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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	[bookmark: _Hlk226142056]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.

	[bookmark: _Hlk226141592]The review article addresses a relevant and timely topic related to the gap between theoretical developments in the 21st-century EFL literacy and their application in the classroom settings. The paper raises important concerns regarding curriculum design and teacher practices. In its current form, however, the paper requires major revision to meet the standards expected of a high-quality review article. Although a range of studies is discussed, no clearly defined methodology is used to present the literature search strategy and selection process.  In addition, although the studies are summarised effectively, the literature discussion appears somewhat descriptive, and there is limited discussion of contradictions, theoretical tensions, or alternative perspectives. A stronger analytical framework and critical voice would allow for a deeper synthesis of the literature. Furthermore, the research gap is not clearly stated in the introduction. A more focused gap statement would help to position the study within the existing research better and demonstrate its contribution. Finally, the conclusion should be further developed to summarise the main insights of the review, highlight the contribution of the study, and come up with recommendations for future research.  
Based on the above comments, I recommend major revision.

	





PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	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
	5
	

	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 (The abstract lacks the indication of the methodology being used, and the mention of “classroom evidence” is not clear, as it is not given whether it refers to empirical data, prior studies or observations.)
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	 5
	

	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 (The background information is generally well organized but it lacks a clear statement of the purpose of the study and research gap.)
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 (The objective of the paper is partially indicated in the abstract, but remains somewhat general and not clearly stated in the introduction.) 
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (The literature reviewed is relevant but the discussion is more descriptive than analytical. It requires a more critical synthesis.)
	

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

	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
	 2 (The paper does not provide a clear description of the methodological framework being employed.) 
	

	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
	3 (The discussion in this paper remains mainly descriptive, focusing on summarizing rather than providing a critical analysis of the literature by including a comparison of perspectives or identification of contradictions.)
	

	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
	      2 (The research gap is implicitly stated throughout     
          the paper. It is not clearly stated in the introduction, and the paper provides limited discussion of future directions.) 
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	 4  ( The conclusion is logically derived from the discussion and summarizes the main arguments of the paper. However, it should include a clear statement of the contribution of the study as well as the limitations and future directions.) 
	

	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
	1 (This paper lacks the limitations.)
	

	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
	5 
	

	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
	5 
	





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.
	Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes
	

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

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

	No major issues identified. However, some parts of the article display a generic writing style. 
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	Here reviewer should declare his/her competing interest. 
If nothing to declare he/she can write “I declare that I have no competing interest as a reviewer”

	I declare that I have no competing interests as a reviewer. 











PART  5: Objective Evaluation:

	Guideline
	MARKS of this manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this manuscript 
(Highest: 10  Lowest: 0 )

Guideline: 
Accept As It Is: (>9-10)
Minor Revision: (>8-9)
Major Revision: (>7-8)
Serious Major revision: (>5-7)
Rejected (with repairable deficiencies and may be reconsidered): (>3-5)
Strongly rejected (with irreparable deficiencies.): (>0-3)
	           7
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