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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	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 study is a thematic comparison of the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders 5th Edition (DSM-5-TR) and Psychodynamic Diagnostic Manual 2nd Edition (PDM-2) conceptualizations of obsessive-compulsive disorder and was conducted to provide a theoretical foundation that combines categorical and phenomenological understandings of obsessive-
compulsive disorder for improved interventions.
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PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	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
	4
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale:
	3
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	5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	1
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor
N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	14. 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
	3
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PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Is the title of the article suitable?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The title of the article is suitable; however, the results section is more similar to a narrative review instead of a thematic analysis. Therefore, this needs to be improved according to the suggestions provided in another section.
	




	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The abstract of the article is comprehensive.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Some improvements are suggested in the article:

In RESEARCH METHODOLOGY, mention the name and details of the study design.

Mention the time period in years and months during which the study was conducted.

Mention the names of all the data sources used. Mention the exclusion criteria.
Mention the publication year range of the included texts. Mention the type of articles included.
Provide information regarding ethical approval or its exemption.

Mention if any software was used in conducting thematic analysis.

At the start of the results section, mention the number and types of articles included and present the basic characteristics of the articles in the form of a table with related descriptions.

Present the themes, subthemes, codes, and quoted examples in the form of a table.
The results section is currently more like that of a narrative review article instead of a thematic analysis. Explain the themes, subthemes, codes, and quoted examples identified in each article.
Discuss the strength and limitations of this study. Discuss the implications and future research directions.
Mention the full term for ERP with the abbreviation in parentheses and explain in the discussion section how DSM criteria can guide evidence-based interventions such as ERP and how PDM-informed formulation can illuminate personality structure, relational dynamics, and treatment resistance before mentioning this in the conclusions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Some improvements are suggested:

Provide a reference for each cited sentence.

In rationale 2nd paragraph, provide reference;
Pharmacological and neuroscientific research increasingly suggests that contemporary psychiatric diagnostic categories, such as those used in the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders, Fifth Edition, and the International Classification of Diseases, do not correspond to discrete, biologically distinct disease entities but instead reflect heterogeneous conditions with overlapping mechanisms and treatment responses.
In the rationale's 2nd paragraph, provide reference; Additionally, comparative neuroimaging studies of anxiety-related disorders such as generalized anxiety disorder, post-traumatic stress disorder, and social anxiety disorder have found both shared and disorder-specific structural network alterations, reinforcing the idea that psychiatric disorders involve overlapping neural systems rather than distinct disease-specific brain abnormalities.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)
(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	NO
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