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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript makes an important contribution to the emerging discourse on artificial cognition by introducing the SAOR (Stimulus–Attention–Organization–Response) model. It bridges cognitive psychology and AI system design, providing a structural lens to analyze cognition-like mechanisms in large language models. By mapping how attention and semantic organization interact to shape responses, this work offers a theoretical framework for studying machine “thinking” beyond reactive behavior, which is a valuable addition to both AI and cognitive science research.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable and clearly reflects the manuscript’s focus on tracing artificial cognition through the SAOR model. It is concise, academically appropriate, and signals both the theoretical and analytical nature of the work. Alternative (optional): “Mapping Artificial Cognition: The SAOR Model of Stimulus, Attention, Organization, and Response.”
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is well-written, logically structured, and highlights the study’s core framework, findings, and implications. It effectively communicates the novelty of the SAOR model. However, it could be slightly improved by explicitly mentioning that the dialogues analyzed include both human and AI interactions, and by briefly stating the study’s methodological basis (multi-turn dialogue analysis).
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes. The manuscript demonstrates scientific rigor in theoretical grounding and analytical consistency. The argumentation is supported by well-established psychological and computational literature. The SAOR model is conceptually coherent and methodologically appropriate for examining cognition-like processes in AI. While empirical quantification could strengthen future studies, the qualitative structural analysis is valid and well executed.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are comprehensive and include recent sources (up to 2024). They effectively integrate psychology, neuroscience, and AI research. A potential addition could be: 
Clark, A. (2016). Surfing Uncertainty: Prediction, Action, and the Embodied Mind. Oxford University Press  to deepen discussion on predictive cognition and structure-based intelligence.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The manuscript exhibits excellent academic English with clear expression and logical coherence. Only minor stylistic adjustments could enhance flow (e.g., reducing repetition of “structurally dynamic” in the discussion section). Overall, it meets publication standards.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This paper presents a sophisticated conceptual framework that advances our understanding of artificial cognition. It manages to balance philosophical inquiry with empirical case analysis, which is commendable. The author’s integration of attention and organization as distinct cognitive layers provides a valuable analytical tool for future cognitive modeling research.
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