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AI Reviewer 1 - Comprehensive Review

This reviewer provides a thorough and balanced assessment

**Review of ”Resilience Under Occupation: Mixed-Development Indicators of the West Bank and
Gaza (1995-2023)”**

—

\\\ **Step 1. Summary of the Paper** This manuscript examines development outcomes in the
West Bank and Gaza from 1995 to 2023, focusing on the paradox where improvements in human
development indicators (e.g., literacy, life expectancy) coexist with economic stagnation under
occupation. The authors employ a mixed-methods approach, integrating quantitative analysis of
World Bank development indicators with qualitative thematic analysis of development discourse.
The paper claims to contribute by: (1) documenting the ”resilience paradox” through empirical
data, (2) integrating epistemic justice and capability approaches to analyze local agency, and (3)
offering methodological triangulation to bridge macro-level trends with micro-level narratives. The
findings suggest that education and community networks foster resilience, while international aid
frameworks often perpetuate dependency despite local adaptations.

—

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

\\\\ **1. Originality / Novelty** - **Critique**: The topic of Palestinian development under
occupation is well-trodden, but the extended temporal scope (1995–2023) and integration of epis-
temic justice with quantitative data offer a modest novelty. However, the theoretical frameworks
(Sen, Fricker) are applied predictably, and the ”resilience paradox” is not entirely new—similar
arguments exist in conflict development literature. - **Score**: 6/10

\\\\ **2. Scientific Rigor / Methodology** - **Critique**: - *Quantitative*: Reliance on aggre-
gated World Bank data lacks granularity (e.g., subregional disparities, informal economy metrics).
Correlation analysis is rudimentary and does not establish causality. - *Qualitative*: The use
of published documents (e.g., NGO reports) risks selection bias and lacks primary data (e.g., in-
terviews) to capture lived experiences directly. - *Ethics*: No mention of ethical approval for
qualitative data, though sources are public. - **Score**: 5/10

\\\\ **3. Clarity \ Presentation** - **Critique**: The writing is clear but overly descriptive,
with repetitive emphasis on ”paradox” and ”resilience.” Tables are informative but lack statistical
nuance (e.g., confidence intervals). The abstract overstates methodological rigor, and the conclusion
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vaguely calls for ”epistemic justice” without concrete operationalization. - **Score**: 6/10

\\\\ **4. Reproducibility \ Transparency** - **Critique**: Methods are described generically
(e.g., ”thematic analysis following Flick 2014”), but the qualitative data (e.g., specific documents,
coding scheme) are not shared. No mention of data/code availability for quantitative analysis.
Statistical methods (e.g., Pearson correlation) are basic but insufficiently detailed (e.g., handling
of missing data). - **Score**: 4/10

\\\\ **5. Significance \ Impact** - **Critique**: The work addresses an important problem—development
under political constraints—but offers incremental insights. The policy implications (e.g., ”rethink
aid frameworks”) are broad and lack specificity. Experts may find the mixed-methods approach
useful but underwhelmed by the execution. - **Score**: 5/10

\\\\ **6. Ethics \ Integrity** - **Critique**: No evidence of plagiarism or data manipulation.
However, the omission of primary qualitative data collection raises concerns about depth and au-
thenticity. Limitations are acknowledged but downplayed (e.g., reliance on secondary data). -
**Score**: 7/10

—

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

\\\\ **Major Flaws**: 1. **Methodological Weaknesses**: - Conduct primary qualitative research
(e.g., interviews/focus groups) to complement document analysis. - Enhance quantitative rigor with
regression models controlling for confounders (e.g., political events, aid volatility). 2. **Theoretical
Superficiality**: Deepen the application of epistemic justice by examining how power asymmetries
shape data collection itself (e.g., whose narratives are archived). 3. **Overstated Claims**: Rec-
oncile the ”resilience paradox” with critiques of neoliberal development (e.g., how ”resilience” may
mask systemic oppression).

