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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 work is important to the scientific community because it diverts attention from the prevalent emphasis on LLMs technical performance (e. g. A. accuracy efficiency) in relation to their discourse and linguistic aspects. Through an analysis of Gemini and Claude as language users the paper offers a fresh viewpoint that unites applied linguistics and artificial intelligence research. The results show how AI-generated discourse can facilitate academic and conversational language practice with pedagogical implications for language instruction. This dual focus closes a glaring research gap while enhancing current discussions in computational linguistics education and AI ethics.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	It is easy to understand and educational to read the current title 
	

	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 could use a little streamlining for clarity but it is thorough and organized. For clarity, state the methodological appro ach (descriptive comparative case analysis using identical prompts) explicitly earlier. For example, illustrative cases from the same prompt to compare the results could be shortened to case-based comparisons using identical prompts.  Limitations could be added in a single sentence, e. g. Since this study is based on illustrative examples its conclusions cannot be applied generally however they do lay the foundation for future corpus-based research.  By doing so, the abstract would become more impartial and in line with academic standards. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Regarding the framework methodology (descriptive/narrative analysis) and interpretations the manuscript is scientifically correct. The comparisons made between Claude and Gemini (academic versus. conversational styles) are in line with accepted linguistic theories and substantiated by examples (e. g. 3. Hasan, Halliday, Biber, and Hyland). The conclusions are cautious and acknowledge their limitations.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	As it is a short article, I believe the references are adequate. Some are old and some are new. If possible, the author(s) could include the latest scholarship:
https://www.mdpi.com/2227-7102/13/4/410 

https://www.nepjol.info/index.php/NELTA/article/view/72636 
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2666920X2500013X 


	

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


	The formal accurate and fluid language is appropriate for academic communication. Particularly in the abstract and methodological sections some sentences could be made shorter for easier reading. The flow would be enhanced by small changes for conciseness (avoid repetition like conclude with a conclusion). 
	

	Optional/General comments


	Data and tables (e. g. 3. Figure. . . 1 Table 1) are helpful but if this is going to be published in a journal it could be visually improved for clarity. In Section 4. 5 comparative synthesize should be changed to comparative synthesis. . . A brief example of a classroom exercise utilizing both models could be added to the section on pedagogical implications to strengthen the argument. All things considered this is a solid and unique work that makes a noticeable contribution to applied linguistics and artificial intelligence research. with a few minor modifications to AI teaching. 
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	The author has used AI. A declarative statement can be a good idea. 
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