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1 AI Reviewer 1 - Comprehensive Review

As Reviewer 01, I have completed my comprehensive evaluation of the manuscript ”JUSTICE
DEFERRED: THE PARADOX OF RECOGNITION AND RESPONSIBILITY IN THE PALES-
TINIAN HOLOCAUST.” Below is my detailed review following the requested format.

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

This paper presents a philosophical and critical analysis of how international legal and bureaucratic
systems systematically obscure and defer justice for Palestinian suffering. The authors introduce
the concept of ”procedural absolution” to describe how moral responsibility is transformed into
technical compliance within institutional frameworks. Drawing on theorists like Arendt, Bauman,
Butler, and Levinas, the paper argues that Western humanist and legal paradigms inherently re-
produce colonial hierarchies, rendering Palestinian lives ”ungrievable” and perpetuating structural
violence. The work claims to move beyond definitional debates about genocide to expose the discur-
sive and administrative mechanisms that enable ongoing atrocity, proposing an ethical reorientation
toward ”infinite responsibility” and witnessing as an alternative to procedural justice.

\\\ ** Step 2. Evaluation Criteria**
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\\\\ **1. Originality / Novelty** - **Qualitative Critique**: The concept of "procedural absolu-
tion” is a novel contribution, effectively synthesizing Arendtian bureaucracy, Bauman’s modernity,
and Butler’s grievability to analyze structural violence. However, the application of Levinasian
ethics to the Palestinian context, while not entirely unprecedented, is articulated with fresh urgency.
The paper’s core argument—that recognition within hegemonic systems reinforces erasure—extends
existing critical genocide studies but does not radically depart from established critiques (e.g., Me-

iches, Moses). - **Score**: 7/10

\\\\ **2. Scientific Rigor / Methodology** - **Qualitative Critique**: As a philosophical/theoretical
work, the paper relies on conceptual analysis rather than empirical data, which is acceptable in
humanities-oriented genocide studies. However, the methodology lacks systematic engagement with
counterarguments or alternative interpretations. For instance, the claim that ”the International
Criminal Court’s inertia is not a failure of law but its essence” is asserted without rigorous le-
gal or historical support. The absence of case studies or detailed archival evidence weakens the
persuasiveness of its sweeping conclusions. - **Score**: 5/10

\\\\ **3. Clarity \ Presentation™* - **Qualitative Critique**: The writing is dense and often
abstract, with excessive reliance on jargon (e.g., "mnemonic double bind,” ”aporias of justice”).
While this is stylistically common in critical theory, it risks alienating interdisciplinary audiences.
The structure is logical, but key sections (e.g., Section 4 on Levinas) lack concrete examples to
ground theoretical claims. The abstract accurately reflects the paper’s arguments but overstates
its ”demonstration” of findings, given the lack of empirical validation. - **Score**: 6/10

\\\\ **4. Reproducibility \ Transparency** - **Qualitative Critique**: The paper cites relevant
literature but omits critical engagement with scholars who dispute its central theses (e.g., robust
defenses of international law). No data, code, or methodological protocols are provided, which is
typical for theoretical works but limits reproducibility. Statistical analysis is absent, and the reliance
on philosophical assertions rather than falsifiable claims undermines transparency. - **Score™*:
4/10

\\\\ **5. Significance \ Impact™** - **Qualitative Critique**: The topic is of profound importance,
and the critique of Western legal systems’ complicity in colonial violence is timely and provocative.
However, the paper’s impact is limited by its abstract nature and lack of practical recommendations.
While it may influence critical genocide studies, its polemical tone and one-sided arguments reduce
its potential to bridge disciplinary divides or inform policy. - **Score**: 6/10

\\\\ **6. Ethics \ Integrity™* - **Qualitative Critique**: The paper raises ethical concerns by
using the term ”Palestinian Holocaust,” which is academically contentious and may be seen as
appropriative or inflammatory. While the authors acknowledge the paper’s conceptual limitations,
they do not adequately address potential biases or conflicts of interest (e.g., political advocacy).
The tone occasionally veers into advocacy rather than analysis, risking compromise of scholarly
objectivity. - **Score**: 5/10

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

\\\\ **Major Flaws to Address**: 1. **Empirical Grounding**: Incorporate case studies (e.g., spe-
cific ICC rulings, UN resolutions) to illustrate ”procedural absolution” in action. 2. **Engagement
with Counterarguments™**: Address robust scholarly defenses of international law (e.g., by Schabas)
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and critiques of Levinasian ethics in political contexts. 3. **Methodological Transparency**: Clar-
ify how theoretical frameworks were applied—e.g., through discourse analysis, historical tracing,
or comparative legal study.

\\\\ **Minor Flaws**: 1. **Jargon Reduction**: Replace terms like ”conceptual afterlife” with
clearer language. 2. **Structural Revisions®*: Add subheadings in Section 4 to distinguish be-
tween Derridean, Levinasian, and comparative frameworks. 3. **Copyediting**: Fix formatting
inconsistencies (e.g., ”THEPARADOX” in Section 4) and typographical errors.

