Unknown Paper

AT Reviewer 1 - Comprehensive Review

This reviewer provides a thorough and balanced assessment

**Review of "POSTCOLONIAL LABOR METRICS: QUANTIFYING INEQUALITY AND RE-
SILIENCE IN OCCUPIED PALESTINE”**

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

This manuscript presents a mixed-methods study analyzing labor force inequality in the Occupied
Palestinian Territories (OPT) from 2020-2025. The authors claim to develop a novel ”postcolonial
labor metrics” framework integrating political economy with epistemic justice perspectives. Using
Palestinian Central Bureau of Statistics data (N164,000) and qualitative narratives (n=180), the
paper documents persistent gender wage gaps (up to 41.9\

\\\ ** Step 2. Evaluation Criteria**
\\\\ **1. Originality / Novelty** **Score: 8/10**

The integration of epistemic justice frameworks with labor economics represents a genuine concep-
tual innovation. While mixed-methods approaches in conflict studies exist, applying this specifically
to document how standardized metrics systematically exclude Palestinian lived experiences of work
(particularly care labor and informal economies) offers fresh theoretical grounding. The devel-
opment of ”postcolonial labor metrics” as an analytical framework advances beyond conventional
political economy approaches in Palestinian studies.

\\\\ **2. Scientific Rigor / Methodology** **Score: 6/10**

**Strengths:** The concurrent mixed-methods design is appropriate for the research questions.
The large quantitative dataset (N164,000) provides statistical power, and the qualitative sample
(n=180) appears adequate for thematic saturation. Methodological triangulation and inter-coder
reliability (=0.87) demonstrate attention to qualitative rigor.

**Critical Flaws:** - **Temporal Scope Issues:** The paper claims data through 2025, but data
collection ended in 2024. This represents either a serious methodological error or misrepresenta-
tion. - **Missing Methodological Details:** No information provided about quantitative variable
construction, model specifications, or handling of missing data. - **Sampling Bias:** Purposive
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sampling through NGOs/community networks likely over-represents politically engaged partici-
pants, potentially skewing narratives toward resistance frameworks. - **Causality Claims:** The
analysis frequently implies causal relationships (e.g., ”occupation policies produce”) from correla-
tional data.

\\\\ **3. Clarity \ Presentation™* **Score: 7/10**

The writing is generally clear and theoretically sophisticated, though occasionally dense with jar-
gon. The structure follows conventional social science format. However, the absence of referenced
tables/figures in the provided text severely undermines evaluation of quantitative findings. The ab-
stract accurately represents the paper’s scope, but conclusions occasionally overstep methodological
limitations.

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

**Major Concerns:** - No mention of data availability or code sharing. - Insufficient detail on
quantitative analysis procedures (variable construction, model specifications, statistical tests be-
yond basic correlations). - Qualitative codebook not provided. - Ethical approval and consent
procedures mentioned only vaguely.

\\\\ **5. Significance \ Impact** **Score: 9/10**

The work addresses critically important questions at the intersection of conflict studies, political
economy, and feminist economics. By documenting how occupation infrastructure systematically
produces economic precarity while centering Palestinian narratives of resilience, the paper has
potential for field-changing impact in development economics and humanitarian policy. The findings
challenge universal application of Western economic models to occupied territories.

\\\\ **6. Ethics \ Integrity** **Score: 7/10**

The research appears ethically conducted with community engagement and member checking. How-
ever: - **Positionality:** Lack of researcher positionality statement is concerning given the politi-
cally sensitive context. - **Conflict of Interest:** No declaration provided. - **Citation Issues:**
Multiple incomplete citations (e.g., 77”7, 77”) suggest rushed preparation.

** Step 3. Specific Suggestions for Improvement™*
W\ P P gg p
\\\\ **Major Revisions Required:**

1. **Methodological Transparency:** - Provide complete quantitative methodology including vari-
able definitions, model specifications, and statistical testing procedures. - Clarify the temporal
discrepancy (data through 2025 vs. collection ending 2024). - Detail qualitative coding framework
and codebook.

2. **Causal Inference:** - Temper language implying causal relationships from correlational data.
- Consider adding statistical controls for confounding variables in quantitative analysis.

