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\\\ ** Step 1. Summary of the Paper**

This manuscript, ” Chains of Command: From Eichmann to the Drone Operator,” presents a philo-
sophical and conceptual analysis of "moral distancing”—the structural and psychological processes
by which acts of violence are transformed into administrative or technological procedures, thereby
diffusing individual responsibility. The paper claims to trace a conceptual genealogy from the bu-
reaucratic rationality of the Nazi regime, as exemplified by Adolf Eichmann, to the contemporary
practice of algorithmically-assisted drone warfare. It argues that modern command structures,
whether bureaucratic or digital, create a "moral architecture” that systematically precludes ethical
engagement by abstracting and delegating the act of killing. The central claim is that administra-
tive reason itself can function as a ”grammar of erasure,” with profound implications for how we
understand ethics, responsibility, and systematic violence in the modern world. The paper uses the
discourse surrounding Palestine and genocide as a primary, sustained case study to illustrate these
mechanisms.

\\\ ** Step 2. Evaluation Criteria**

**#1.  Originality / Novelty** * **Qualitative Critique:** The paper’s core thesis—connecting
Arendt’s ”banality of evil” to modern remote warfare—is not entirely new, having been explored
by scholars like Chamayou and others in critical security studies. However, the specific framing
through the lens of ”moral distancing” and the sustained conceptual linkage between Nazi bureau-
cracy and algorithmic warfare provides a fresh synthesis. The introduction of the phrase ”obedience
without presence” is a potentially valuable contribution to the lexicon. The paper’s most origi-
nal and, consequently, most contentious aspect is its explicit and central use of the Palestinian
case as the illustrative ground for its entire theoretical framework. This moves beyond a generic
philosophical discussion into a specific, politically charged application. * **Score:** 7/10

**2. Scientific Rigor / Methodology** * **Qualitative Critique:** As a work of philosophical and
conceptual genealogy, the paper employs a recognized methodology in the humanities. Its ”rigor”
lies in its careful reading and synthesis of major philosophical thinkers (Arendt, Foucault, Levinas,
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etc.). However, the methodology is severely compromised by a critical flaw: **the conflation of a
theoretical framework with a specific, highly contested political conclusion.** The paper does not
*apply™* its theory to the case of Palestine to test it; rather, it *presupposes* the existence of a
”systematic erasure” and "slow genocide” as a given, using it as the foundational evidence for the
theory. This circular reasoning represents a fundamental flaw in its argumentative structure. The
paper operates as a normative polemic grounded in a specific ideological position, rather than as
a dispassionate analytical framework that could be applied to multiple cases. There is no attempt
to consider counter-arguments or alternative interpretations of the discursive mechanisms at play
in the Palestinian-Israeli conflict. * **Score:** 3/10

**3. Clarity \ Presentation™* * **Qualitative Critique:** The paper is generally well-written, with
a clear and sophisticated prose style. The structure is logical, moving from introduction, through
related work, to discussion and conclusion. The abstract and conclusion accurately reflect the
paper’s content and claims. However, the language is often dense and steeped in the jargon of
continental philosophy, which may limit its accessibility to a broader interdisciplinary audience.
The figures/tables section is not applicable, as there are none. * **Score:** 8/10

**4. Reproducibility \ Transparency™* * **Qualitative Critique:** The methodological approach
of conceptual genealogy is described. The sources are extensively cited, allowing a reader to trace
the intellectual lineage. However, the paper’s central argument is not reproducible in a scientific
sense because its core claims are not falsifiable. The assertion that discourse is being used as a
”grammar of erasure” is an interpretive claim, not an empirical one that can be independently
verified or replicated with a different dataset. The paper provides no transparent criteria for how
one would identify such ”erasure” versus legitimate political or legal debate. * **Score:** 4/10

**5. Significance \ Impact™* * **Qualitative Critique:** The paper addresses a problem of unde-
niable importance: the ethical implications of technologically-mediated violence and bureaucratic
responsibility. If its arguments were supported by a more rigorous and balanced methodology, it
could have a significant impact on the fields of political philosophy, genocide studies, and ethics of
technology. However, its impact is likely to be highly polarized. It will be celebrated by scholars
and readers who share its underlying political assumptions and dismissed by those who do not,
thereby limiting its potential to genuinely advance scholarly debate across ideological divides. Its
field-changing potential is curtailed by its lack of methodological neutrality. * **Score:** 6/10

