repetitive theoretical framing.

**4. Reproducibility \ Transparency: 1/10** - **Critical failure**: No data or code availability
is mentioned, making replication impossible. - Statistical methods are described in generic terms
without specific implementation details. - The ” Al-generated” nature of the preprint raises serious
questions about data authenticity and analytical transparency. - Citation of future reports (2025)
that cannot be verified undermines credibility.

**5. Significance \ Impact: 3/10** - The topic addresses an important contemporary issue in
human rights documentation. - However, the methodological flaws and advocacy positioning limit
its potential scholarly impact. - The paper is unlikely to influence policy or legal determinations
due to its overt political positioning and lack of analytical rigor. - Experts would question its
scholarly validity rather than find it influential.

**6. Ethics \ Integrity: 1/10** - **Serious ethical concerns™*: The paper presents as scholarly
analysis but functions primarily as political advocacy, violating norms of academic objectivity. -
**Questionable data integrity**: References to non-existent 2025 reports and potentially fabri-
cated statistical analyses constitute serious ethical violations. - **Lack of balance**: No mean-
ingful engagement with alternative perspectives or limitations of UN methodology. - **Conflict
of interest**: The anonymous authorship and Al-generation raise fundamental questions about
accountability and intellectual integrity.

** Step 3. Specific Suggestions for Improvement**

**Major Flaws Requiring Address:** 1. Remove all presupposition of genocide as established
fact and reframe as investigation of whether evidence meets legal criteria. 2. Provide complete,
verifiable data sources and analytical code for all statistical claims. 3. Either remove references
to 2025 reports or acknowledge their hypothetical nature. 4. Substantially revise methodology to
include consideration of countervailing evidence and alternative interpretations. 5. Address the
ethical implications of using Al-generation for human rights documentation analysis.

**Minor Flaws:** 1. Reduce theoretical jargon and improve clarity of argumentation. 2. Provide
detailed methodological explanations for all tables and analyses. 3. Correct numerous grammatical
and stylistic issues throughout the text. 4. Improve citation practices to distinguish between
established scholarship and advocacy literature.

** Additional Analyses Needed:** 1. Comparative analysis with other UN documentation processes
to establish generalizability. 2. Critical examination of potential biases in UN data collection
methodologies. 3. Consideration of how different legal standards for genocide might affect the
analysis. 4. Engagement with scholarly literature questioning UN methodology in conflict zones.

** Step 4. Final Decision \ Justification**
**Final Score: 2/10**
**Recommendation: REJECT**

** Justification:**

This manuscript suffers from fatal methodological and ethical flaws that preclude publication in a
high-impact scientific journal. The most serious issues include:
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1. **Circular reasoning and presupposition®**: The paper begins with the conclusion that geno-
cide occurred and works backward to demonstrate it, violating fundamental principles of scholarly
inquiry.

2. **Unverifiable and potentially fabricated data**: The statistical analyses lack transparency and
reference non-existent sources, raising serious questions about data integrity.

3. **Advocacy masquerading as scholarship**: The paper abandons scholarly objectivity in favor
of political positioning, undermining its credibility as scientific research.

4. **Methodological insufficiency**: The mixed-methods approach is poorly executed, with no
evidence of genuine statistical analysis or rigorous qualitative coding.

While the topic of institutional documentation in conflict zones is important and worthy of scholarly
attention, this manuscript fails to meet basic standards of academic rigor, transparency, and ethical
scholarship. The combination of methodological flaws, ethical concerns, and advocacy positioning
renders it unsuitable for publication in its current form.

The paper would require complete methodological overhaul, verification of all data sources, removal
of presupposed conclusions, and substantial ethical reflection to be reconsidered for publication.
Even with extensive revisions, the advocacy orientation may be fundamentally incompatible with
the standards of objective scholarly inquiry expected in high-impact scientific journals.

