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AI Reviewer 1 - Comprehensive Review

This reviewer provides a thorough and balanced assessment

**Review of ”WITNESSING UNDER FIRE: TESTIMONY AND THE ETHICS OF SEEING IN
THE PALESTINIAN HOLOCAUST”**

\\\ Step 1. Summary of the Paper This theoretical paper examines how institutional genocide
discourse creates ”procedural absolution”—where bureaucratic adherence to evidentiary standards
produces moral closure—and ”double binds” that trap Palestinian testimony between demands for
verification and dismissal through technicalities. The authors argue that contemporary witnessing
architecture, caught between digital circulation and algorithmic censorship, transforms Palestinian
testimony into sites of both vulnerability and resistance against what they term ”annihilation
machinery.” The paper claims to move beyond classification debates to analyze the discursive
machinery that makes genocide recognition possible or impossible, using Palestinian experience as
a critical lens for rethinking genocide studies.

\\\ Step 2. Evaluation Criteria

**1. Originality / Novelty: 6/10** - The synthesis of genocide studies with digital media theory
and postcolonial theory offers some conceptual innovation - The terms ”procedural absolution” and
”algorithmic vulnerability” represent modest theoretical contributions - However, the core argument
about institutional denial mechanisms in genocide discourse is well-established in critical genocide
studies - The application to Palestine, while timely, builds extensively on existing scholarship in
postcolonial theory and Palestinian studies

**2. Scientific Rigor / Methodology: 3/10** - **Critical flaw:** The paper lacks methodological
transparency and empirical grounding - No clear research design: appears to be purely theoreti-
cal/philosophical without systematic analysis - Heavy reliance on theoretical assertion rather than
evidence-based argumentation - Missing: Systematic analysis of actual institutional protocols, dig-
ital platform policies, or empirical study of content moderation patterns - The paper makes strong
claims about algorithmic censorship without providing methodologically sound evidence

**3. Clarity \ Presentation: 5/10** - Writing is dense with theoretical jargon, often obscuring
rather than clarifying arguments - Structure is conventional but arguments frequently circle rather
than progress logically - Multiple incomplete citations (marked with ”?”) throughout the text
indicate careless preparation - Abstract and conclusion make sweeping claims not fully supported
by the analysis - Figures/tables are entirely absent, which would help illustrate complex theoretical
relationships
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**4. Reproducibility \ Transparency: 2/10** - **Critical flaw:** No methodology section, making
replication impossible - No data/code availability statement - Theoretical analysis procedures are
not specified - Citation practices are inconsistent and incomplete - Claims about digital platform
behaviors are not backed by systematic evidence

**5. Significance \ Impact: 6/10** - Addresses important questions about digital witnessing and in-
stitutional denial - Palestinian case study is highly relevant to contemporary human rights discourse
- Potential impact is primarily within critical genocide studies and postcolonial theory - Unlikely
to substantially reshape mainstream genocide studies without stronger empirical grounding

**6. Ethics \ Integrity: 4/10** - **Serious concern:** Use of the term ”Palestinian Holocaust” is
academically inappropriate and potentially inflammatory - Strong polemical tone may compromise
scholarly objectivity - Missing institutional review considerations for research involving conflict
zones - No discussion of researcher positionality or potential biases - Conflicts of interest statement
absent

\\\ Step 3. Specific Suggestions for Improvement

**Major Flaws Requiring Revision:** 1. **Methodological foundation:** Add clear methodology
section explaining theoretical framework and analytical approach 2. **Empirical grounding:** Ei-
ther reframe as purely theoretical work with appropriate caveats OR incorporate systematic analysis
of actual cases, platform policies, or institutional protocols 3. **Terminology revision:** Replace
”Palestinian Holocaust” with academically appropriate terminology 4. **Citation completion:**
Resolve all incomplete citations marked with ”?” 5. **Evidence for claims:** Provide systematic
evidence for assertions about algorithmic censorship and institutional denial mechanisms

**Minor Flaws:** 1. Improve structural clarity with clearer signposting of arguments 2. Reduce
theoretical jargon where possible 3. Add definitions of key terms like ”procedural absolution” and
”algorithmic vulnerability” 4. Standardize citation format throughout 5. Proofread for grammatical
errors and inconsistent phrasing

**Additional Analyses to Strengthen Manuscript:** 1. Systematic analysis of UN or ICC procedural
documents related to Palestine 2. Empirical study of social media content moderation during
specific events (e.g., 2021 Sheikh Jarrah) 3. Comparative analysis with other cases of digital
witnessing in conflict zones 4. Interviews with Palestinian digital activists or content moderators

\\\ Step 4. Final Decision \ Justification

**Overall Score: 4/10**

**Recommendation: Reject**

**Justification:** This manuscript presents important theoretical questions but suffers from fa-
tal methodological flaws that prevent meaningful scholarly evaluation. The complete absence of
methodological transparency, combined with incomplete citations and unsubstantiated claims about
digital platform behaviors, renders the analysis unreproducible and unverifiable. The polemical tone
and use of academically inappropriate terminology (”Palestinian Holocaust”) further undermine
scholarly rigor.

While the topic is significant and the theoretical synthesis shows promise, the current manuscript
reads more as political commentary than rigorous academic analysis. The authors would need to
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fundamentally restructure the paper with clear methodology, systematic evidence, and academic
terminology to meet the standards of a high-impact journal.

The paper might be reconsidered after major revision if the authors can: 1) Provide methodological
transparency 2) Substantiate claims with systematic evidence 3) Replace inflammatory terminol-
ogy 4) Complete all citations 5) Either embrace a purely theoretical framework with appropriate
limitations or incorporate empirical analysis

In its current form, the manuscript does not meet the threshold for publication in a high-impact
journal due to these fundamental methodological and presentational shortcomings.

