1.      The study failed to provide plausible justification for the choice of its data sample. Why did the study have to rely on first-year ELT undergraduate students in answering its research questions? This question needs to be convincingly answered.
2.  	While a quantitative approach is reliable, the affective filter of anxiety can also be thoroughly explained using a qualitative approach (or mixed method approach) to explain the implicit (or overt) idiosyncrasies’ behind the phenomenon of anxiety. Hence, (participant) observation, interviews or focus group would have enriched this study. Similarly, there is the possibility that the variables of age and gender might affect the foreign language classroom anxiety scale and the foreign language reading anxiety scale from a qualitative-cum-exploratory-paradigm as the central assumption underlying the study that there is the possibility of anxiety among the participants can also be justified from a qualitative perspective.
3.      The question of representative data has not been explained or justified in this study. The whole bulk of the participants are of Turkish nationality hence, the assertion/claim of ‘reasonable diversity’ in the study is questioned. Furthermore, the study failed to explain the method of data selection, were the participants purposely or randomly selected?
4.      The two instruments used to analyse the study was not thoroughly explained by the researcher. The foreign language classroom anxiety scale and the foreign language reading anxiety scale need to be explicitly discussed with attention drawn to its affordances, methods of operation, strengths, and weaknesses.
5.      The introduction of the paper needs to be rewritten. The study could start by explaining the instrumental and integrative value of English Language, then problematized the challenges speakers from the outer and expanding circles have in learning the language.
6.      The flow of thought in the study left little to be desired as the organizational sequence of the work is flawed and requires holistic restructuring. There has to be excellent rhetorical moves (sequencing) throughout the work connecting all the paragraphs together.
7.      The language used to express the ideas in the study is completely flawed. The work is inundated with ‘unpardonable errors’ as there are also numerous instances of negative transfers in the written piece in addition to careless misspellings. The work is an example of careless editing.
8.      The in-text citation in the study was wrongly done. Studies cited need to be alphabetically ordered.
9.      There were numerous sweeping statements in the work. The researcher needs to be careful in acknowledging studies for every statement made, there was a lot of ‘unintended plagiarism’ which should be avoided at all cost. Also, hedges might be plausible rather than making conclusive claims.
10.  The research ethics of this work might be questioned. Why is the name of the university where the participants attended written in pseudonyms? The study might need to provide (some) written consent forms of all the participants in the study and a copy of certification from the Institutional Review Board that approved the study.
11.  There is a lot of redundancy in the work. For example, there are repetitious reechoing of statements made under the section of foreign language anxiety in empirical studies of anxiety (literature review).
12.  While the study made references to different literature, the study failed to establish the link and connection between the studies cited.
13.  The section on methods for coping with foreign language anxiety is rather short. The researcher needs to expatiate more on this section.
14.  While the variable of age is important in understanding the phenomenon of anxiety in foreign language instruction, this variable was not accommodated in the study research questions, thus it came as a rude shock when the variable of age was discussed in the analysis section of the work.
15.  While the researcher did a commendable work in the demographic details of the participants for the study, the rationale behind the information regarding the devices used in watching films by the participants in the study is unnecessary and insignificant (last paragraph, page 9).
16.  A copy of the questionnaire needs to be provided as an appendix.
17.  The discussion section was nothing but a redundant repetition of the analysis section. The authorial voice of the researcher needs to be seen here and not just rehashing what was previously stated.
18.  The study would have benefitted from a brief history of the linguistic development of Cyprus to make readers understand the linguistic peculiarities of the country.
 