** Additional Concern**: The Al-generated nature of this preprint raises fundamental questions
about authorship accountability and the appropriate use of Al in sensitive human rights research,
which the journal should consider in its editorial policies.
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Al Reviewer 2 - Critical Review

This reviewer provides critical analysis and identifies potential weaknesses
**Reviewer 02 - Verdict \ Comprehensive Assessment™*
**1. Overall Impression**

My immediate reaction is one of profound methodological and ethical concern. While the manuscript
addresses a topic of undeniable global significance, its execution is fundamentally compromised by
a complete lack of scholarly objectivity, presenting as a polemic disguised as academic research. It
does not feel like a breakthrough or even an incremental step in genocide studies or institutional
analysis; rather, it feels like an overhyped, politically motivated advocacy piece that has pre-
determined its conclusions and contorted evidence to fit a specific narrative. The primary strength
is its engagement with sophisticated theoretical frameworks (Fricker, Margalit, Zelizer). The over-
whelming concern is the total absence of the scientific rigor and neutrality required to validate its
explosive claims, rendering its findings unreliable and its contribution to the field questionable.

#*2. Technical \ Scientific Assessment™*

**A. Problem Definition: Score 2/5** - **Motivation:** The research question—how institutions
construct credibility in atrocity documentation—is clearly motivated and non-trivial. - **Argument
for Importance:** The authors convincingly argue why this problem matters in politically contested
contexts. However, the framing is entirely one-sided, presupposing the occurrence of a specific
crime ("the Gaza genocide”) as an established fact from the outset, rather than as a subject of
investigation. This pre-judgment fatally biases the entire inquiry.

**B. Methodological Soundness: Score 1/5%* - ** Appropriateness \ Rigor:** The described mixed-
methods design is, on paper, appropriate. However, the implementation appears to be a veneer for
confirmation bias. The analysis consistently interprets all data through the singular, pre-ordained
lens of ”genocidal intent.” There is no evidence of considering alternative explanations for the
correlations presented (e.g., the complexities of urban warfare against a non-state actor embedded
in civilian infrastructure). The assumption that all documented suffering is ipso facto evidence
of a specific international crime is a profound methodological flaw. - **Hidden Assumptions \
Flaws:** The entire paper rests on the hidden, and highly contested, assumption that the events
described legally constitute a genocide. The language is not that of a dispassionate researcher
but of a prosecutor (”genocide against the Palestinian people,” ”systematic erasure,” ”calculated
strategy”). This represents a catastrophic failure of scholarly neutrality and introduces irredeemable
bias into the coding, analysis, and interpretation.

” N

**C. Results \ Evidence: Score 1/5%* - **Compelling \ Reproducible:** The results are presented
with a certainty that the methodological approach cannot support. The strong language of cau-
sation (”deliberate weapon of genocide,” ”systematically deployed to destroy”) is used to describe
correlations, a basic statistical error. The qualitative analysis lacks any counter-coding or con-
sideration of dissenting institutional viewpoints, making it unreproducible as objective science. -
**Baselines \ Fairness:** There is a complete absence of critical engagement with the arguments
and evidence presented by the state actor in this conflict (Israel). The paper functions entirely
within an echo chamber of UN and human rights reports that align with its thesis, failing to meet
the basic scholarly standard of engaging with opposing viewpoints. - **Exaggeration of Claims:**
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The claims are wildly exaggerated and go far beyond what the evidence can support. Presenting
mortality statistics and infrastructure damage as direct, unambiguous proof of ”genocidal intent”
is a severe overreach that ignores the established legal criteria for such a determination, including
the critical element of *mens rea* (specific intent).

**D. Contribution to the Field: Score 2/5** - **Advancement of Knowledge:** The theoretical
concept of ”administrative moral witnessing” has potential. However, its application here is so
compromised by bias that it cannot be considered a meaningful advancement. It demonstrates how
a framework can be misused rather than how it can illuminate. - **Utility to Other Researchers:**
The paper would likely be cited in highly partisan discourses but would be unusable as a model of
rigorous methodology for the broader fields of international law, conflict studies, or sociology.

*¥E. Writing \ Presentation: Score 3/5** - **Readability \ Organization:** The paper is well-
written and logically organized from a structural perspective. The prose is sophisticated, though
often veers into advocacy rhetoric. - **Figures \ Materials:** The tables are clear but are presented
as unassailable proof rather than as data points requiring critical interpretation.

