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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 (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 offers pertinent insights into the interaction between artificial intelligence (AI) literacy, job-related anxiety/occupational concern, and teacher job satisfaction, with specific reference to the mediating influence of AI self-efficacy. In an examination of the interactions in Wuhan, China's education sector, the study adds to knowledge on how the integration of AI influences the human workforce, particularly in affective professions like teaching. The findings provide a model for the design of AI literacy education and mental health strategies to help teachers in the knowledge age. The research is applicable to policymakers, school leaders, and researchers who seek to facilitate sustainable and psychologically safe adoption of AI in education and beyond.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	
The title is informative but overly long and could be more concise for clarity; I suggest: "Evaluating the Impact of AI Literacy Promotion and Replacement Anxiety on Wuhan Teachers’ Job Satisfaction: The Mediating Role of AI Self-Efficacy."

	

	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 presents a clear research aim and summarizes key findings, but it could be improved for scholarly clarity and conciseness. Therefore, I suggest that the author should consider rephrasing for better flow, correcting grammatical issues (e.g., “are recruited as samples to survey” should be “were surveyed”), and avoiding vague or informal phrasing (e.g., “has failed to provide enough descriptive statistics”).


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically correct since it adheres to a systematic research methodology, uses proper data collection and analysis procedures, and reports findings that are logically deduced from the findings. The conclusions have quantitative as well as qualitative evidence backing them up, thus increasing the validity and reliability of the study.

	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is comprehensive and largely relevant, but it contains redundancy (duplicate entry for Rhee & Jin, 2021), inconsistencies in formatting (spacing, punctuation, journal title presentation), and a minor methodological error regarding descriptive statistics. I suggest that the author should remove duplicate entries, standardize citation formatting according to a consistent style guide (e.g., APA 7th), and ensure all references are accurately cited in the main text. Consider replacing less scholarly sources (e.g., HR Katha) with peer-reviewed alternatives if available.


	

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


	Although the language of the article is generally clear and understandable, however, it requires minor revision for formatting consistency to fully meet the standards of scholarly communication. Improving sentence structure and citation formatting will enhance its professionalism and readability.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Generally, the manuscript is good.
PLEASE SEE ATTACHMENT
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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