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3. There are a few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in
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English learners. Furthermore, they should make more explicit to what extent teachers’
positive attitudes towards this type of activity matters.
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The abstract summarizes the objectives, methodology, and key findings effectively. However, it
could

benefit from slightly clearer phrasing of the research gap and limitations to strengthen its
scientific

contribution.

3. There are a few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this

article. 4

Overall, the manuscript is written in good academic English. Nevertheless, there are minor issues
with

style, word choice, and occasional grammatical inconsistencies that could be improved with light
proofreading.

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 4

The methodology (quantitative, descriptive design using questionnaires and SPSS analysis) is
described

adequately. Sampling, participants, and instruments are explained, but further detail on
questionnaire

validation and reliability would strengthen the rigor.

5. The results are clear and do not contain errors. 5
The results are presented systematically with tables, figures, and descriptive statistics. The
interpretation is coherent and logically connected to the research questions.

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and supported by the

content. 4
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The manuscript addresses an underexplored but important topic by examining ESP teachers’
attitudes

towards cooperative learning through technology in a military context. The research is original,
methodologically sounds, and provides valuable insights into both opportunities and challenges.
To further strengthen the paper, I recommend:

- Minor proofreading to correct stylistic inconsistencies.

- Providing more detail on the reliability and validity of the questionnaire.

- Streamlining the conclusions to emphasize originality and contribution to military education
research.

Overall, the paper makes a strong contribution and is suitable for publication after minor
revisions.



