

Review Form 3
	

	Book Name:
	Mathematics and Computer Science: Research Updates

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_BPR_5741

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	A GESTALT OF BLAST DOMINATION IN NEURONAL NETS

	Type of the Article
	Book Chapter




	PART  1: Comments


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

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 explores an abstract yet conceptually significant perspective on neural networks by integrating philosophical and gestalt concepts into the domain of artificial intelligence. The work attempts to bridge neuroscience-inspired computational structures with cognitive interpretations of dominance and pattern perception. This interdisciplinary approach contributes to the broader understanding of how non-traditional models or analogies can inspire new frameworks in neural network design or interpretation. It could stimulate further inquiry into the philosophical and cognitive modeling approaches to machine learning.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The current title is somewhat ambiguous and metaphorical. While creative, it may not clearly convey the scope or content of the chapter to a technical audience.
Suggested alternative title:
"Gestalt Principles and Dominance Patterns in Neural Network Architectures: A Conceptual Exploration"
	

	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 imaginative but lacks specific technical clarity. It should include a brief mention of the methodology, theoretical model/framework applied, and the main findings or claims. The addition of a sentence outlining the practical relevance of this work within AI or cognitive modeling would strengthen it.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript takes a conceptual and theoretical approach, which makes empirical validation difficult. While it is not conventional in terms of experimental rigor, the arguments and references are intellectually engaging and grounded in relevant philosophical and cognitive science theories. However, more connection to existing computational models or applications would enhance scientific soundness.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The manuscript includes foundational and philosophical references, but there is a lack of recent (post-2020) citations from computational neuroscience or AI literature. Including references from contemporary neural modeling (e.g., predictive coding, transformer interpretability, or neuro-symbolic learning) would provide modern context.
	

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

	
Yes, the language is scholarly, articulate, and generally well-structured. However, some sections may be overly abstract or metaphorical, which could obscure meaning for readers from technical backgrounds. Slight simplification or clarification of some expressions would help improve readability.

	

	Optional/General comments

	The manuscript presents a well-argued and intellectually stimulating discussion, 
but would benefit from a more grounded abstract, clearer connection to computational models, 
and inclusion of recent literature. These are minor revisions that will improve clarity and impact.

	





	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)
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