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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.
	The manuscript addresses an emerging and interdisciplinary theme at the interface between immersive virtual reality, psychodynamic/psychoanalytic practice, artificial intelligence, and clinical governance.

Its main scientific relevance lies in its proposal to establish epistemological boundaries for the interpretation of physiological and behavioral data, preventing signals produced by technological systems from being confused with direct evidence of unconscious processes.

The concept of "epistemic firewall," along with the principles of minimum-necessary adaptation, interpretive latency, and human-in-the-loop governance, offers a potentially useful conceptual framework for future research.

The manuscript also contributes to the discussion on patient autonomy, privacy, algorithmic authority, and ethical governance in emerging digital mental-health technologies.
	The manuscript addresses a timely and potentially important topic, offering an original conceptual contribution to the discussion on immersive virtual reality in psychoanalytic and psychodynamic contexts. The proposed framework is particularly valuable for highlighting that physiological and behavioral signals should not be interpreted as direct evidence of unconscious psychological meaning. However, the manuscript would benefit from further methodological and conceptual refinement, especially regarding the transparency of the bibliographic search, the distinction between empirical evidence and theoretical propositions, and the operationalization of the proposed "epistemic barrier." The authors should also address in more detail algorithmic bias, the distinction between adaptive and generative virtual environments, and the limits of automated inference in relation to unconscious processes.


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
	4
	

	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
The abstract is generally comprehensive and provides a clear overview of the manuscript’s main topic, conceptual framework, and proposed safeguards. It successfully highlights the importance of distinguishing technological state estimation from clinical and psychodynamic interpretation. However, the abstract could be strengthened by explicitly stating that the manuscript is primarily conceptual and does not provide empirical clinical validation of the proposed framework. The authors should also moderate any wording that could imply that immersive virtual reality or physiological sensing can directly identify unconscious psychological processes.
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The keywords are relevant, but the authors may consider expanding them to better capture the manuscript's central concepts and improve scientific indexing. Terms related to clinical governance, psychodynamic/psychoanalytic psychotherapy, physiological sensing, artificial intelligence, and systems with human interaction could be considered.
	

	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
The author would benefit from a clearer distinction between established evidence for virtual reality-based psychological interventions and the more limited evidence specifically concerning psychoanalytic or psychodynamic applications of immersive virtual reality. The authors should also distinguish more explicitly between empirically proven findings and theoretical or conceptual assumptions, particularly with regard to corporeality, interoception, and the interpretation of unconscious processes.
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The objectives could be stated more explicitly and differentiated from the hypotheses and conceptual propositions presented throughout the manuscript. It would also be useful to clarify that the main contribution is conceptual and governance-oriented, and not an empirical demonstration of IVR's ability to identify unconscious processes.
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The literature reviewed is relevant and appropriately interdisciplinary. However, authors are advised to enhance the critical integration of the different fields and to clarify which findings are directly applicable to psychoanalytic or psychodynamic practice and which derive from broader mental health research based on virtual reality.
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?

Rating Scale: 

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

	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
	3

The bibliographic search methodology is described insufficiently. The authors should briefly clarify the databases or sources consulted, the search period, the main search terms, and the criteria used for selecting references. Greater transparency would strengthen the methodological rigor of the manuscript.
	

	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
	3
The manuscript offers a good critical analysis of the literature, particularly regarding the epistemic and ethical risks of using physiological and behavioral data. However, the authors could improve the critical comparison between empirical evidence and theoretical hypotheses, especially concerning the inference of unconscious processes.
	

	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

The manuscript discusses important research gaps and proposes relevant directions for future empirical investigations. In particular, it highlights the need for validation of psychodynamic inferences, safety assessment, and other aspects. These proposals provide a useful basis for future research.
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?

Rating Scale: 

5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
The conceptual framework presented logically follows the conclusions. However, some assertions should be made with more caution, particularly regarding the ability of IVR and physiological data to support interpretations of unconscious processes. The authors should emphasize that the proposed framework remains conceptual and requires empirical validation.
	

	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

The manuscript explicitly discusses its conceptual and methodological limitations, including its non-systematic nature, the lack of empirical validation of the proposed safeguards, the need for psychometric validation of some measures, and the theoretical heterogeneity of psychoanalytic concepts. The limitations are appropriately acknowledged and their implications for future research are clearly stated.


	

	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

The manuscript cites a strong and generally appropriate. The references are relevant to the manuscript's main themes and include recent literature from 2024–2026. The reference base appropriately combines clinical, technological, psychometric, and ethical perspectives.


	

	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- Conceptual and interdisciplinary issues are presented in a structured and understandable manner. The terminology is consistent, and the distinction between empirical evidence, conceptual proposals, and clinical interpretation is particularly well articulated. 
	


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,

The title is accurate, specific, and well aligned with the manuscript’s conceptual and translational focus. It appropriately reflects the emphasis on psychoanalytic framing, epistemic safeguards, clinical technique, and human-in-the-loop governance.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes.

The abstract adequately summarizes the rationale, conceptual framework, main safeguards, clinical implications, and scope of the manuscript. It also appropriately avoids overstating the empirical status of psychoanalytic IVR.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes

The manuscript is scientifically coherent .However, as a conceptual/translational chapter, several of its proposed safeguards and clinical assumptions remain empirically unvalidated and would benefit from future experimental and psychometric validation.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes

The references are relevant, interdisciplinary, and include recent peer-reviewed literature alongside established theoretical and methodological sources. They provide appropriate support for the manuscript’s conceptual framework and clinical discussion.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(YES or NO)

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


	Yes 

No specific unresolved ethical issue requiring correction is apparent.
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