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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback

	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 addresses a relevant and pressing issue in EFL education, namely the growing gap between traditional literacy instruction and the demands of 21st century digital environments. It brings together a wide range of recent literature to argue for a broader conceptualization of EFL literacy that includes critical thinking, digital literacy, and multimodal communication. The practical recommendations offered are accessible and applicable across different
teaching contexts. The paper will be of interest to EFL teachers, curriculum designers, and teacher educators.
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	Author’s Feedback
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	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
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	Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
	

	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
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale:
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	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
	

	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
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	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
	4
	





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, the abstract is well-written and covers the main points of the paper adequately.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct?
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Partially. The manuscript refers to specific empirical findings and pilot study data without providing any explanation of how this data was collected or from what sample. The authors should either provide a
methodology section or reframe the paper explicitly as a conceptual review article.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent?
If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. The reference list has notable inconsistencies. A number of sources cited in the body of the paper do not appear in the reference list, while a few entries in the reference list are not cited anywhere in the text. The authors are advised to conduct a careful audit of all citations and references before resubmission.
	

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

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
	No.
	






PART 3. Confidential Comments (If any) to the Editor:
The manuscript has potential but requires revision before it can be accepted. The main concerns are the incomplete reference list and the lack of methodological transparency regarding the empirical data referenced in the text. The paper would also benefit from a clearer statement of its objectives and a discussion of its limitations.
Reviewer’s comment (If any)
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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)
	7.5





PART 6

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):

	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript has potential but requires revision before it can be accepted. The main concerns are the incomplete reference list and the lack of methodological transparency regarding the empirical data referenced in the text. The paper would also benefit from a clearer statement of its objectives and a discussion of its limitations.
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