\\\\ **Additional Experiments/Analyses**: 1. Conduct a comparative analysis of how ”procedural
absolution” operates in other contested genocide contexts (e.g., Rohingya, Uyghurs). 2. Include
interviews or ethnographic data to ground abstract claims in lived experience. 3. Develop a
practical framework for applying ”ethics of encounter” in advocacy or legal practice.

\\\ ** Step 4. Final Decision \ Justification**

- **Qverall Score**: 5/10 - **Recommendation™*: **Reject** - **Justification®**: While the pa-
per addresses a critical topic and introduces a conceptually valuable framework (”procedural ab-
solution”), it suffers from fatal methodological flaws. The lack of empirical evidence, one-sided
engagement with literature, and polemical tone undermine its scholarly rigor. The provocative use
of ”Palestinian Holocaust” without sufficient historical or ethical justification further detracts from
its academic credibility. For a high-impact journal, the manuscript requires substantial revision
to balance theoretical innovation with empirical support and scholarly objectivity. In its current
form, it does not meet the standards of originality, rigor, or impact required for publication.

**Confidential Note to Editors®*: This manuscript’s political charge necessitates careful ethi-
cal review. While critical perspectives are vital, the conflation of scholarly analysis with advo-
cacy—particularly through incendiary terminology—risks compromising the journal’s reputation
for neutrality. I recommend rejection unless the authors undertake major revisions to strengthen
methodological rigor and temper polemical language.
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2 Al Reviewer 2 - Critical Review

**QOverall Assessment:** **Immediate Reaction:** This manuscript presents a provocative philo-
sophical argument that attempts to reframe the discourse on the Palestinian-Israeli conflict through
the lens of genocide studies and continental philosophy. However, it reads more as a polemical essay
than a rigorous academic study. The core argument is emotionally charged and politically posi-
tioned, but it is built on a foundation of selective evidence, conceptual overreach, and a near-total
absence of the methodological rigor required for a Tier-1 scientific or social science journal. It feels
like an overhyped, weak study masquerading as a deep theoretical intervention.

**First Impression Strengths:** * **Ambitious Scope:** The paper attempts to synthesize com-
plex theoretical frameworks from Arendt, Bauman, Butler, Levinas, and others. * **Provocative
Thesis:** The central concept of ”procedural absolution” is potentially interesting for analyzing
bureaucratic inertia in human rights contexts.

**First Impression Concerns:** * **Lack of Objectivity \ Methodological Rigor:** The paper is
fundamentally an opinion piece, not a systematic analysis. It makes sweeping, incendiary claims
(e.g., "the ongoing Palestinian Holocaust,” ”genocidal violence”) without providing the empiri-
cal, legal, or historiographical evidence required to substantiate them for a scholarly audience. *
**Polemic Over Analysis:** The language is consistently normative and accusatory, lacking the dis-
passionate, analytical tone expected in high-impact academic work. * **Strawman Arguments:**
It caricatures ”Western justice” and ”humanist frameworks” without engaging substantively with
counterarguments or the complexities of international law and conflict resolution.

**Technical \ Scientific Assessment™**

**A. Problem Definition: Score: 2/5** * The research question—how definitional ambiguity and
bureaucratic processes defer justice—is non-trivial and relevant. * However, the motivation is
deeply flawed. The authors presuppose the central conclusion (that a ”Palestinian Holocaust” is
occurring) as a premise for their analysis. This is circular reasoning. A rigorous paper would
first establish, through evidence, that the term ”genocide” or ”holocaust” is the correct descriptor
before analyzing the mechanisms of its denial.

**B. Methodological Soundness: Score: 1/5** * **Unacceptable.** The "method” is purely con-
ceptual and rhetorical analysis, applied in a blatantly non-systematic way. There is no identifiable
study design. * **Hidden Assumptions \ Cherry-Picking:** The entire argument rests on the un-
challenged assumption of Israeli genocidal intent and action. It ignores vast bodies of scholarship,
legal opinions, and historical context that complicate this narrative. It cherry-picks theoretical
frameworks (Levinas, Derrida) that support its predetermined conclusion while ignoring others.
* F*kStatistical Flaws:** Not applicable, as there is no quantitative analysis, but the qualitative
”analysis” suffers from severe confirmation bias.

**C. Results \ Evidence: Score: 1/5%* * The "results” are philosophical assertions, not empirical
findings. They are not reproducible because the process of selection and interpretation is entirely
subjective and driven by the authors’ political stance. * **Baselines \ Related Work:** The engage-
ment with related work is superficial and instrumental. It cites critics of rigid legalism (Meiches,
Moses) but completely ignores the robust scholarship from international lawyers, historians, and
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political scientists who debate the applicability of the genocide label to this conflict with nuance
and reference to specific legal criteria (e.g., the Genocide Convention’s requirement of *specific
intent* to destroy a group). Schabas is cited, but his work is not engaged with in a way that
acknowledges the legal complexities he outlines. * **Exaggeration:** The claims are profoundly
exaggerated. Using the term ”Holocaust”—a historically specific event—as a parallel is academ-
ically irresponsible and inflammatory. Claims that the law’s ”essence” is complicity with empire
are sweeping generalizations unsupported by evidence.

