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1 AI Reviewer 1 - Comprehensive Review

As an expert peer reviewer for a high-impact journal, I will provide a comprehensive evaluation
following the specified structure.

\\ Step 1. Summary of the Paper

This philosophical/theological paper examines how bureaucratic and theological discourses sur-
rounding genocide participate in either resisting or enabling the erasure of Palestinian suffering.
The authors claim to map the mechanisms through which language transforms from describing
reality to actively constituting violence, focusing on the ”existential double bind” of divine si-
lence—where faith is simultaneously tested by apparent divine absence and mobilized as resistance
through Islamic concepts like sabr (steadfastness). The paper positions itself as contributing to
understanding how metaphysical language can become complicit in rationalized erasure while also
exploring possibilities for ethical resistance.

\\ Step 2. Evaluation Criteria
\\\ 1. Originality / Novelty **Score: 6/10**

The paper applies established philosophical frameworks (Bauman, Arendt, Levinas, Derrida) to
the Palestinian context in a relatively novel way. The comparative analysis between Holocaust
theology and Islamic responses to suffering represents a meaningful contribution. However, the core
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theoretical moves—examining how language constitutes violence and the concept of divine silence
in suffering—are well-established in philosophical and theological literature. The application to
Palestine provides contextual novelty rather than conceptual breakthrough.

\\\ 2. Scientific Rigor / Methodology **Score: 3/10**

This represents the paper’s most significant weakness. As a philosophical perspective piece, it
lacks clear methodological framework. The analysis relies entirely on theoretical argumentation
without empirical grounding, ethnographic research, or systematic textual analysis. The authors
acknowledge this limitation but proceed as if making substantive claims about actual discursive
practices and lived experiences. There is no clear methodology for how sources were selected,
analyzed, or interpreted. The paper occupies an uncomfortable middle ground between theoretical
philosophy and empirical claims about Palestinian experiences.

\\\ 3. Clarity \ Presentation **Score: 5/10%**

The writing is dense and often unnecessarily abstract, with frequent use of academic jargon (”epis-
temic violence,” ”discursive formations,” ”procedural footnoting”) that sometimes obscures rather
than clarifies meaning. The structure is logical, but the argument develops through assertion
rather than systematic demonstration. The abstract and conclusion accurately represent the pa-
per’s claims, though they arguably overstate the originality and conclusiveness of the analysis.

\\\ 4. Reproducibility \ Transparency **Score: 2/10**

The paper provides no methodological transparency that would allow replication or verification of
its claims. There is no discussion of how sources were selected, what analytical procedures were
followed, or how interpretations were derived. The theoretical argumentation proceeds through
selective engagement with sources without clear justification for inclusion/exclusion decisions. The
absence of any empirical component makes traditional reproducibility concerns moot, but the lack
of methodological transparency severely undermines scholarly rigor.

\\\ 5. Significance \ Impact **Score: 7/10**

The topic addresses profoundly important questions about language, violence, and ethics in contexts
of systematic suffering. The Palestinian context gives the analysis urgent contemporary relevance.
The paper could stimulate valuable discussion in genocide studies, philosophical theology, and
Middle Eastern studies. However, the methodological weaknesses limit its potential impact as a
definitive contribution to any of these fields.

\\\ 6. Ethics \ Integrity **Score: 4/10**

Several ethical concerns merit attention. The paper makes substantive claims about Palestinian
experiences and theological responses without evidence of engagement with Palestinian voices or
communities. The comparative analysis between the European Holocaust and Palestinian experi-
ence risks eliding crucial historical and contextual differences, potentially trivializing both. The
authors acknowledge some limitations but not the ethical implications of speaking about others’
suffering from a purely theoretical standpoint.

\\ Step 3. Specific Suggestions for Improvement

\\\ Major Flaws Requiring Address: 1. **Methodological Vacuum**: The paper must either
explicitly position itself as purely theoretical philosophy (and scale back empirical claims) or develop



Review Report Generated by Al Scholar Frontier

a rigorous methodology for analyzing discourse, potentially including systematic textual analysis,
ethnographic components, or clearly defined comparative framework.

2. **Empirical Grounding**: Claims about Palestinian experiences and theological responses re-
quire supporting evidence through interviews, ethnographic research, or systematic analysis of
Palestinian theological writings.

3. **Comparative Framework**: The Holocaust-Palestine comparison needs much more careful
methodological justification and nuanced handling of historical specificity.

4. **Theological Representation**: The treatment of Islamic theological concepts appears superfi-
cial and potentially misrepresentative without deeper engagement with Islamic scholarly traditions
and diverse Muslim perspectives.

