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here)

Compulsory REVISION comments

This is a potentially interesting paper, although it is flawed in
some important ways which must be rectified before
publication could be possible. The first issue to address is the
length: this is presumably the text of a graduate level
dissertation and so is far too long and unfocused for
publication in an academic journal. The author should seek
ways to reduce the length, particularly of the first two
sections which are quite slackly written. The review of
empirical work, for example, could more usefully presented as
a table.

Next, there is the problem of the sample size. If the researcher
calculated a specific sample size, then that author must justify
why s/he distributed exactly that number of questionnaires,
since it is very obvious that some would not be completed.
Either the author finds a way to justify this approach or more
data must be collected.

The contribution to knowledge (this section is particularly
weak) should be included in the discussion section. The
conclusion should contain a statement about limitations to
the research and suggestions for future research.
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