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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.

	This manuscript holds significant importance for the scientific community as it addresses a rapidly emerging area at the intersection of artificial intelligence and language education. By systematically synthesizing recent empirical studies, it provides timely insights into how AI-generated corrective feedback influences language learning outcomes, autonomy, and engagement—key constructs in applied linguistics and educational technology. The findings not only contribute to theoretical understanding but also guide pedagogical practice by identifying both the benefits and limitations of AI tools in comparison to human feedback. Moreover, this review highlights critical research gaps, thereby setting a strong agenda for future investigations and innovation in AI-assisted language learning.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The current title is clear and relevant, but it may be slightly broad and could be refined to better reflect the article’s focus on EFL/ESL learners and empirical findings on AI-generated corrective feedback in comparison to teacher feedback. A slightly more specific and academically focused title could enhance clarity and impact.
Alternative title should be “Artificial Intelligence in Second Language Writing Instruction: Evaluating Corrective Feedback for Accuracy, Engagement, and Learner Autonomy”
	

	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.

	Your abstract is generally comprehensive and well-structured, covering the purpose, scope, findings, and implications of the review. However, a few refinements could make it even stronger, more concise, and aligned with academic conventions for review articles.
Suggestions for improvement:
· Clearly highlight what existing gap in research your review addresses. For instance, specify that previous studies have examined teacher feedback extensively, but systematic understanding of AI corrective feedback (CF) is still emerging.
· While you mention benefits and limitations, you may consider adding a sentence summarizing the comparative effectiveness between AI and teacher feedback more explicitly.
· Phrases like "rapid integration of AI into education" and "new tools now provide instant and consistent feedback" slightly repeat similar ideas. These can be condensed to optimize word count.

	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Yes, the manuscript appears scientifically correct in its premise and scope in terms of its conceptual grounding, relevance, and alignment with current research trends in applied linguistics and educational technology. It demonstrates awareness of established theories of corrective feedback in second language writing and appropriately situates AI-generated feedback within this scholarly framework.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	Yes, your references are sufficient, relevant, and up-to-date and includes a strong foundation of both classical theoretical works (e.g., Ellis, Schmidt, Long, Ferris, Hyland) and recent empirical studies from 2022–2025 focusing on AI-generated corrective feedback and writing technologies. This demonstrates an excellent balance between theoretical grounding and current developments in the field.
However, to enhance the depth and credibility of your manuscript, I recommend incorporating a few additional global and theoretical perspectives-
 Recent systematic reviews on AI feedback
 Theoretical frameworks on AI in education
 Studies examining learner autonomy and ethical implications


	

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

	
Yes, the language quality is suitable for scholarly publication, with only minor edits recommended to enhance precision, cohesion, and readability. It demonstrates strong academic tone, appropriate use of discipline-specific terminology (e.g., corrective feedback, autonomy, engagement, linguistic accuracy), and logical coherence. However, there are a few aspects you may consider reviewing to further strengthen clarity and scholarly rigor.



	

	Optional/General comments

	
This manuscript presents a timely and insightful review of the emerging role of artificial intelligence in second language writing instruction, specifically examining AI-generated corrective feedback in comparison to traditional teacher feedback. It makes a significant contribution to the field by integrating theoretical perspectives with recent empirical findings, highlighting the pedagogical benefits of AI tools in enhancing linguistic accuracy, learner engagement, and autonomy, while also acknowledging key limitations such as feedback quality, contextual sensitivity, and the risk of learner dependence on technology. The manuscript is well-organized and written in clear academic language suitable for scholarly communication; however, it would benefit from more explicit comparisons between AI and teacher feedback outcomes, along with a clearer explanation of the methodology used for selecting studies. Overall, it is a relevant and valuable contribution that addresses an important gap in literature and has strong potential to inform both research and practice in EFL/ESL writing instruction.


	




	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 

	No, Based on the information provided, there do not appear to be direct ethical issues within the manuscript. The study is a review of previously published research rather than original empirical work involving human subjects, which generally poses minimal ethical concerns.
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