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	Author’s Feedback (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.


	This manuscript makes a significant contribution to the scientific community by examining the mediating role of cognitive offload in the relationship between AI usage and critical thinking skills in higher education. It provides empirical evidence from a Cameroonian context, which is underrepresented in global educational research, thus enriching the discourse on AI’s impact on cognitive development. The findings highlight the potential negative effects of over-reliance on AI tools, offering practical recommendations for educators to balance AI integration with strategies that foster critical thinking. This study is particularly relevant as AI technologies become increasingly prevalent in educational settings worldwide.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is clear and accurately reflects the study’s focus on cognitive offload as a mediator between AI usage and critical thinking skills. However, it could be refined for conciseness and clarity.

Suggested Alternative Title: "Cognitive Offload as a Mediator of AI Usage and Critical Thinking Development in Cameroonian Higher Education Learners"
	

	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 generally comprehensive, summarizing the study’s objectives, methodology, key findings, and implications. However, it could be improved by:

1. Adding: A brief mention of the sample size (380 respondents) and the specific institution (HTTTC Kumba, University of Buea) to provide context.

2. Clarifying: The phrase “AI usage is positively related to cognitive offload meanwhile cognitive offload and AI usage are negatively and inversely related to critical thinking” is slightly ambiguous. Rephrasing for clarity, e.g., “AI usage positively predicts cognitive offload, which in turn negatively impacts critical thinking,” would enhance readability.

3. Deleting: The abstract is slightly lengthy; condensing repetitive points (e.g., the emphasis on negative consequences) could improve conciseness.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically robust overall, with a clear research design, appropriate statistical analyses (linear regression and Sobel test), and alignment with existing literature. However, some areas require attention:

1. Clarity in Hypotheses Testing: The manuscript lists four hypotheses but does not explicitly report the results for each in the analysis section. Including a clear mapping of results to hypotheses would strengthen the scientific rigor.

2. Figure Accuracy: Figure 2 (Summary of Regression Coefficients) incorrectly labels the coefficients for paths B and C. The text states B = -.149 and C = -.295, but the figure should reflect these values accurately. This discrepancy needs correction.

3. Data Interpretation: The negative relationship between AI usage and critical thinking (b = -.072, p ≤ 0.05) is reported as significant, but the small beta coefficient suggests a weak effect. The manuscript could discuss the practical significance of this finding.

4. Instrumentation: The adaptation of the questionnaire from Gerlich (2025) and other sources is mentioned, but details on its validation (e.g., reliability coefficients like Cronbach’s alpha) are absent. Including these would enhance scientific credibility.


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient, covering key works on AI in education, cognitive offloading, and critical thinking. Most citations are recent (2010–2025).
	

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


	The language is generally suitable but requires minor improvements for clarity and academic tone:

1. Grammatical errors, such as “A sample was gotten” (should be “A sample was obtained”) and “be it in their classes or along the campus” (awkward phrasing), should be corrected.

2. Some sentences are overly long or repetitive, particularly in the introduction and discussion. Streamlining these would improve readability.

3. Technical terms (e.g., “cognitive offload,” “mediation analysis”) are used appropriately, but consistent use of terminology (e.g., “cognitive offloading” vs. “cognitive offload”) is needed.
Overall, the manuscript is suitable for scholarly communication with minor editing.


	

	Optional/General comments


	1. The manuscript’s focus on a Cameroonian context is a strength, as it addresses a gap in AI education research in African settings. However, the introduction could briefly discuss the unique educational or technological context of Cameroon to justify the study’s relevance.

2. The theoretical model (Fig. 1) is clear, but the manuscript would benefit from a more detailed explanation of how the model was developed based on prior literature.

3. The recommendations are practical but could be more specific, e.g., suggesting particular active learning strategies (e.g., problem-based learning) to counter cognitive offload.

4. The discussion could engage more deeply with contradictory findings, such as Kahneman (2011), which suggests cognitive offloading can enhance complex task performance, to provide a balanced perspective.
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