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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 (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 paper opens an important discussion on how the counselling and psychotherapy room can be reconceptualised as an inclusive healing space that recognises spirituality, intuition, and phenomenological awareness while also critiquing the tendency of modern science to over-pathologise extraordinary experiences. However, to communicate its intended contribution more clearly, the paper needs a focused objective stated explicitly at the beginning, stronger synthesis of ideas rather than descriptive reflection, and clear practical examples or recommendations that practitioners can apply in real counselling and psychotherapy contexts.
	

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

	The current use of “as a Healer Space” is not consistent with standard terminology commonly used by researchers and practitioners in counselling and psychotherapy studies. It would be clearer and more academically acceptable to rephrase the title as “The Counselling and Psychotherapy Room as a Healing Space”. This wording aligns better with established literature and conveys the intended meaning more precisely.
	

	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 needs significant improvement in language clarity and academic focus. Some sentences are grammatically incorrect and unclear, for example, “which seems likely that psychotherapy and counseling is fulfilling a need” should be rephrased. Phrases like “it is hope to establish” should read “it is hoped to establish.”
The abstract lacks a clear research aim or question and does not explicitly state the knowledge gap or the new contribution this chapter offers. It remains overly descriptive, merely listing what will be covered, without explaining how or why these aspects are significant for contemporary counselling practice. Additionally, there is no statement highlighting key findings that could be applied in practice. The writing style is inconsistent (e.g., inconsistent use of capitalisation for “Literature review”) and some terms, such as “typological psychotic view,” are vague and need clearer explanation.

Overall, the abstract should be rewritten to clearly communicate the background, aim, approach, main contribution, and practical implications.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The author refers to the views and insights of various scholars throughout this paper, so from an academic perspective, this aspect is sound and well-grounded.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	Sufficient.
	

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

	The overall English language quality of the article needs improvement. While the ideas are clear in parts, there are many grammatical errors, awkward sentence structures, and repetitive phrasing that should be edited for clarity and academic tone to meet scholarly communication standards.

	

	Optional/General comments

	Please refer to the comments in the manuscript.
	



	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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