\\\ Minor Flaws: 1. Excessive abstraction and jargon that could be clarified 2. Repetitive argument
structure 3. Overuse of certain theoretical frameworks at the expense of developing original concepts
4. Need for more precise definitions of key terms like ”epistemic violence”

\\\ Suggested Additional Work: 1. Conduct interviews with Palestinian theologians, religious
leaders, or community members 2. Systematic analysis of Palestinian theological writings or ser-
mons 3. More nuanced comparative methodology for cross-genocide analysis 4. Engagement with
postcolonial and decolonial theoretical frameworks

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

** Justification:**

This recommendation stems from fundamental methodological flaws that prevent the paper from
making the substantive contribution it aspires to achieve. While the topic is important and the
theoretical ambition commendable, the paper fails to meet basic scholarly standards for rigorous
analysis in a high-impact journal.

The core problem is the disconnect between the paper’s empirical claims and its purely theoretical
methodology. The authors make strong assertions about Palestinian experiences, theological re-
sponses, and discursive practices without providing any evidence or methodological framework to
support these claims. This creates an untenable situation where the paper speaks authoritatively
about others’ suffering while remaining entirely within theoretical abstraction.

The comparative analysis between the European Holocaust and Palestinian experience, while poten-
tially valuable, requires much more careful methodological handling to avoid historical simplification
or trivialization of either context. The treatment of Islamic theological concepts, while referencing
contemporary scholarship, lacks the depth and nuance required for substantive theological analysis.

For these reasons, the paper in its current form cannot be recommended for publication. The
authors would need to fundamentally reconceptualize their methodological approach, either by
explicitly positioning the work as theoretical philosophy (and scaling back empirical claims) or by
developing rigorous empirical methods to support their assertions about Palestinian experiences
and discourses.
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The paper raises important questions that deserve scholarly attention, but its current execution does
not meet the standards of rigor, transparency, and ethical responsibility required for publication in
a high-impact journal.
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2 Al Reviewer 2 - Critical Review

**Overall Assessment: 2 - Weak Reject™*

\\\ **1. Overall Impression™*

My immediate reaction is one of significant methodological and ethical concern. While the paper
tackles a profound and timely topic, it presents as an ideologically-driven polemic masquerading
as academic philosophy. The central premise—equating the Palestinian experience with the Holo-
caust—is asserted rather than rigorously argued, creating a foundational flaw that undermines the
entire analysis. The paper feels overhyped and conceptually weak, using sophisticated theoretical
language to camouflage a lack of scholarly rigor and a deeply problematic comparative framework.
The primary strength is its ambition to bridge philosophical theology with contemporary political
suffering; the overwhelming concern is its failure to meet the basic standards of academic neutrality,
methodological transparency, and historical precision required for a Tier-1 publication.

\\\ **2. Technical \ Scientific Assessment**

**A. Problem Definition: 1/5*%* * The research question is politically motivated, not scientifically
derived. The paper begins with the axiomatic assertion of a ”Palestinian Holocaust,” a term that
is not academically standard and is highly contested. The burden of proof for establishing this
equivalence is not met; it is assumed, which is a fatal flaw for a scholarly work. The motivation
appears to be advocacy, not dispassionate inquiry.

**B. Methodological Soundness: 1/5** * The ”comparative philosophical analysis” is fundamen-
tally unsound. The comparison between the Furopean Holocaust and the Israeli-Palestinian conflict
is not methodologically justified. The paper does not establish a valid comparative framework (e.g.,
scale, intent, mechanisms, historical context), leading to a superficial and potentially trivializing
analogy. The analysis relies on cherry-picked theoretical frameworks (Levinas, Derrida) that are
applied post-hoc to support a pre-determined conclusion. There is no clear methodology for how
sources were selected or analyzed.

**C. Results \ Evidence: 1/5%* * The "results” are purely discursive and speculative, lacking
any empirical grounding. The claims about ”discursive traps” and ”epistemic violence” are not
evidenced through systematic discourse analysis, ethnographic data, or primary source examination.
The paper fails to engage with robust counter-arguments or a balanced selection of related work,
presenting a one-sided narrative. The central claim—that theological discourse ”re-imposes closure”
and "normalizes erasure”—is an assertion, not a finding supported by evidence.

**D. Contribution to the Field: 2/5** * While the intersection of genocide studies, theology, and
language is a valid area of inquiry, this paper’s contribution is negated by its methodological flaws
and polemical stance. It is unlikely to be cited as a rigorous scholarly source outside of highly
partisan circles. It may generate discussion, but not in a way that meaningfully advances academic
knowledge due to its lack of scholarly integrity.

**E. Writing \ Presentation: 3/5%* * The paper is well-written and stylistically sophisticated, with
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a clear logical flow. However, this eloquence is weaponized to obscure the lack of substance and
rigor. The abstract and introduction are particularly dense with jargon, which creates a veneer of
academic credibility that the paper’s core arguments do not support.

