Unknown Paper

AT Reviewer 1 - Comprehensive Review

This reviewer provides a thorough and balanced assessment

**Review of ”FRAGMENTS OF BREATH: THE ETHICS OF ENDURANCE UNDER ERA-
SURE”**

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

This manuscript presents a philosophical and theoretical analysis of how bureaucratic and lin-
guistic mechanisms enable the systematic erasure of Palestinian existence, particularly in Gaza.
The authors argue that institutional discourse around genocide creates a ”double bind” where
acknowledgment of violence is perpetually deferred through ”procedural absolution” and ”footnot-
ing”—practices that acknowledge contestability only to re-impose closure. The paper claims to: 1.
Expose how bureaucratic classification transforms into a ”grammar of erasure.” 2. Demonstrate
how Palestinian acts of endurance (*sabr* and *sumud*) constitute a living ethical critique of
Western ontology. 3. Contribute to decolonizing knowledge production by centering Palestinian
experiences as philosophical interventions.

The methods rely on comparative philosophical analysis, drawing on Western theorists (Levinas,
Arendt, Derrida) and critical genocide studies, without empirical data.

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

\\\\ **1. Originality / Novelty** - **Qualitative Critique:** The paper’s framing of ”procedural
absolution” and ”footnoting” as mechanisms of erasure is conceptually novel, bridging genocide
studies, postcolonial theory, and bureaucratic critique. However, the core themes—bureaucratic
violence, differential grievability, and Palestinian resilience—are well-trodden in critical theory.
The application to Gaza is timely but not unprecedented. - **Score:** 6/10

\\\\ **2. Scientific Rigor / Methodology** - **Qualitative Critique:** As a theoretical paper,
it lacks empirical rigor. The analysis is heavily reliant on secondary sources and philosophical
extrapolation, with no original data, case studies, or systematic content analysis. The comparative
linkage between Nazi *Ordnungspolitik* and Israeli bureaucracy is asserted but not substantiated
with historical or textual evidence. The absence of methodological transparency (e.g., how sources
were selected or analyzed) undermines credibility. - **Score:** 3/10
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\\\\ **3. Clarity \ Presentation®* - **Qualitative Critique:** The writing is dense, jargon-heavy,
and often abstract (e.g., ”fragments of breath,” "rationalized erasure”). While stylistically evoca-
tive, this obscures key arguments. The structure is logical, but the abstract overstates findings
as "revealing” and ”demonstrating” without empirical support. Figures/tables are absent, which
could have clarified concepts like ”footnoting” or bureaucratic processes. - **Score:** 4/10

\\\\ **4. Reproducibility \ Transparency** - **Qualitative Critique:** The paper provides no
data, code, or detailed methodology. References are adequate but incomplete (e.g., missing citations
for colonial bureaucracy examples marked ”7”). Statistical analysis is irrelevant here, but the lack
of a clear framework for philosophical comparison limits reproducibility. - **Score:** 2/10

\\\\ **5. Significance \ Impact** - **Qualitative Critique:** The topic is critically important,
addressing systemic violence and epistemic erasure. However, the impact is limited by its theoretical
abstraction and failure to engage with grounded evidence (e.g., UN reports, legal documents, or
survivor testimonies). Experts in genocide studies may find it provocative but underdeveloped. -
**Score:** 5/10

\\\\ **6. Ethics \ Integrity™* - **Qualitative Critique:** No overt plagiarism or data manipula-
tion is detected. However, the paper risks ethical overreach by equating Nazi and Israeli systems
without rigorous historical contextualization, which could be seen as polemical. Limitations are
acknowledged (e.g., reliance on Western philosophy), but conflicts of interest are not declared. -
**Score:** 5/10

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

\\\\ **Major Flaws to Address:** 1. **Empirical Grounding:** Incorporate primary data—e.g.,
analysis of UN documents, legal transcripts, or interviews—to substantiate claims about ”procedu-
ral absolution.” 2. **Methodological Rigor:** Define a clear framework for philosophical compar-
ison (e.g., hermeneutic analysis) and justify source selection. 3. **Historical Contextualization:**
Provide evidence for parallels between Nazi and Israeli bureaucracies, or reframe to avoid equiv-
ocation. 4. **Argument Clarity:** Operationalize key terms (e.g., "grammar of erasure”) with
concrete examples.

\\\\ **Minor Flaws:** - Replace placeholder citations (”?”) with complete references. - Simplify
language (e.g., ”ontology of visibility” — ”systems that prioritize certain forms of recognition”). -
Correct typos (e.g., ”s.abrandsum™ ud” formatting inconsistencies).

\\\\ **Additional Analyses to Strengthen the Manuscript:** - A case study of a specific bureau-
cratic procedure (e.g., permit systems in Gaza) to illustrate ” footnoting.” - Engagement with Islamic
philosophy (e.g., *sabr* in Quranic exegesis) to decolonize the theoretical framework. - Critical
discussion of how the paper’s own use of Western theory might replicate epistemic violence.

\\\ ** Step 4. Final Decision \ Justification**
- **Qverall Score:** 4/10 - **Recommendation:** **Reject**

** Justification:** While the paper addresses a significant and timely topic, its methodological flaws
are fatal. The lack of empirical evidence, opaque philosophical analysis, and unsubstantiated histor-
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ical comparisons render its arguments speculative and unverifiable. The prose, though ambitious,
prioritizes rhetorical flourish over scholarly precision, undermining its potential impact. For a high-
impact journal, the manuscript requires substantial revision to meet standards of rigor, clarity, and
evidence-based argumentation. I encourage the authors to refine their methodology, ground their
claims in data, and resubmit to a specialized journal in critical theory or postcolonial studies.
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Al Reviewer 2 - Critical Review

This reviewer provides critical analysis and identifies potential weaknesses

**Review of "FRAGMENTS OF BREATH: THE ETHICS OF ENDURANCE UNDER ERA-
SURE”**

**1. Overall Impression** *Immediate Reaction*: This manuscript presents as a sophisticated but
methodologically problematic philosophical polemic. While the prose is elegant and the theoretical
engagement impressive, the paper operates primarily as political critique disguised as academic
analysis. The framing as ” AI-Scholar Generated Preprint” raises immediate concerns about aca-
demic integrity and authorship transparency.

