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Compulsory REVISION comments

This is a potentially interesting paper that needs some more work. First,
the paper will need to be edited at some stage for language use, since the
paper is quite difficult to understand at times. Se cond, the literature
review is very narrow and would benefit from a wide r range of sources,
specifically with respect to the issue of expatriat e citizens returning to
their own countries for holidays. The methodology s ection should be
strengthened: how was the questionnaire developed a nd tested? What
language was used in the research? How, in detail, w  ere questionnaires
distributed and returned? What is the meaning of ‘s nowball’ sampling in
this context? What about validity — was Cronbach’s alpha calculated?
What about the possibility of non-response bias?

Next, the findings section contains many lengthy tab les —too length; the
authors should find a way to present the material u sing less space. The
discussion section is very brief and does not give many details about the
meaning of the hypothesis tests. Consequently, it i s difficult to identify
what is the contribution to knowledge that the pape r makes. The
limitations to the research should also be mentione d. Finally, some of the
suggestions and recommendations are not justified b y the research
presented and should be reconsidered.
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