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5. The results are clear and do not contain errors. 4 

Percentages were mostly used for data analysis 



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

content. 
4 

Adept and explanatory.  
7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 4  

Obsolete authors were cited and referenced in the work 

Such as Dudley Evans &ST John, 1998, 

Department of Army 2003  
 

Overall Recommendation (mark an X with your recommendation)： 

Accepted, no revision needed 
 

Accepted, minor revision needed X 

Return for major revision and resubmission 
 

Reject 
 

 

Comments and Suggestions to the Author(s): 

• The statement of problem did not reference data explaining the illiteracy of computer 

skills by military students as it might be a personal conception and not the actual 

reality.  Cite some already existing data ( like  print media, etc ) to buttress the facts 

stated. 

• The researcher did not clearly explain the similarities and differences with related 

literature reviewed. The researcher only established that studies on cooperative learning 

related with technology did not focus on the military context in teaching writing skills. 

• Please cite and reference authors in the last decade like from 2014-2025. Obsolete 

authors and references were made 

• The author did not highlight certain difficulties that would be experienced while trying to 

implement cooperative learning with technology. 

• Use APA 7th edition style for references. 

  



ESJ Manuscript Evaluation Form 2025 

This form is designed to summarize the manuscript peer review that you have completed and to 

ensure that you have considered all appropriate criteria in your review. Your review should 

provide a clear statement, to the authors and editors, of the modifications necessary before the 

paper can be published or the specific reasons for rejection.  

 

Please respond within the appointed time so that we can give the authors timely responses and 

feedback. 

 

NOTE: ESJ promotes peer review procedure based on scientific validity and technical quality of 

the paper (not perceived the impact). You are also not required to do proofreading of the paper. It 

could be recommended as part of the revision. 

The copyrights of the report are on the publisher and the data can be used for research purposes. 

 

ESJ editorial office would like to express its special gratitude for your time and efforts. Our 

editorial team is a substantial reason that stands ESJ out from the crowd!  

 

Date Manuscript Received: 18/09/2025 Date Review Report Submitted: 22/09/2025 

Manuscript Title: Teachers‘ Attitudes towards Using Cooperative Learning 

through Technology for Developing Writing Skills in a Military Context 

ESJ Manuscript Number: 55.09.2025 

You agree your name is revealed to the author of the paper:       no 

You approve, your name as a reviewer of this paper, is available in the “review history” of the 

paper: no    

You approve, this review report is available in the “review history” of the paper:  yes 

 

Evaluation Criteria: 

Please give each evaluation item a numeric rating on a 5-point scale, along with a thorough 

explanation for each point rating. 

Questions 
Rating Result 

[Poor] 1-5 [Excellent] 

1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of the 

article. 
4 

While the title clearly reflects the article’s content, it fails to convey the study’s relevance, 

which should be made apparent, at least, in the abstract. 

2. The abstract presents objects, methods, and results. 4 
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The abstract summarizes the objectives, methodology, and key findings effectively. However, it 
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3. There are a few grammatical errors and spelling mistakes in this 

article. 4 
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proofreading. 
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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, 
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