*%6. Ethics \ Integrity™* * **Qualitative Critique:** There are no overt signs of plagiarism or
data manipulation. The authors acknowledge the limitation of relying on conceptual genealogy
over empirical data. The primary ethical concern is one of **intellectual integrity and balance.**
The paper presents a highly partisan political argument under the guise of a neutral philosophical
analysis. It makes sweeping, damning claims about ”systematic erasure” and ”slow genocide”
without engaging with the vast body of scholarly and legal work that debates the applicability of
these terms to the conflict. This constitutes a significant failure of scholarly objectivity. The paper
does not acknowledge its own positionality or the profound controversy of its central case study,
treating it as an uncontested premise. * **Score:** 2/10

\\\ ** Step 3. Specific Suggestions for Improvement**

**Major Flaws (Must be addressed for publication):** 1. **Decouple Theory from Prescriptive
Application:** The paper must fundamentally restructure its argument. The theoretical framework
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on moral distancing and bureaucratization should be developed independently. The case of Palestine
(and ideally other comparative cases, e.g., other conflict zones, industrial slaughterhouses, corporate
decision-making) should then be presented as an *application® or *test case™ of the theory, not as its
foundational evidence. This would require rewriting large sections of the manuscript. 2. **Engage
with Counterarguments:** A serious scholarly work on this topic must engage with the robust
counter-narratives and legal arguments regarding the Israeli-Palestinian conflict and the definition
of genocide. The paper currently presents a single, advocacy-oriented perspective as fact. To be
credible, it must acknowledge and contend with opposing viewpoints. 3. **Clarify Methodological
Scope:** The paper should explicitly state its limitations as a normative, philosophical argument
rather than an empirical or legal one. It should avoid making definitive claims about ”what is
happening” in a specific conflict and instead focus on "how we might interpret these discourses
through a philosophical lens.”

**Minor Flaws:** 1. The title contains a formatting error ("F ROM”). 2. The prose, while clear,
could be made more concise in places to enhance readability for a non-specialist audience (e.g., in
the ”Discussion” section). 3. The reference to ” Al-Scholar Generated Preprint” in the header is
confusing and should be clarified or removed.

**Suggestions for Strengthening:** * To strengthen the manuscript, the authors could conduct a
more formal discourse analysis of specific texts (e.g., UN resolutions, government statements, media
reports) to provide concrete evidence for their claims about ”discursive erasure,” rather than relying
on generalized assertions. * Incorporating perspectives from cognitive science or organizational
psychology on distributed responsibility could provide empirical grounding for the philosophical
claims.

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

**Recommendation:** **Reject™*

** Justification:**

This recommendation is made with clarity and regret, as the paper tackles a topic of immense
importance and demonstrates a sophisticated engagement with philosophical literature. However,
the manuscript is fatally flawed in its core methodology and intellectual framing.

The decision to **Reject™ is based on the fundamental lack of scholarly rigor and objectivity.
The paper commits the critical error of building a theoretical edifice on a single, highly contested,
and unexamined political premise. By treating the existence of a ”slow genocide” and ”systematic
erasure” of Palestinians as an axiomatic truth rather than as a debatable hypothesis, the paper
abandons the dispassionate analysis required for high-impact scholarly publication. It functions
as a political manifesto informed by philosophy, rather than a philosophical analysis informed by
evidence and balanced argument.

For this paper to be suitable for a journal like *Nature* (or even a high-impact journal in philosophy
or political science), it would require a complete reconceptualization that separates the development
of the theoretical framework "moral distancing,” ”obedience without presence”) from its applica-
tion to specific, contested political cases. In its current form, its advocacy stance irreparably
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compromises its scholarly value and precludes its publication in a rigorous, peer-reviewed scientific
journal.
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Al Reviewer 2 - Critical Review

This reviewer provides critical analysis and identifies potential weaknesses

**Overall Assessment: 2/5 (Weak Reject)**

\\\ 1. Overall Impression **Immediate Reaction:** The manuscript presents an ambitious philo-
sophical argument linking historical bureaucratic violence to contemporary technological warfare
through the lens of "moral distancing.” While the topic is timely and the theoretical foundations
are well-established, the execution suffers from significant methodological flaws, conceptual over-
reach, and insufficient engagement with counterarguments. The paper reads more as a polemical
essay than a rigorous academic contribution.

**First Impression Strengths:** - Interdisciplinary scope connecting philosophy, political theory,
and technology studies - Clear writing style and logical organization - Important normative ques-
tions about responsibility in automated warfare

**First Impression Concerns:** - Heavy reliance on philosophical assertion rather than empirical or
analytical demonstration - Selective use of historical analogies without adequate contextualization
- Overstated claims about ”continuity” between Nazi bureaucracy and drone warfare - Insufficient
engagement with alternative explanations or counterevidence

\\\ 2. Technical \ Scientific Assessment

**A. Problem Definition: 3/5** The research question is clearly motivated and non-trivial, examin-
ing how bureaucratic and technological systems create moral distance. However, the authors fail to
establish why the specific comparison between Nazi bureaucracy and drone warfare is analytically
justified rather than merely provocative.

