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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 manuscript presents a significant and contemporary theme that has garnered substantial attention across various disciplines. Its value lies in its ability to synthesize fragmented discussions on cognitive dismantling and artificial intelligence into a cohesive narrative framework. This research can facilitate a comprehensive understanding of the advantages and potential risks associated with AI-mediated cognition, as well as the identification of pivotal psychological mechanisms. Nevertheless, the majority of the manuscripts employed a descriptive approach, lacking in the exploration of theoretical frameworks or empirical evidence.
	



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
	

	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
	

	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
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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

	4
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	

	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
	4
	



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.
	The title of the article is somewhat relevant to the content of the manuscript. While appropriate, the title appears somewhat broad, as the article delves deeper into the psychological impact of AI-based cognitive offloading. Headings could be revised to provide a more precise reflection of the article’s scope. Here is an alternative title:
a. AI-Assisted Cognitive Offloading and Its Psychological Implications: A Critical Review 
b. Psychological Consequences of Cognitive Offloading in the Age of Artificial Intelligence 
c. Artificial Intelligence and Cognitive Offloading: Impacts on Memory, Attention, Metacognition, and Decision-Making
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	In my opinion, the abstract effectively encapsulates the essential components typically required in a review article. These include the background of the problem, the study’s focus (cognitive offloading and artificial intelligence), the review’s purpose, the scope of the discussion, the key findings, the theoretical framework employed, the research’s implications, and the direction for future research. 
My notes as a reviewer
a. The review method is less explicitly explained. The abstract mentions that the article "draws together empirical and theoretical work", but does not briefly explain that the research uses a narrative review or narrative synthesis approach. In fact, this methodological information is important to help readers understand the type of study being conducted. 
b. The scientific contribution (novel contribution) is not yet clear.
The abstract summarizes the results of the existing literature rather than confirming what the main contribution of the article is to the development of theory or research on AI and cognitive offloading. 
c. The conclusion is still too general.
The statement that "AI assistance is neither simply good nor simply bad" is quite interesting, but it does not specify what conditions make its impact positive or negative.
My recommendation is to include a sentence that elucidates the review methodology employed. Additionally, clarify the article’s conceptual contribution to the cognitive offloading and artificial intelligence literature. Finally, emphasize the key conclusions that distinguish this article from previous reviews.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	In general, the manuscript builds upon established theories and utilizes pertinent scientific references. However, certain conclusions regarding the impact of generative AI are still predominantly based on findings from previous digital technologies (e.g., smartphones, GPS, and search engines). Consequently, there is a tendency to extrapolate that has not been fully substantiated by direct empirical evidence. The authors are recommended to delineate the boundaries between empirical findings and conceptual arguments, assess the quality of the evidence employed, and refrain from making overly deterministic statements regarding the long-term impact of AI on human cognition.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	While the manuscript provides a comprehensive range of references, it would benefit from incorporating more contemporary empirical evidence that specifically pertains to Generative AI, rather than merely its predecessor digital technology.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	No
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