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1. Round 1 

1.1. Reviewer 1 

Reviewer:  

 

The abstract should succinctly summarize the main findings and their significance. Consider refining the last two sentences 

to more directly state the primary outcomes of your experiments and their implications in the field. 

The introduction effectively sets up the background but could be enhanced by briefly mentioning the limitations of existing 

methods before introducing your approach. This would better position your contribution within the current research landscape. 

In Section 3.2, expand on the selection criteria for your dataset. Providing more details will help in replicating your results 

and validate your methodology. 

There is some inconsistency in the use of specific technical terms between sections. For instance, the term "neural efficiency" 

is sometimes replaced with "cognitive efficiency" without explanation. Decide on one term and stick to it throughout the paper. 

Several recent studies cited in your review could be updated to include the latest research from the current year, ensuring 

the literature review is comprehensive and current. 

The conclusion summarizes the research well but could be strengthened by briefly discussing potential future research 

directions or the implications of your findings on the field. 
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Authors revised the manuscripts. 

 

1.2. Reviewer 2 

Reviewer:  

 

The research question is relevant but lacks depth in terms of theoretical grounding. Consider framing your research question 

around a specific theoretical gap identified in your literature review, which could enhance the scholarly significance of your 

study. 

The control variables are not adequately described in the methodology section. A more thorough explanation of these 

variables and their rationale would strengthen the reliability of your experimental results. 

The statistical methods employed need a more detailed justification, especially the choice of regression model parameters. 

Additionally, consider performing a sensitivity analysis to test the robustness of your findings under different assumptions. 

The discussion section merges results from different experiments without clear distinctions. Segmenting these results by 

experiment and discussing each in detail would provide clarity and enhance the narrative flow. 

The integration of your results with existing literature is somewhat superficial. Deepen this analysis by comparing and 

contrasting your findings with those of pivotal studies, discussing possible reasons for any discrepancies. 

 

Authors revised the manuscripts. 

 

2. Revised 

Editor’s decision: Accepted. 

Editor in Chief’s decision: Accepted. 

 

 

https://jimob.iranmehr.ac.ir/
https://portal.issn.org/resource/ISSN/3041-8992