**D. Contribution to the Field: Score: 1/5%* * The contribution is marginal. It re-packages well-
known critiques of international law’s limitations and power dynamics into a new term, ” procedural
absolution,” but does so in a way that is unlikely to be cited by serious scholars due to its lack of
balance and rigor. It preaches to the converted and will be dismissed by those not already aligned
with its viewpoint.

**E. Writing \ Presentation: Score: 3/5%* * The paper is logically organized and written with a
certain rhetorical flair. However, the language is often overly dense and melodramatic (”the face
of the child buried beneath rubble indicts the world”), which undermines its academic credibility.
The hyphenation errors in the title and abstract are unprofessional.

**F. Ethical \ Transparency Standards: Score: 0/5%* * **Fatal Flaw:** The paper exhibits clear
evidence of questionable research practices, specifically **extreme bias and a failure to maintain
scholarly objectivity.** It presents a highly contentious and politically charged perspective as settled
fact. For a topic of this sensitivity, a rigorous ethical approach would require scrupulous fairness,
acknowledgment of competing narratives, and a clear distinction between analysis and advocacy.
This paper fails on all counts. * The anonymity of the authors, while part of the double-blind
process, in this case, shields them from accountability for making such incendiary claims.

**Strengths** * The paper is ambitious in its theoretical synthesis. * It identifies a genuine problem:
the potential for bureaucratic and legal processes to delay and obscure justice.

**Weaknesses™* * **Major:** 1. **Circular Reasoning \ Presupposition:** Assumes its central
conclusion (”Palestinian Holocaust”) as a premise. 2. **Extreme Lack of Objectivity:** Func-
tions as a political polemic, not a scholarly analysis. 3. **Methodological Vacuum:** No clear or
rigorous method for analysis is presented or followed. 4. **Inadequate Engagement with Coun-
tervailing Scholarship:** Ignores the central debates and evidentiary standards within genocide
studies and international law. 5. **Conceptual Overreach and Inflammatory Language:** Use of
the term ”"Holocaust” is academically indefensible. * **Minor:** 1. Typographical errors in the
title/abstract. 2. Over-reliance on rhetorical flourish over substantive argument.

**Recommendations for Improvement**

This paper is not salvageable in its current form for a journal like *Nature* or *BMJ*. The
foundational biases and methodological absence are irredeemable within the scope of a revision.
For it to ever be considered for a specialized journal in critical theory or philosophy, the authors
would need to:

1. **Completely reframe the paper** from a definitive condemnation to a critical exploration of
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*arguments and discourses®™. The title and thesis must change. 2. **Excise all inflammatory
and unsupported terminology,** especially ”Holocaust” and ”genocidal violence,” unless they are
being analyzed as contested claims within a broader discourse. 3. **Engage substantively and
fairly with the strongest scholarship that contradicts their position.** They must address the legal
arguments about specific intent, the historical complexities of the conflict, and the reasons why
many scholars and legal bodies hesitate to apply the genocide label. 4. **Adopt a clear and
defensible methodology,** such as critical discourse analysis, and apply it systematically to a defined
corpus of texts (e.g., UN documents, legal rulings, media discourse). 5. **Separate analytical
claims from normative advocacy.** The paper can conclude with a normative position, but it must
be earned through balanced analysis, not asserted from the outset.

**Verdict**
**Qverall Score: 0/5 - Fatal Flaw**
**Categorical Recommendation: Strong Reject™*

** Justification:** This manuscript must be rejected. It fails the most basic test of scholarly rigor:
objectivity and a systematic methodology. Its core argument is built on a foundation of circular
reasoning and profound bias, presenting a highly contentious political position as an established
truth. The use of historically specific and incendiary terminology like ”"Holocaust” is academically
irresponsible and demonstrates a clear lack of scholarly judgment. The paper does not contribute to
knowledge; it contributes to polarization. There is no path to acceptance for this paper in anything
resembling its current form at a high-impact, rigorous scientific journal.
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3 Human Reviewer

Reviewer: Ashley

Scores (out of 10): - Question 1: 1.5 - Question 2: 1.5 - Question 3: 1.5 - Question 4: 0.25 -
Question 5: 0.75 - Question 6: 1.5 - Question 7: 0.5

Total Score: 7.5 / 10
Reviewer Notes: Good

Submitted at: 2025-11-01 21:24:56
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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): 0.0 / 10 - AI Reviewer 2 (Critical): 0.0 / 10
- Human Reviewer (Ashley): 7.5 / 10

Aggregate Score: 2.50 / 10
Overall Assessment: The paper received an average score of 2.50 out of 10 across all three reviewers.
Final Decision: Reject

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

Generated: 2025-11-18 14:32:51



	AI Reviewer 1 - Comprehensive Review
	AI Reviewer 2 - Critical Review
	Human Reviewer
	Aggregate Report

