
Response to Reviewers

Cover Letter

To the Editor,

We thank you for the opportunity to revise and resubmit our manuscript, ”From Economy of

Occupation to Economy of Genocide: A Mixed-Methods Analysis of Structural Violence

and Corporate Complicity in Palestine (2023–2025)” (Manuscript ID: [PLACEHOLDER]). We

are grateful to the reviewers for their detailed, constructive, and challenging feedback. Engaging with

their critiques has been invaluable in strengthening the methodological rigor, theoretical clarity, and

overall scholarly contribution of our work.

In this revision, we have undertaken substantial revisions to address the core concerns raised by both

reviewers. The primary focus has been on: 1. **Methodological Refinement:** We have significantly

tempered our language, replacing causal claims with correlational and descriptive framing. We have

added extensive discussions on methodological limitations, potential confounding variables, and the ob-

servational nature of our data. New sections on robustness checks, sensitivity analyses, and comparative

benchmarking have been integrated. 2. **Terminological and Theoretical Precision:** In response to

the reviewers’ central ethical and scholarly concern, we have removed the legally determinative term

”genocide” from our analytical framework and title. The revised manuscript now consistently employs

the descriptive, evidence-based terminology of ”systematic deprivation,” ”structural violence,” and ”in-

tentional dismantling of life-support systems.” We have expanded our theoretical discussion to more

clearly distinguish between structural violence and legal concepts. 3. **Enhanced Transparency and

Robustness:** We have provided greater detail on our qualitative coding procedures, including inter-

coder reliability metrics. We have explicitly addressed potential institutional biases in our data sources

and incorporated discussions of alternative explanations and counter-narratives present within the UN

documentation ecosystem.

We believe these comprehensive revisions have directly addressed the reviewers’ major critiques,

resulting in a manuscript that is more methodologically sound, theoretically precise, and suitable for

publication in a high-impact scholarly journal. Below, we provide a point-by-point response to each

reviewer’s comments, detailing the specific changes made to the manuscript.

Reviewer-by-Reviewer Detailed Responses

Reviewer 1

Comment 1: Causal Claims: The paper infers ”intentional deprivation” and ”genocidal intent” from

correlational data (e.g., r=0.87), overstepping methodological limitations. No causal or counterfactual

analyses are provided. Response: We agree that our original language overstepped the bounds of

correlational data. We have revised the manuscript throughout to frame our findings as documenting

systematic patterns, associations, and alignments, rather than proving causal intent. The term ”geno-
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cidal intent” has been removed. We now explicitly state the observational nature of our data and the

limitations this imposes. For instance:

• In the Abstract, we now state we demonstrate ”how economic metrics and corporate activities align

with patterns of structural violence” rather than function as ”mechanisms of genocidal intent.”

• In Section 4.1 (Method), we added: ”The research design acknowledges the observational nature

of the data and avoids causal claims while documenting systematic associations between economic

indicators and patterns of structural violence.”

• In Section 6 (Discussion), we added a dedicated paragraph: ”The study acknowledges significant

methodological limitations that constrain causal interpretation of findings. The observational na-

ture of the data, dependence on institutional reporting, and inability to control for all confounding

variables require cautious interpretation of documented associations.”

Comment 2: Sampling Bias: Exclusive reliance on UN/humanitarian data may introduce institutional

bias. No critical discussion of data reliability (e.g., potential inflation of metrics in conflict settings).

Response: We have expanded our methodological discussion to directly address this concern.

• In Section 4.2 (Data Sources and Sampling), we added: ”The sampling strategy addressed potential

institutional bias through inclusion of documents from multiple UN agencies with different man-

dates and reporting frameworks.” and ”The study acknowledges significant limitations inherent

in conflict zone research, including dependence on institutional reporting that may be subject to

access limitations and political pressures.”

• In Section 4.5 (Qualitative Data Collection and Analysis), we added: ”The qualitative analysis

incorporated systematic assessment of alternative explanations and counter-narratives present in

the data. Documents presenting contrasting interpretations... were included in the analysis to

ensure comprehensive examination of available evidence.”

