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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.

	The manuscript deals with a question of interest regarding EFL learning / teaching in today’s context. This debate is not quite new, and the manuscript is the author’s contribution to the on-going debate. In the author’s perspective attaining a successful language education requires adapting to the 21st century environment to meet both academic and professional demands.
	





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
	2
	

	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
	2
	

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

	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
	2
	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

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

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

	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
	

	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
	2
	

	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
	1
	

	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
	3
	

	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
	3
	

	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.
	It is not quite suitable. The phrasing “From Basic Literacy to Digital Survival” seems to appeal for a radical change. Moreover, digital survival is apparently reductive and lives out the critical thinking which is part of the concern for the new literacy. Digital competence does not necessarily imply critical thinking. My suggestion is: The 21st Century EFL Literacy at Stake: Extending Language Literacy to Critical and Digital Empowerment.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	
The abstract is comprehensible. However, the research methodology needs clarification.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	The manuscript needs some improvement: the methodology is not well outlined. Neither are the research questions. Apparently, it is a conceptual research which redefines the concept of literacy and discusses the issues pertaining to EFL education. The research questions can be: What is the state of affairs resulting from the traditional EFL objectives? What are the demands of today’s world? How can these demands be met in EFL education?
Besides, the author needs define key terms such as digital survival and digital literacy. Also, precision is needed concerning the level of education targeted. Is the pedagogy that he defends applicable from beginner’s level? Certainly not! Moreover, his mention of “even Egypt” misleading for a topic which is supposed to have a general scope.
The statics to show tendencies are few.
	

	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)

	Yes, there is one. The article recommends the use of the use of IA, which is delicate issue. However, his point about it is clear: it is to serve “as a tool and not as a shortcut”.
	






PART 3. Confidential Comments (If any) to the Editor:

	Reviewer’s comment (If any)


	









PART  4: Declaration of Competing Interest of the Reviewer:

	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 interest 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





PART 6

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


	
	Author’s Feedback
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