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PART 1: Comments

Reviewer’'s comment

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 explores the integration of ChatGPT into education, addressing its potential benefits and challenges. It emphasises the
transformation in learning, teaching, and preschool education, which is significant given the rise of Al in education. The discussion is timely and
aligns with global efforts to adapt educational ecosystems to emerging technologies.

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

The title is suitable but could be more precise. Consider revising to:
"Exploring the Role of ChatGPT in Transforming the Education Ecosystem."

This would reflect the exploratory nature of the manuscript and its focus on transformation.
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Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do The Abstract is comprehensive but needs a lot of work to do
you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some The grammar of the script is too confusing

points in this section? Please write your No purpose of the study is mentioned anywhere
suggestions here. No scholarly wording has been used.

Remove vague phrases like "take the best and discard the dross" for scholarly clarity.
Reorganize the abstract to present the objective, key insights, and implications concisely

Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please The manuscript raises important points but lacks the empirical evidence and depth required to substantiate some of its key claims. While the
write here. ideas are thought-provoking, several claims are either speculative or need further elaboration and validation.

In section 1.1, the manuscript states:

"Students immersed in short-term, superficial learning fail to develop deeper theoretical thinking abilities, leading to a potential decline and
obscuring of creativity."

This is an important concern but is presented without supporting empirical data or references to existing studies showing how ChatGPT
specifically impacts creativity and theoretical thinking in education.

in section 1.3,

"ChatGPT aids students in becoming self-educators, prompts teachers to become reflective educators, and ChatGPT itself evolves into an
institutionalized educator within school education.”

While this is a visionary idea, there is no discussion of how this transformation could occur practically, nor is there evidence supporting this
trajectory.

Section 2.1 mentions:

"When people use ChatGPT for dialogue and communication, they may unconsciously be influenced by the patterns and templates behind the
robot."

This observation is significant but remains underexplored. It does not address specific risks, such as cognitive homogenization or dependency
on Al tools, which could hinder students' critical thinking abilities. Expand this discussion with references to studies on the psychological and
cognitive impacts of Al tools on learners.

section 2.2, the manuscript states:

"Artificial intelligence liberates humans from the use of tools, and each iteration and update of Al brings about the elimination of repetitive and
simple physical labor."”

This overlooks significant ethical challenges, such as data privacy in Al-powered education and potential biases in Al-generated content. include
a deeper analysis.

The manuscript lacks empirical studies or real-world examples to substantiate its claims about ChatGPT's benefits and risks.

The speculative nature of many arguments weakens the scientific robustness of the manuscript.

Ethical considerations are mentioned but not explored in depth.

Are the references sufficient and recent? If you References are adequate but overly reliant on a single source (Reference 1). Additionally, the formatting is inconsistent. Some references are
have suggestions of additional references, please | written in Times New Roman and Some are in Calibri font also font size is not consistent.
mention them in the review form.

Is the language/English quality of the article The language requires significant editing for clarity and a scholarly tone.
suitable for scholarly communications? a lot of Grammar mistakes and a lack of consistent scholarly tone, need to revise and simplify the language, too complex.
Optional/General comments The manuscript’'s breadth makes it unfocused at times. Narrowing the scope to specific areas, such as preschool education or teacher

professional development, could strengthen the discussion.

The use of Al tools is suspected.
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(If ves, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
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