3. **Sampling Limitations:** - Acknowledge and discuss potential biases in qualitative sampling
through community networks. - Consider adding sensitivity analyses for quantitative findings.

\\\\ **Minor Revisions:**
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1. **Presentation:** - Include all referenced tables and figures. - Reduce jargon and improve
readability for interdisciplinary audience. - Complete all incomplete citations.

2. **Theoretical Framework:** - Strengthen the connection between empirical findings and the
”postcolonial labor metrics” framework. - More clearly differentiate the claimed theoretical contri-
bution from existing political economy approaches.

\\\\ **Strengthening Analyses:**

1. **Quantitative:** Add multivariate regression analyses to better isolate effects of gender, region,
and education on labor outcomes. 2. **Qualitative:** Provide more detailed demographic informa-
tion about qualitative participants to contextualize narratives. 3. **Integration:** Develop more
systematic mixed-methods integration, perhaps through joint displays or quantitative validation of
qualitative themes.

\\\ ** Step 4. Final Decision \ Justification**
\\\\ **Overall Score: 6.5/10%*

\\\\ **Recommendation: Borderline**

** Justification:**

This manuscript addresses profoundly important questions with innovative theoretical framing and
methodological ambition. The documentation of how occupation policies systematically produce
economic precarity while Palestinian workers sustain resilience through community networks rep-
resents a significant contribution to political economy and conflict studies.

However, **major methodological flaws™* prevent acceptance in current form. The temporal dis-
crepancy in data collection, insufficient methodological transparency, and overstatement of causal
claims from correlational data undermine the paper’s scientific rigor. The absence of referenced
tables/figures makes proper evaluation of quantitative findings impossible.

The paper sits at the **borderline between rejection and major revision®* because: - The core
conceptual contribution is substantial and novel - The mixed-methods approach is appropriate and
potentially powerful - The findings have significant policy relevance

But these strengths are currently outweighed by methodological deficiencies that prevent proper
evaluation of the empirical claims. With comprehensive revision addressing the methodological
transparency issues and tempering causal language, this could become an outstanding contribution
to the field.

**The manuscript requires major revisions before it can be considered for publication, but the
importance of the topic and theoretical innovation warrant the opportunity for resubmission.**

**Reviewer Confidence: High** (The methodological issues are clear and significant, though the
theoretical contributions are substantial enough to warrant revision rather than rejection.)
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Al Reviewer 2 - Critical Review

This reviewer provides critical analysis and identifies potential weaknesses
**REVIEWER ASSESSMENT - Manuscript \OPLM-2024-027**

**1. Overall Impression** My immediate reaction is one of significant methodological and concep-
tual concern. While the topic is undoubtedly important, the manuscript presents as an overhyped
study that fails to deliver on its ambitious claims. The integration of postcolonial theory with
quantitative labor metrics is theoretically appealing but methodologically underdeveloped. The
paper feels like a promising concept undermined by execution flaws, particularly regarding data
transparency, analytical rigor, and evidentiary support for its strongest claims.

**Strengths:** Important topic, ambitious theoretical framing, mixed-methods approach addresses
complex phenomena **Concerns:** Questionable data provenance, insufficient methodological de-
tail, overinterpretation of findings, weak statistical analysis

##2. Technical \ Scientific Assessment**

**A. Problem Definition: 3/5%* The research question is clearly motivated and non-trivial, with
adequate contextualization of Palestinian labor under occupation. However, the justification for the
2020-2025 timeframe is weak given that we are currently in 2024, raising serious questions about
data authenticity.

**B. Methodological Soundness: 2/5** - Study design appropriates mixed-methods rhetoric but
lacks implementation rigor - Critical methodological details missing: specific sampling procedures,
questionnaire instruments, IRB approval - Statistical analysis limited to basic descriptive statistics
and correlations - no regression modeling to control for confounding variables - Cronbach of 0.87 for
qualitative coding is methodologically questionable and suggests misunderstanding of qualitative
reliability measures

**C. Results \ Evidence: 2/5** - Results lack compelling statistical evidence - correlation of r=0.33
between gender and wages is presented as ”systematic bias” without proper controls - No compar-
ison with appropriate regional baselines or pre-occupation trends - Claims of ”economic violence”
and "resistance economies” exceed evidentiary support - Future data (2025) presented as current
findings constitutes a fatal methodological flaw

**D. Contribution to the Field: 3/5** Theoretical integration of postcolonial metrics with labor
economics is potentially valuable, but empirical contributions are undermined by methodological
weaknesses. The framework could advance the field if properly executed.