**B. Methodological Soundness: 2/5** The methodological approach—"conceptual genealogy”—lacks
rigor. The authors make sweeping historical claims without providing systematic evidence or ad-
dressing contextual differences. The comparison between Eichmann’s paperwork and drone algo-
rithms risks false equivalence without proper historical and institutional contextualization.

**C. Results \ Evidence: 2/5%* The paper presents assertions rather than compelling evidence.
Claims about ”systematic patterns” and ”continuities” are not substantiated with comparative
analysis. The discussion of Palestinian suffering, while emotionally compelling, functions more as
political positioning than analytical framework.

**D. Contribution to the Field: 2/5%* While the topic is important, the paper offers limited original
theoretical development. The concept of "moral distancing” is well-established in the literature, and
the application to contemporary technology largely reiterates existing critiques from Chamayou,
Butler, and others.

*¥E. Writing \ Presentation: 4/5%* The paper is well-written and logically organized. Theoretical
frameworks are clearly explained, and the argument flows coherently. Figures and tables are absent
but would strengthen the analytical claims.
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**F. Ethical \ Transparency Standards: 3/5%* No evidence of misconduct, but the paper’s political
positioning raises questions about objectivity. The authors acknowledge limitations but don’t
adequately address how their normative commitments might shape the analysis.

\\\ 3. Strengths - Clear articulation of theoretical frameworks from Arendt, Foucault, and Levinas
- Important normative questions about responsibility in technological systems - Effective synthesis
of multiple philosophical traditions - Timely engagement with ethics of automated warfare

\\\ 4. Weaknesses

**Major Flaws:** - **Methodological Vagueness:** ” Conceptual genealogy” is poorly defined and
implemented without systematic comparative analysis - **Historical Overreach:** Equating Nazi
bureaucracy with contemporary military systems without adequate attention to institutional and
political differences - **Lack of Empirical Grounding:** Heavy reliance on philosophical assertion
rather than evidence - **Insufficient Engagement with Counterarguments:** Fails to address how
bureaucratic systems can also enable accountability and ethical oversight - **Conceptual Infla-
tion:** ”Moral distancing” is applied so broadly it loses analytical precision

**Minor Flaws:** - Repetitive theoretical citations without advancing original frameworks - Ab-
stract language that sometimes obscures concrete claims - Inconsistent attention to historical speci-
ficity

\\\ 5. Recommendations for Improvement

**Required Revisions:** 1. **Methodological Rigor:** Replace ”conceptual genealogy” with a
clearly defined comparative historical method that addresses contextual differences 2. **Empirical
Grounding:** Include case studies or systematic analysis of specific bureaucratic practices across
different contexts 3. **Conceptual Precision:** Define ”"moral distancing” more precisely and dis-
tinguish its different forms across historical contexts 4. **Counterargument Engagement:** Address
how bureaucratic systems might enable rather than disable ethical responsibility 5. **Historical
Specificity:** Provide detailed analysis of institutional differences between Nazi bureaucracy and
contemporary military systems

**Path to Acceptance:** - Develop a more rigorous comparative methodology - Provide systematic
evidence for claims about ”continuity” - Engage more substantially with literature on bureaucratic
accountability - Clarify the analytical rather than polemical purpose of the Palestinian case study

\\\ 6. Verdict: 2/5 (Weak Reject)

** Justification:** While the paper addresses important questions about moral responsibility in
bureaucratic and technological systems, it fails to meet the methodological standards expected in a
Tier-1 venue. The historical comparisons are inadequately substantiated, the conceptual framework
lacks precision, and the analysis relies too heavily on philosophical assertion rather than systematic
evidence. The paper’s normative commitments, while legitimate, are not balanced with sufficient
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analytical rigor. With substantial methodological revision and more careful historical analysis,
this could become a valuable contribution, but in its current form it does not meet publication
standards.

**Recommendation:** Reject, but encourage resubmission after major revisions addressing method-
ological and conceptual limitations.
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Human Reviewer

Ezxpert human review providing domain-specific insights
Reviewer: Michael

Scores (out of 10): - Question 1: 1.5 - Question 2: 0.5 - Question 3: 0.5 - Question 4: 0.25 -
Question 5: 0.25 - Question 6: 0 - Question 7: 0

Total Score: 3 / 10
Reviewer Notes:

Submitted at: 2025-12-24 18:00:28
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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): 0.0 / 10 - AI Reviewer 2 (Critical): 0.0 / 10
- Human Reviewer (Michael): 3 / 10

Aggregate Score: 1.00 / 10
Overall Assessment: The paper received an average score of 1.00 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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