*Breakthrough or Incremental?*: Overhyped weak study posing as theoretical innovation. The
core arguments about bureaucratic violence and Palestinian endurance are well-established in post-
colonial and critical genocide studies, despite claims of novelty.

*First Impression*: Strengths: Theoretical sophistication, engagement with major philosophical
figures, passionate writing Concerns: Methodological opacity, circular reasoning, lack of empirical
grounding, potential ethical violations in presentation

##2. Technical \ Scientific Assessment™**

*A. Problem Definition*: 2/5 - Research question is politically motivated rather than scientifically
framed - Argument for why this specific philosophical approach is necessary is insufficient - Fails to
establish why existing frameworks (postcolonial theory, critical genocide studies) are inadequate

*B. Methodological Soundness*: 1/5 - No clear methodology beyond theoretical exposition - Selec-
tive engagement with sources that support predetermined conclusions - No systematic analysis of
discourse, bureaucratic procedures, or empirical manifestations - Hidden assumption: That Western
philosophical frameworks are both problematic and essential for analysis

*C. Results \ Evidence*: 1/5 - No original data, experiments, or systematic analysis presented -
Claims about ”footnoting” and ”procedural absolution” are asserted rather than demonstrated -
No comparison with other cases of bureaucratic violence to test generalizability - Evidence consists
entirely of cherry-picked theoretical quotations

*D. Contribution to the Field*: 2/5 - Repackages existing critiques from postcolonial studies and
critical genocide scholarship - Adds little beyond new terminology (”footnoting,” ”procedural ab-
solution”) for established concepts - Unlikely to be cited except within specific political circles due
to methodological weaknesses

*E. Writing \ Presentation®™: 4/5 - Elegant prose and logical organization - Effective use of theo-
retical frameworks - However, abstract language often obscures rather than clarifies arguments

*F. Ethical \ Transparency Standards™*: 0/5 - 7 AI-Scholar Generated Preprint” designation violates
academic transparency norms - No IRB consideration for discussing human suffering - No data/code
availability statement - Potential misconduct: Presenting political advocacy as objective scholarship

**3. Strengths** - Sophisticated engagement with continental philosophy - Important topic with
real-world significance - Effective synthesis of multiple theoretical traditions - Passionate writing
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that engages reader emotionally

**4, Weaknesses** *Major Flaws™: - Complete absence of methodological rigor - Circular reasoning:
Assumes conclusions in premises - No empirical validation of theoretical claims - Political advocacy
masquerading as academic analysis - Fails to engage substantively with counterarguments - 7 Al-
generated” aspect undermines academic integrity

*Minor Flaws*: - Overuse of abstract theoretical language - Inconsistent citation format - Multiple
typographical errors ("THEETHICS” in title) - Missing author information despite double-blind
claim

**5. Recommendations for Improvement** *Required for Resubmission*: 1. Remove ” AI-Scholar
Generated” designation and provide actual authorship 2. Develop clear methodology section ex-
plaining analytical approach 3. Provide systematic analysis of actual bureaucratic documents or
discourse 4. Engage substantively with scholarly literature critical of this perspective 5. Distin-
guish clearly between analytical claims and political advocacy 6. Include comparative cases to test
generalizability of arguments

*For Future Submission*: - Consider empirical component: discourse analysis of UN documents,
legal proceedings, or media - Develop rigorous coding framework for identifying ”footnoting” in
practice - Engage with quantitative approaches to bureaucratic violence where possible - Substan-
tiate claims about Palestinian endurance with ethnographic or interview data

**6. Verdict®** **Overall Score: 1/5 - Strong Reject™*

*Justification®: This paper cannot be published in its current form due to fundamental methodolog-
ical flaws and ethical concerns. The ” Al-generated” aspect alone warrants immediate rejection in
any serious academic venue. Beyond this, the manuscript fails to meet basic standards of scholarly
rigor: it presents political arguments as academic findings without empirical support, engages in
circular reasoning, and lacks any clear methodology. While the topic is important and the theoreti-
cal engagement sophisticated, these cannot compensate for the fatal flaws in academic integrity and
methodological substance. The paper might find a more appropriate home in a political commen-
tary or advocacy publication, but it does not meet the standards of rigorous academic scholarship
expected at tier-1 venues.

**Reviewer 2 Style Enforcement**: T maintain that the burden of proof rests entirely with authors
to demonstrate methodological rigor and substantive contribution. This manuscript fails to meet
that burden spectacularly. The elegant prose and theoretical name-dropping cannot disguise the
absence of scholarly substance. The authors must either completely reconceptualize this as an
empirical study with clear methodology or acknowledge it as the political polemic it currently is.
No amount of theoretical sophistication can compensate for the complete lack of evidence and
methodological transparency.
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Human Reviewer

Ezxpert human review providing domain-specific insights
Reviewer: Mark Qwin

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

Total Score: 3 / 10
Reviewer Notes:

Submitted at: 2025-12-24 16:58:55
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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 (Mark Qwin): 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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