\\\\ **Minor Flaws**: - Reduce jargon (e.g., ”epistemic resilience”). - Include confidence intervals
or p-values in tables. - Clarify the sample size for qualitative data (e.g., how many narratives were
analyzed).

\\\\ **Additional Analyses**: - Disaggregate data by gender, refugee status, or rural/urban divides
to explore intersectional resilience. - Compare pre- and post-2007 (Hamas takeover) trends to
assess political shocks. - Incorporate metrics on mental health or social cohesion to enrich ”human
development.”

—

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

- **Overall Score**: 5/10 - **Recommendation**: **Reject** - **Justification**: While the topic
is timely and the mixed-methods ambition commendable, the manuscript suffers from critical
methodological flaws. The qualitative analysis relies solely on secondary sources, undermining
its claim to center ”lived experiences,” and the quantitative approach is descriptive rather than
analytical. The theoretical contributions are incremental, and the policy recommendations lack ac-
tionable specificity. For a high-impact journal, the study requires substantial revision—particularly
primary data collection and robust statistical analysis—to meet standards of rigor and novelty.

—
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**Confidential Note to Editor**: This paper aligns with the journal’s scope but currently reads
like a comprehensive literature review rather than a novel empirical contribution. If the authors
address the major methodological issues, a resubmission could be reconsidered.
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AI Reviewer 2 - Critical Review

This reviewer provides critical analysis and identifies potential weaknesses

**Review of ”RESILIENCE UNDER OCCUPATION: MIXED-DEVELOPMENT INDICATORS
OF THE WEST BANK AND GAZA (1995–2023)”**

—

\\\ **1. Overall Impression** **Immediate Reaction:** This manuscript presents an ambitious
mixed-methods analysis of Palestinian development under occupation. While the topic is timely
and important, the execution raises significant methodological and analytical concerns. The paper
attempts to bridge quantitative trends with qualitative narratives but falls short of rigorous inte-
gration. The central ”paradox” of development progress amid economic stagnation is intriguing
but insufficiently substantiated.

**Breakthrough vs. Incremental:** This feels like an incremental contribution repackaged as a
novel analysis. The core observation—that human development indicators can improve despite
economic constraints—is not new to development literature. The theoretical framing (epistemic
justice, capability approach) is applied rather than innovated.

**First Impression Strengths:** - Important and politically relevant topic - Long temporal scope
(1995–2023) - Attempts methodological triangulation

**First Impression Concerns:** - Superficial quantitative analysis - Questionable qualitative method-
ology - Weak integration between methods - Overstated claims of novelty

—

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

**A. Problem Definition: 3/5** - The research questions are clearly stated and motivated by the
Palestinian context. - The ”paradox” framing is conceptually interesting but not sufficiently novel.
- The justification for why this specific time period matters is adequate but could be stronger.

**B. Methodological Soundness: 2/5** - **Quantitative Methods:** Basic descriptive statistics and
correlations are insufficient for causal claims. No regression analysis, no controls for confounding
variables, no consideration of autocorrelation in time series data. - **Qualitative Methods:**
Analysis of existing documents without primary data collection lacks depth. Purposive sampling of
45 documents over 28 years is sparse. No clear coding framework or inter-coder reliability measures.
- **Integration:** Claims of ”triangulation” are superficial. The methods run parallel rather than
truly integrating.

**C. Results \ Evidence: 2/5** - **Quantitative Results:** Tables show basic trends but lack
statistical rigor. Correlation matrix ignores temporal dependencies. No significance testing reported
despite p¡0.05 claim. - **Qualitative Evidence:** Four themes are presented without sufficient
supporting evidence from the data. No illustrative quotes or detailed examples. - **Baselines:**
No comparison to other occupied territories or conflict-affected regions. Limited contextualization
within broader development literature.