— **Reviewer Confidence: High** *Note: This review focuses on scholarly rigor rather than
political content. The evaluation criteria apply equally to all submissions regardless of topic.*
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AI Reviewer 2 - Critical Review

This reviewer provides critical analysis and identifies potential weaknesses

**Review of ”WITNESSING UNDER FIRE: TESTIMONY AND THE ETHICS OF SEEING IN
THE PALESTINIAN HOLOCAUST”**

**1. Overall Impression** My immediate reaction is one of significant methodological concern.
While the paper addresses an important and politically charged topic, it presents itself as a scholarly
work while operating primarily as a philosophical polemic. The manuscript feels like an overhyped
weak study masquerading as rigorous academic research.

*Strengths*: Engages with sophisticated theoretical frameworks; addresses timely questions about
digital witnessing and epistemic violence; demonstrates familiarity with critical theory traditions.

*Concerns*: Complete absence of empirical methodology; problematic conflation of legal and philo-
sophical claims; potentially inflammatory terminology (”Palestinian Holocaust”) used without ad-
equate justification; citation practices that appear selective and politically motivated.

**2. Technical \ Scientific Assessment**

**A. Problem Definition** (Score: 2/5) The research question is clearly motivated but framed in a
way that precludes objective analysis. The authors assume their central premise (that Palestinian
suffering constitutes genocide) rather than demonstrating it through evidence. While the problem
of witnessing in conflict zones is important, the presentation lacks scholarly detachment.

**B. Methodological Soundness** (Score: 1/5) The paper completely lacks methodological trans-
parency. There is no description of data collection, analysis procedures, or systematic literature
review methods. The work appears to be entirely theoretical/philosophical despite making claims
that would require empirical support. The selective citation of primarily activist scholars suggests
confirmation bias.

**C. Results \ Evidence** (Score: 1/5) No original results are presented. The ”analysis” consists of
theoretical assertions supported by cherry-picked references. Claims about algorithmic suppression,
for example, are made without systematic evidence or comparative analysis. The paper fails to
engage with counterarguments or alternative interpretations.

**D. Contribution to the Field** (Score: 2/5) While the topic is important, the contribution is
undermined by methodological flaws. The theoretical synthesis of genocide studies with digital
media theory could be valuable if properly executed, but the current presentation lacks the rigor
necessary to advance scholarly understanding.

**E. Writing \ Presentation** (Score: 3/5) The writing is sophisticated and theoretically informed,
but the organization is problematic. The paper lacks clear demarcation between literature review,
methodology, analysis, and discussion. Multiple citations appear incomplete or incorrectly format-
ted.

**F. Ethical \ Transparency Standards** (Score: 1/5) No mention of IRB approval or ethical
review, though the paper discusses sensitive human subjects issues. No data or code availability
statement. The use of emotionally charged terminology without adequate contextualization raises
concerns about scholarly objectivity.
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**3. Strengths** - Engages with multiple theoretical traditions (critical theory, postcolonial studies,
digital media studies) - Addresses important questions about digital witnessing and algorithmic bias
- Demonstrates familiarity with relevant philosophical literature

**4. Weaknesses**

*Major Flaws*: - Complete absence of methodological framework - Assumption of contested
premises as established facts - Selective citation that appears politically motivated - Conflation
of legal, philosophical, and political claims - No systematic engagement with counterarguments -
Inflammatory terminology used without adequate justification

*Minor Flaws*: - Incomplete citations throughout (multiple ”?” placeholders) - Poor structural
organization - Ambiguous use of theoretical concepts - Overreliance on jargon without clear defini-
tions

**5. Recommendations for Improvement**

*Required for Resubmission*: 1. Develop and articulate a clear methodological framework 2. Ei-
ther reframe as a purely theoretical paper or collect systematic empirical data 3. Provide balanced
engagement with literature representing multiple perspectives 4. Justify terminology choices with
reference to established scholarly conventions 5. Address potential counterarguments and limita-
tions more thoroughly 6. Complete all citations and ensure proper formatting

*Additional Suggestions*: - Consider comparative analysis with other conflict zones - Include sys-
tematic analysis of digital platform policies and their implementation - Engage more substantially
with international legal frameworks and their application - Provide clearer definitions of key theo-
retical concepts

**6. Verdict**

**Overall Score: 1/5 - Strong Reject**

**Justification**: This paper suffers from fundamental methodological flaws that preclude mean-
ingful scholarly evaluation. The complete absence of empirical methodology, combined with the
assumption of contested premises as established facts, renders the analysis unscientific. While
the topic is important and the theoretical engagement sophisticated, the paper operates as politi-
cal advocacy rather than scholarly research. The inflammatory terminology and selective citation
practices further undermine its academic credibility. There is no clear path to acceptance without
complete methodological overhaul and reframing.

***Reviewer 2 Style Enforcement***: I remain deeply skeptical of claims presented without system-
atic evidence. The burden of proof for serious allegations about genocide and systematic erasure
requires rigorous methodology, which this paper completely lacks. The authors must either sub-
stantially reconceptualize this as a philosophical essay with appropriate framing or develop proper
empirical methods to support their claims.
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Human Reviewer

Expert human review providing domain-specific insights

Reviewer: Nasiruddin

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

Total Score: 3 / 10

Reviewer Notes:

Submitted at: 2025-12-24 16:57:14
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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): 4.0 / 10 - AI Reviewer 2 (Critical): 0.0 / 10
- Human Reviewer (Nasiruddin): 3 / 10

Aggregate Score: 2.33 / 10

Overall Assessment: The paper received an average score of 2.33 out of 10 across all three reviewers.

Final Decision: Reject

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

Generated: 2026-01-06 14:16:47
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