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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 contribution is both timely and needed. It adds to the growing field of IVR in mental health by addressing a governance gap which has been overlooked in the literature. This field seems to lack a principled framework for preventing physiological and behavioral data from being over-interpreted as evidence of unconscious psychic content. This manuscript provides a bridge between two domains that have historically worked with incompatible epistemologies around ambiguity, temporality and inference. The safeguards proposed are actionable.
	


PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)
	

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	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
	5 = Excellent.

The title is accurate and precise. It signals the domain, the innovation, and its two thematic threads.
	

	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
	4 = Good.
Yes it is comprehensive and covers most of the essential elements the readers need. It also proactively manages reader expectations with an explicit disclaimer that biosignals are not claimed to reveal unconscious content.

However, it does not explicitly state the manuscript’s limitations.
	

	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 = Excellent.
Yes the keywords are appropriate and useful.
	

	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 = Excellent.
Yes, the background information is sufficient and well organized.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent.
Yes, the objectives are clearly stated across different sections of the manuscript.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 = Good.
Though the manuscript has no literature review section, the literature cited throughout the manuscript is well-targeted.

However, some readers may want broader engagement with the wider affective-computing/HCI literature on emotion recognition validity, or a more critical treatment of competing psychoanalytic schools’ differing views on embodiment and transference.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Same as above.
	

	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
	N/A = Not applicable
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 = Needs improvement
	

	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
	5 = Excellent.
The manuscript identifies research gaps and future directions thoroughly and explicitly, in a dedicated and structured way rather than as an afterthought
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5 = Excellent.
	

	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
	5 = Excellent.
The end of Section 14 is dedicated to limitations. It states that the chapter is “conceptual and selectively integrative rather than systematic…”
	

	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
	5 = Excellent.
Most of the references are drawn overwhelmingly from reputable, peer-reviewed journals. These are appropriate for theoretical grouonding. Sources are also very current.
	

	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
	5 = Excellent.
The work is precise, well-organised and unusually disciplined for a conceptually dense interdisciplinary topic. Despite the conceptual density, jargon is controlled and consistently explained for a mixed clinical/technical readership.
	


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.
	Yes, no revision is needed.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Mostly Yes. 
The abstract could however briefly note that the chapter is conceptual and that the four safeguards are untested as a package.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes. 
The characterizations of psychophysiological signals are consistent with current psychophysiology literature. None of the claims overstate what these signals can specifically indicate and the manuscript explicitly guards against overinterpretation which is scientifically sound practice.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes.
The reference list is heavily weighted toward 2024-2026 publications alongside necessary foundational psychoanalytic texts.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	None.
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