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Reviewer’s comment

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

Compulsory REVISION comments

Re §4.3: The generation of the detectors, a central
point of the manuscript, is described only as an idea,
but not as an exact algorithm that could be replicated
to verify the results of this paper.

Re §5: 1. It is not exactly enough described how the
spam filters to be tested were trained. Beginning in
L.214, it is stated: “This data set consists of 5000
spam and 5000 non spam messages 50 % of them
appears in the training set and the other 50 % does
not appear before.” If this means that 50% of the
messages of the test data set are used in the training
data set, this would be a highly unrealistic testing
scenario: in a real world spam filter, not a single
message to be filtered appears before.

2. The results of the experiments given in Table 1 to 6
are incorrect: TN (True Negatives) is the number of
non-spam messages that is correctly classified as
non-spam, and thus cannot be greater than the total
number of non-spam messages, as it is the case in
Table 1 to 6. Hence all derived measures are also
incorrect and the conclusions are dubious.

Minor REVISION comments
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Optional /General comments

multiple errors of grammar and syntax

multiple typographical errors
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