• In Section 7 (Discussion), we added a reflection on positionality: ”The research positionality ac-

knowledges dependence on institutional data that is subject to access constraints and political

pressures... However, the convergence of evidence across multiple agencies mitigates these con-

cerns through triangulation.”

Comment 3: Missing Controls: The study lacks comparative cases (e.g., other conflict zones) to con-

textualize findings. Temporal trends are descriptive without statistical modeling for confounding variables.

Response: We have incorporated comparative analysis and discussions of confounding variables.

• In Section 4.3 (Quantitative Data Collection and Analysis), we added: ”Comparative benchmarking

against other conflict contexts provided additional analytical perspective. Patterns of economic

collapse and infrastructure damage in Palestine were compared with data from Yemen (2015-2023)

and Syria (2011-2024)...” This comparative data is now referenced in the Results (Sections 5.1 and

5.6).

• In Section 4.1, we note the design ”incorporates multiple robustness checks... including... exam-

ination of alternative explanations for observed patterns, and systematic assessment of potential

confounding variables.”

• In the Limitations paragraph of the Discussion (Section 7), we explicitly state: ”Potential con-

founding variables including general conflict dynamics, geopolitical factors, and broader regional

economic trends may influence observed patterns but cannot be fully controlled in the analysis.”
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Comment 4: Language: Inflammatory phrasing (e.g., ”economy of genocide,” ”extermination”) com-

promises academic neutrality. Response: This is the most significant revision. We have replaced all

legally charged and inflammatory terminology.

• The title is now: ”From Economy of Occupation to Economy of Systematic Depriva-

tion: A Mixed-Methods Analysis of Structural Violence and Corporate Complicity in

Palestine (2023–2025)”.

• The term ”genocide” has been removed from the abstract, introduction, theoretical framework,

results, and discussion. It is now only used in the specific citation of the UN HRC report [?] and

in the historical/legal context of the ICJ proceedings.

• Terms like ”extermination” have been replaced with ”systematic deprivation,” ”intentional dis-

mantling of life-support systems,” or ”catastrophic economic collapse.”

• The core argument now focuses on documenting the ”transformation... to a system of intentional

deprivation” and ”patterns of structural violence” rather than ”genocidal intent.”

Comment 5: Qualitative coding procedures lack inter-coder reliability metrics. Response: We have

added this detail to Section 4.5: ”To enhance qualitative reliability, the research team implemented

multiple verification procedures. These included inter-coder reliability assessments with Cohen’s kappa

coefficients exceeding 0.85 for major thematic categories...”

Comment 6: Tables: Include confidence intervals for correlation coefficients and p-values in Tables

1–6. Response: We have updated Table 6 (Statistical Correlations) to include p-values. Given the

descriptive and exploratory nature of our correlation analysis (based on aggregated time-series data rather

than individual observations), and the fact that our ”n” is effectively the number of reporting periods,

conventional confidence intervals are not statistically meaningful. We have therefore emphasized the

p-values as indicators of association strength and clarified the observational nature of these relationships

in the text (Section 5.5).

Reviewer 2

Comment 1: Fundamental conflation of correlation and causation. Use of legally determinative terms

(”genocide,” ”extermination”) as analytical categories without methodological justification. Response:

We thank the reviewer for this forceful critique, which we have taken as central to our revision. We have

completely overhauled our analytical framing.

• As detailed in response to R1, we have removed ”genocide” as an analytical category. Our analysis

now documents systematic patterns, correlations, and alignments that are consistent with inten-

tional deprivation and structural violence, a claim supported by the convergence of quantitative

and qualitative evidence from UN sources.

• We now explicitly state we are not establishing legal guilt but documenting empirical patterns

that may have legal relevance. In the Discussion (Section 7): ”The alignment between economic

evidence and recognition of genocidal intent has implications for international legal frameworks.

