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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	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 research is timely and will contribute to the scientific community, as addressing cognitive load issues in academia is always important.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Please note that the word “Pressure” in the title should begin with a capital letter.

As the title is a commitment, the researcher should have incorporated more in-text citations to support the correlation between Emotional Intelligence, Stress, and Cognitive Load, which the study focuses on.


	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is good, but it should briefly include the research problem and the significance of the study to give a clearer context.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	I noticed some structural flaws that could reduce the validity of the research. In the Introduction, I could not find any clearly stated research questions. I wonder how the researcher proceeded with the research inquiry and derived results without articulating those questions.
The Method section is too brief. While I understand it is a quantitative study, the researcher did not clearly describe the research method, nor did they justify their methodological choice with existing literature. This justification is important.

The researcher should work on minimizing structural flaws by adding subsections in the Conclusion, including:

a. Implications for practice
b. Limitations of the study
c. Recommendations for future research
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The article also needs to be supported by more in-text citations. I have added a few seminal references relevant to Cognitive Load Theory. Additionally, several in-text citations do not follow APA parenthetical citation format correctly. For example, some citations use double parentheses or repeat author names unnecessarily, which are wrong, such as:
((Goleman, 2020), (Mustofa et al (Mustofa et al., 2022)

Suggested references:
· Kirschner, Paul A. (2002). Cognitive Load Theory: Implications of Cognitive Load Theory on the Design of Learning. Learning and Instruction, 12(1), 1–10. https://doi.org/10.1016/s0959-4752(01)00014-7

· Kirschner, P. A., Sweller, J., Kirschner, F., & Zambrano R., J. (2018). From Cognitive Load Theory to Collaborative Cognitive Load Theory. International Journal of Computer-Supported Collaborative Learning, 13(2), 213–233. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11412-018-9277-y
· Sweller, J. (2020). Cognitive Load Theory and Educational Technology. Educational Technology Research and Development, 68(1), 1–16. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11423-019-09701-3

	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	Language needs to be refined as far researcher’s capacity goes. As article is written for global readers including native English readers, the researcher can enhance their writing using Grammarly or any other AI. If they acknowledge the tools they used, no issues at all in the current technology-driven era. I am suggesting because sometimes I got confusion with the meaning of their sentences. It is true to say that sometimes a good thinking can be misunderstood because of syntax and diction.
	

	Optional/General comments


	I would also recommend following the basic structure of a scientific article. Please revisit Figures 1 and 2, as the bullet points appear fragmented and need to be presented more coherently.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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