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	PART  1: Comments



	
	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.


	The authors have introduced the SAOR model (Stimulus–Attention–Organization–Response) to explore how AI systems may display cognition-like behavior. This study is important because it links psychology and artificial intelligence to understand how meaning is formed in dialogue. It also encourages researchers to look beyond input–output patterns and consider the internal processes shaping AI responses.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	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 clear but lacks a short problem statement or motivation. Adding 1–2 lines to show why the study is needed and clarifying whether it is conceptual, case-based or mixed will make it more complete.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is relevant but limited with only 12 sources. I suggest adding more recent and diverse references especially from 2023–2025 to strengthen the theoretical foundation.
	

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


	The language is clear and well written, with a good academic tone. However, there are a few typos that need correction, such as “METHODOGY.” The authors should carefully revise the manuscript to fix such minor errors.
	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The Introduction gives good background but doesn’t show why the topic matters in today’s AI research. Add a brief discussion linking it to areas like AI interpretability, cognitive modeling, or adaptive dialogue to show its practical value.

2. Please include a short explanation of the S–R and S–O–R models in the Introduction so readers can understand the theoretical background. Including a short overview will help readers see how the SAOR model grows from and improves on earlier cognitive theories.

3. Highlight the contributions of the paper.

4. The paper would benefit from a short related work section or paragraph discussing prior studies on cognitive modeling and AI interpretability.

5. The Methodology section should clearly describe the steps followed in the study. Please explain how the SAOR model was applied or analyzed, what tools or systems were used and outline the key phases or procedure of your approach.

6. The paper would benefit from a simple framework diagram showing how the steps of your approach were carried out from start to finish. This visual will help readers understand the overall process more easily.

7. Define how Attention and Organization were recognized or measured in the dialogue data (e.g., through thematic shifts, semantic reweighting or context changes).

8. Specify which AI systems generated the dialogues and why they were selected as representative of structural cognition. Mention if dialogues were original or illustrative.

9. Please explain in a few lines what method you used to study the dialogues (such as qualitative or comparative analysis) so readers know how you reached your findings.

10. In Case 3, authors mentioned that “controlled experiments” were conducted. However, the manuscript provides very limited detail about these experiments such as the setup, variables controlled or methodology used.

11. Explicitly explain how SAOR provides analytical or explanatory improvements over S–O–R or other existing models. 

12. Add limitations of the study in discussion section.

13. Discuss the practical implications of SAOR.

14. Consider adding a few lines on future research directions in the Conclusion.
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