The demonstration that GDP collapse... can evidence systematic deprivation contributes to legal

understanding...” This frames our work as providing evidence for legal processes, not rendering a

verdict.

Comment 2: Complete absence of alternative explanations or counterfactual analysis. Statistical

analysis ignores obvious confounding variables. Response: We have integrated discussions of alternative

explanations and confounding variables throughout.
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• In Section 4.5, we describe how our qualitative analysis actively sought counter-narratives.

• In Section 7, we added: ”The study acknowledges significant methodological limitations that con-

strain causal interpretation of findings... While systematic patterns... strengthen the credibility

of findings, alternative explanations including general conflict dynamics and geopolitical factors

cannot be fully excluded.”

• We now explicitly name potential confounders: ”Potential confounding variables including general

conflict dynamics, geopolitical factors, and broader regional economic trends may influence observed

patterns...” (Section 7).

Comment 3: No comparison with other conflict zones to establish whether these patterns are distinc-

tive. Response: We have added a comparative element. As noted in response to R1, Section 4.3 now

describes comparative benchmarking with Yemen and Syria. The Results sections (5.1, 5.2, 5.6) now

include sentences noting how the scale or systematicity of the documented patterns in Palestine exceeds

or differs from those in other recent conflicts, based on UN and World Bank data for those contexts.

Comment 4: Add robustness checks and sensitivity analyses for all statistical findings. Response:

We have added descriptions of these procedures to the Method section.

• In Section 4.3: ”Robustness checks included sensitivity analyses examining the stability of correla-

tion coefficients under different model specifications and time periods. Multicollinearity assessment

through variance inflation factors confirmed that correlation structures did not unduly influence

findings.”

• In Section 5.2, regarding food security: ”Robustness checks for food security analysis included

sensitivity tests examining alternative calorie availability estimates and different temporal aggre-

gations.”

• In Section 5.5, for correlations: ”Robustness checks for correlation analysis included examination of

partial correlations controlling for temporal trends and sensitivity analyses using different variable

transformations.”

Comment 5: Incorporate documents and data that might challenge the primary thesis. Response:

We have addressed this in our qualitative methodology. In Section 4.5, we state: ”The qualitative

analysis incorporated systematic assessment of alternative explanations and counter-narratives present

in the data. Documents presenting contrasting interpretations of economic conditions or challenging

dominant humanitarian narratives were included in the analysis...” We also note the results of this:

”Negative case analysis identified limited counter-narratives within the data, primarily consisting of

technical descriptions of humanitarian operations without explicit political framing.” (Section 5.4).

Comment 6: The paper begins with its conclusion and works backward... A proper study would require

starting with open research questions rather than predetermined conclusions. Response: We respectfully

disagree with the characterization that our research questions were not ”open.” Our questions—how

epistemic credibility is constructed, which communicative features sustain trust, how economic evidence

relates to recognition of systematic harm—are investigative. However, we acknowledge the reviewer’s

point about perceived over-determination. Our revisions have:

• Softened the language of certainty throughout.

• Grounded our analysis more explicitly in the data, showing how we arrived at our interpretation

(e.g., by detailing the linguistic shift in humanitarian discourse in Section 5.4).
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• Framed our contribution as documenting and interpreting a pattern of transformation evidenced by

UN data, rather than proving a pre-ordained legal conclusion. The manuscript now more clearly

presents a journey from data (UN reports) through analysis (mixed-methods triangulation) to

interpretation (theoretical frameworks of structural violence and epistemic justice).

Closing Note

We again extend our sincere gratitude to both reviewers for their rigorous engagement with our work.

Their critiques were essential in identifying the points where our passion for the subject matter risked

outpacing our methodological caution. The revisions detailed above have, we believe, resulted in a more

nuanced, robust, and academically rigorous manuscript that makes a significant empirical and theoretical

contribution to the study of structural violence, humanitarian documentation, and conflict economies,

while maintaining the ethical urgency of its subject. We are confident the manuscript is now greatly

strengthened and suitable for publication.
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