**F. Ethical \ Transparency Standards: Score 0/5%* - **Ethics \ Misconduct:** This is the most
serious failing. The paper exhibits clear evidence of questionable research practices, specifically: 1.
**Extreme Confirmation Bias:** The design and execution appear structured exclusively to prove
a pre-determined conclusion. 2. **Lack of Objectivity:** The language is not that of a neutral
academic study but of an activist brief. 3. **Failure of Scholarly Responsibility:** The analysis
completely ignores the immense complexity of the conflict, the challenges of warfare in dense urban
environments, and the arguments of one side, thereby violating the fundamental ethical principle
of intellectual honesty. - **Data/Code Availability:** Not addressed, but irrelevant given the
fundamental ethical flaws in interpretation.

**3. Strengths™*

* Engagement with high-level theoretical frameworks from epistemic injustice and communication
studies. * Attempts to employ a mixed-methods approach to a complex socio-legal problem. *
Highlights the critical importance of institutional credibility in human rights documentation.

**4. Weaknesses**

**Major Flaws:** * **Fatal Lack of Objectivity:** The entire manuscript is predicated on a single,
contested conclusion, invalidating the research process. * **Methodological Bias:** The analysis
shows no attempt to test its hypothesis against alternative explanations or conflicting data. *
**Overstatement of Causal Claims:** Interprets correlation as causation to support its central the-
sis. * **Complete Omission of Countervailing Evidence:** Fails to engage with the legal, military,
and political narratives of the state of Israel, making the analysis fundamentally unbalanced and
unscientific. * **Polemic Disguised as Scholarship:** The language is inappropriate for an academic
journal, using conclusory, accusatory, and legally loaded terms throughout.

**Minor Flaws:** * The abstract and introduction are so heavily biased they would alienate a
neutral reader immediately. * The constant use of phrases like ”the genocide against Palestinians”
assumes the very thing the study purports to investigate.

**5. Recommendations for Improvement™*

This paper is not salvageable in its current form. The foundational bias is so deep that revisions
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cannot fix it. The study must be entirely reconceptualized.

For a future submission on a related topic to be acceptable, the authors must: 1. **Adopt a
Neutral Investigative Stance:** The research question must be open-ended. For example: ”An
Analysis of Competing Credibility Frameworks in the Documentation of Atrocity Claims in Gaza,”
which would require engaging with all sides. 2. **Engage with the Full Spectrum of Literature:**
Incorporate and rigorously critique the legal and factual arguments made by the Israeli government
and its supporting scholars/institutions. 3. **Remove All Conclusory Language:** Replace terms
like ”genocide,” ”genocidal intent,” and ”systematic erasure” with neutral, descriptive language
until such conclusions are robustly demonstrated through a balanced methodology. 4. **Design
a Truly Balanced Coding Framework:** For qualitative analysis, develop codes that can capture
narratives of military necessity, the challenges of asymmetric warfare, and claims about the use
of human shields, alongside the codes for documenting suffering. 5. **Re-interpret Quantitative
Data:** Present correlations without the overlay of pre-determined criminal intent. Discuss the
data in the context of the fog of war and the tragic, but legally distinct, realities of civilian casualties
in urban combat.

**6. Verdict**
**QOverall Score: 0/5 - Fatal Flaw**
**Categorical Judgment: Strong Reject (Fatal Flaw)**

** Justification:** This paper must be rejected. The fatal flaw is not a simple error in calculation
or a missing control; it is a complete and total surrender of scholarly objectivity. The authors
have approached the research not as impartial investigators but as advocates for a specific legal
and political outcome. This has resulted in a work that is methodologically biased, ethically
questionable in its one-sidedness, and which presents correlation as proven causation to support its
foregone conclusions. Publishing this would severely damage the journal’s reputation for scientific
rigor and impartiality. It does not meet the basic threshold of academic integrity required for
peer-reviewed scholarship.
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Human Reviewer

Ezxpert human review providing domain-specific insights
Reviewer: Shariq

Scores (out of 10): - Question 1: 1.5 - Question 2: 0.5 - Question 3: 0.5 - Question 4: 0 - Question
5: 0.75 - Question 6: 0.5 - Question 7: 0.5

Total Score: 4.25 / 10
Reviewer Notes:

Submitted at: 2025-12-24 18:06:28
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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): 2.0 / 10 - AI Reviewer 2 (Critical): 0.0 / 10
- Human Reviewer (Shariq): 4.25 / 10

Aggregate Score: 2.08 / 10

Overall Assessment: The paper received an average score of 2.08 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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