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PART 1
	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 



	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 provides a timely and rigorous synthesis of information-theoretic signals used for early-stage malware detection, effectively bridging the gap between abstract algorithmic complexity and practical cybersecurity engineering. By systematically categorizing methods from basic Shannon entropy to advanced Normalized Compression Distance (NCD), the paper offers a clear roadmap for researchers to understand how structural regularities in binary code can be quantified without relying on traditional signature matching. Furthermore, the inclusion of hybrid pipelines and a discussion on adversarial mimicry ensures the research is grounded in the current reality of evolving cyber threats. It serves as an essential reference for developing more resilient, architecture-agnostic detection systems.
	


PART  2
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The title accurately reflects the progression from entropy to compression discussed in the text.
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The abstract clearly outlines the problem, methods, and the proposal of hybrid pipelines.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
Keywords such as "obfuscation techniques" and "Shannon entropy" are highly relevant.
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The introduction provides a solid foundation, contrasting static analysis with dynamic sandboxing.
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The central hypothesis regarding distinct informational signatures is explicitly stated.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
Includes 2024 and 2025 citations, ensuring relevance to modern threats.
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The "epistemological triangle" and multi-scale analysis provide a robust framework.
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A 
This is a literature survey; no human/animal subjects were involved.
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
While the synthesis is strong, some minor typographical errors detract from the presentation.
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
Tables 1 - 4 are excellent for comparing inputs, parameters, and failure modes.
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
The text consistently maps findings back to foundational works.
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
Conclusions logically follow the analysis of entropy and complexity limitations.
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?

Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
Section 7 provides a candid assessment of false positives and adversarial adaptation.
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	5
Extensive bibliography covering both historical foundations and cutting-edge research.
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 

N/A = Not Applicable
	4
Generally clear; minor grammatical and stylistic improvements could be made.
	


	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from book editorial office and editors):



	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript is a high-quality extension of the author's previous work. However, while the technical content is superior, the current draft contains several "easy-to-fix" grammatical errors (repetitive words, missing punctuation in formulas, and redundant citations) that must be addressed. I recommend a "Minor Revision" to allow the authors to polish the prose.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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