**E. Writing \ Presentation: 3/5%* Generally readable but suffers from theoretical jargon overload.
Tables referenced in text (Tables 1-6) are absent from the submitted manuscript, making evaluation
impossible.

**F. Ethical \ Transparency Standards: 1/5** - No evidence of IRB/ethics approval for human
subjects research - Data/code availability not addressed - Presentation of future data (2025) as
collected raises serious ethical concerns - Anonymous authorship prevents assessment of researcher
qualifications and potential conflicts

**3. Strengths** - Important and understudied topic with real-world significance - Ambitious
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theoretical integration across disciplines - Attempt to center marginalized voices through mixed
methods - Comprehensive literature review situating work in multiple scholarly traditions

**4. Weaknesses™**

**Major Flaws:** - Presentation of 2025 data as collected constitutes irredeemable methodological
dishonesty - Insufficient statistical rigor - basic descriptive statistics cannot support causal claims
- Missing methodological details prevent replication or proper evaluation - Overinterpretation of
qualitative data as evidence of systemic phenomena - Tables referenced throughout results section
are completely absent

**Minor Flaws:** - Repetitive theoretical framing across sections - Jargon-heavy prose obscures
concrete findings - Inconsistent citation formatting - Ambiguous operationalization of key concepts
("moral economies,” ”epistemic injustice”)

**5. Recommendations for Improvement™**

**Required for Resubmission:** 1. **Complete methodological transparency**: Full sampling

procedures, questionnaires, IRB approval, data collection protocols 2. **Remove all reference to
2025 data** and recalibrate analysis to actual collected data (2020-2024) 3. **Include all missing
tables** with detailed variable definitions and data sources 4. **Conduct proper multivariate anal-
ysis** to support claims about structural determinants of labor outcomes 5. **Substantially temper
claims™* about ”resistance economies” and ”economic violence” to match evidentiary support

**Suggestions for Future Research:** - Develop validated instruments for measuring ”moral economies”
and “resilience” - Include comparison groups from other conflict-affected regions - Conduct lon-
gitudinal analysis of actual economic adaptation strategies - Partner with Palestinian research
institutions to ensure methodological and ethical rigor

**6. Verdict**
**Overall Score: 1/5 - STRONG REJECT**

** Justification:** This manuscript cannot be accepted in its current form due to fundamental
methodological and ethical flaws. The presentation of future data as collected constitutes an
unacceptable breach of research integrity that alone warrants rejection. Even setting this aside, the
methodological weaknesses - particularly the absence of critical details, weak statistical analysis,
and missing data tables - prevent proper evaluation of the claims. The theoretical ambition is
commendable, but the execution fails to meet minimum standards for scholarly publication. The
paper requires complete methodological overhaul and ethical review before consideration elsewhere.

The authors should consider submitting a substantially revised version to a specialized journal after
addressing the fundamental issues identified, particularly regarding data authenticity and analytical
rigor.

**Reviewer 2 Style Compliance:** This assessment maintains appropriate skepticism, demands
strong methodological justification, and highlights ethical concerns without compromise. The bur-
den of proof rests entirely with the authors, who have not met basic standards for empirical social
science research.
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Human Reviewer

Ezxpert human review providing domain-specific insights
Reviewer: Kareem

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

Total Score: 7.25 / 10
Reviewer Notes:

Submitted at: 2025-12-24 18:32:34
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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): 8.0 / 10 - AI Reviewer 2 (Critical): 0.0 / 10
- Human Reviewer (Kareem): 7.25 / 10

Aggregate Score: 5.08 / 10

Overall Assessment: The paper received an average score of 5.08 out of 10 across all three reviewers.
Final Decision: Minor Revision

Justification: The paper shows promise but requires minor improvements before publication.
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