**F. Ethical \ Transparency Standards: 0/5** * **This is the most serious flaw.** The paper
engages in highly questionable research practices. 1. **Historical Equivalence:** The use of the
term ”Holocaust” (with a capital "H’) to describe the Palestinian experience is a profound ethical
breach. It appropriates a specific, historically defined genocide, risking the trivialization of that
unique historical event. This violates fundamental principles of historical sensitivity and academic
responsibility. 2. **Lack of Neutrality:** The paper is not an objective analysis but a normative
argument presented as scholarship. It fails to declare its positionality or potential biases. 3. **No
Primary Data:** As a ”philosophical perspective paper,” it avoids the ethical and methodological
rigor required for research on human suffering, using abstract theory to speak *about* a population
without engaging with their lived experiences in a systematic, ethical manner (e.g., no mention of
IRB approval for any potential ethnographic component, which is implied but absent).

\\\ **3. Strengths**

* Ambitious interdisciplinary scope, attempting to connect philosophy, theology, and political sci-
ence. * Engages with a roster of high-level theoretical thinkers. * Identifies a genuinely important
and under-explored area: the role of language and theology in contexts of extreme political violence
and suffering.

\\\ **4. Weaknesses**

**Major Flaws:** * ** Axiomatic and Unsubstantiated Core Premise:** The entire argument rests
on the unevidenced assertion of a ”Palestinian Holocaust.” * **Methodologically Invalid Com-
parison:** The comparative framework between the Holocaust and the Palestinian experience is
flawed, ahistorical, and ethically problematic. * **Lack of Empirical Grounding:** Purely theoret-
ical assertions are presented as findings, with no original data, discourse analysis, or case studies
to support them. * **Polematical, Not Scholarly, Stance:** The paper advocates rather than ana-
lyzes, failing to maintain academic neutrality. * **Ethical Breach:** The inappropriate use of the
term ”Holocaust” constitutes a serious ethical lapse.

**Minor Flaws:** * Repetitive structure; the core argument is rephrased multiple times without
significant development. * Over-reliance on jargon (”discursive trap,” ”epistemic violence,” ”pro-
cedural footnoting”) which is often used as a substitute for clear, evidence-based argumentation.
* The bibliography, while containing reputable scholars, is selectively curated to support only one

side of the argument.
\\\ **5. Recommendations for Improvement**

For this paper to be considered for publication in a reputable journal, the authors must undertake
a fundamental reconceptualization:

1. **Abandon the Flawed Comparison:** Immediately cease using the term ”Holocaust.” Reframe
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the paper to analyze the Palestinian experience *on its own terms™ or within a carefully constructed
and justified comparative framework (e.g., with other cases of protracted occupation or ethnic
conflict, not with the Nazi genocide). 2. **Develop a Rigorous Methodology:** If the claim is about
"discourse,” perform a systematic discourse analysis of specific texts (legal, media, theological).
Define the corpus, the analytical method, and the criteria for evaluation. 3. **Gather Empirical
Evidence:** Ground the theoretical claims in qualitative data. This would require ethical approval
and rigorous ethnographic or interview-based research with affected communities to understand the
lived experience of faith and divine silence. 4. **Achieve Scholarly Balance:** Engage seriously
with the robust scholarly literature that critiques the application of the genocide framework to
this conflict. The paper must demonstrate it has wrestled with the strongest counter-arguments
to its position. 5. **Clarify Positionality:** The authors should include a positionality statement,
acknowledging the normative and political nature of their inquiry from the outset.

\\\ **6. Verdict**
**Final Score: 2/5 - Weak Reject™*

** Justification:** This paper is fundamentally flawed in its core premise and methodology. The
decision to frame the analysis around the asserted concept of a ”Palestinian Holocaust” is both
an academic and ethical error that cannot be remedied through minor revisions. The work is
polemical, not scholarly, and its methodological approach is insufficient to support its sweeping
claims. While the topic is of immense importance, this manuscript, in its current form, does not
meet the minimum standards of rigor, neutrality, and ethical responsibility required for publication
in a high-impact journal. It should be rejected. A path to a future submission would require the
authors to completely abandon the current framework and rebuild the study from the ground up
with empirical rigor and academic integrity.
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3 Human Reviewer

Reviewer: Robinson

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

Total Score: 8.25 / 10
Reviewer Notes:

Submitted at: 2025-10-31 01:46:49
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4 Aggregate Report

Aggregate Review Report
This report combines the assessments from all three reviewers:

Individual Scores: - AI Reviewer 1 (Comprehensive): 6.0 / 10 - AI Reviewer 2 (Critical): 0.0 / 10
- Human Reviewer (Robinson): 8.25 / 10

Aggregate Score: 4.75 / 10
Overall Assessment: The paper received an average score of 4.75 out of 10 across all three reviewers.
Final Decision: Major Revision

Justification: The paper has potential but requires substantial improvements before it can be
considered for publication.
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