**D. Contribution to the Field: 2/5** - The application of epistemic justice to Palestinian devel-
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opment has been explored elsewhere. - Methodological approach does not advance mixed-methods
literature. - Findings largely confirm existing scholarship rather than breaking new ground.

**E. Writing \ Presentation: 3/5** - Generally well-written but overly abstract in places. - Tables
are clear but lack methodological detail. - Structure follows conventional social science format.

**F. Ethical \ Transparency Standards: 2/5** - No IRB mentioned for analysis of human narratives.
- No data/code availability statement. - Heavy reliance on secondary sources raises questions about
original analysis.

—

\\\ **3. Strengths** - Addresses an important and understudied aspect of development under
occupation - Longitudinal scope provides valuable temporal perspective - Attempts to bridge quan-
titative and qualitative approaches - Engagement with relevant theoretical frameworks

—

\\\ **4. Weaknesses**

**Major Flaws:** 1. **Methodological Superficiality:** Quantitative analysis stops at descriptive
statistics; qualitative analysis lacks depth and rigor. 2. **Integration Failure:** Claims of mixed-
methods integration are not substantiated in the analysis. 3. **Overstated Novelty:** Framing as
a ”paradox” overstates what is essentially a documented phenomenon in development economics.
4. **Lack of Comparative Context:** No comparison to other conflict-affected regions limits gen-
eralizability. 5. **Theoretical Application Rather Than Innovation:** Uses existing frameworks
without extending them.

**Minor Flaws:** - Inconsistent citation format (some references lack full details) - Tables lack
standard errors or confidence intervals - Abstract promises more than the paper delivers - Vague
descriptions of qualitative analysis procedures

—

\\\ **5. Recommendations for Improvement**

**Required Revisions:** 1. **Strengthen Quantitative Analysis:** - Add time series analysis with
proper controls - Include regression analysis with relevant covariates - Address potential confound-
ing variables (e.g., demographic changes)

2. **Enhance Qualitative Component:** - Conduct primary interviews or focus groups - Provide
detailed coding framework with examples - Demonstrate analytical process more transparently

3. **Improve Integration:** - Show exactly how quantitative and qualitative findings inform each
other - Use joint displays or other mixed-methods integration techniques - Address points of diver-
gence between methods

4. **Contextualize Findings:** - Compare with other occupied territories (e.g., Western Sahara,
Kashmir) - Engage more critically with existing literature on development under conflict

**For Future Submission:** - Primary data collection essential for qualitative claims - Advanced
statistical methods needed for quantitative analysis - Clearer demonstration of methodological
innovation - More modest claims about novelty and contribution
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—

\\\ **6. Verdict**

**Overall Score: 2/5 - Weak Reject**

**Justification:** While the topic is important and the research questions are valid, the method-
ological execution is fundamentally flawed. The quantitative analysis lacks sophistication, the
qualitative component is underdeveloped, and the integration between methods is superficial. The
paper makes strong claims about contributing to theory and methodology that are not supported
by the evidence presented. The authors would need to substantially revise both the methodological
approach and analytical depth to make this paper suitable for a Tier-1 venue. The current version
reads more like a preliminary study than a mature research contribution.

** Reviewer 2 Style Enforcement:** This paper fails to meet the burden of proof for its central
claims. The authors must provide stronger methodological justification, more rigorous analysis,
and clearer demonstration of novelty to warrant publication in a high-impact journal. The current
version does not meet the standards expected for Nature, BMJ, or CVPR equivalent venues in
social science.

—

*Review completed in skeptical Reviewer 2 mode. Authors should address fundamental method-
ological concerns before resubmission.*
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Human Reviewer

Expert human review providing domain-specific insights

Reviewer: Sharif Hussain

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

Total Score: 6 / 10

Reviewer Notes:

Submitted at: 2025-12-24 18:39:30
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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 (Sharif Hussain): 6 / 10

Aggregate Score: 2.00 / 10

Overall Assessment: The paper received an average score of 2.00 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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