Response to the reviews - Home students August 2014

	Reviewer comments
	Reviewer suggestions
	Response

	Both reviewers had comments about structure /agency and, ‘institutional international strategies…..’ and their role in the paper e.g. Paragraph at the end of p2 beginning “Institutional internationalisation strategies represent a structure within which departments and individuals
can respond” is an example. Not quite clear what the author/s point is”.

	
	I have taken out all references to structure/agency, partly to directly address those concerns and in order to be able to add more detail where suggested 



Perhaps this part of the paper contributed to the lack of clarity

	Reviewer A: 

	track changes in the abstract
	Added the suggested references to HE, the programme and the experience itself

	Reviewer B: 
“the structure makes it difficult to follow up to the methodology and a reorganisation might help the reader…”

	 “….better with a sub-heading….”
	
First section  of the paper has been re-organised 

Sub-heading added

	[bookmark: _GoBack]Reviewer B: 
Focus groups for the wider faculty (P5) 

	- This needs to be justified to be included, removed from this study or the aims and objectives re-looked at.
	
I have clarified that this is background / preliminary to the current study

	Reviewer B: 
We carried out a focus group with a further nine home students from the Department of Chemistry who had been involved as PAL leaders (P5) - 

	This would seem to be the data that is crucial to this study and yet there is only one sentence and no details on organisation, process etc.
	More information on the focus group process has been added 


	Reviewer B: 
Findings sections - The Peer Assisted Learning Programme (p6)

	Not sure on how the results that are discussed here where reached as I thought the Chinese students has just filled in a questionnaire, so where has the qualitative information come from? 
	Added a line to show that there was a focus group as well as questionnaire for the XJTLU students

	Reviewer A: 
Methodology lacks clarity and raises several questions that need clarified in the intro and abstract. Is this an evaluation of the Chemistry dept support/welcome/pal scheme or is it a broader study of XJTLU students’ experiences? Methodology suggests both yet that is not clear.

	
	Methodology revised to show that XJTLU experiences is part of the background and the focus is on home students in chemistry

The source of data on XJTLU students’ views has been taken out of the methodology and included in the wider introduction and shown as background. The positive response of these students is still in the findings as it illustrates the quality of work carried out by home students

	Reviewer B: 
It needs to be clear which sample group the findings are from 
	and in my opinion it needs to be the Chemistry students. 

	Similar comments to Reviewer A: addressed above: focus is on the chemistry students

	Reviewer A: 
There is an overemphasis of the use of quotes over analysis in the results section. The quotes should be illustrative rather than providing the argument in and of themselves.

	
	Here is the one time I don’t agree with the reviewer’s comments.  The quotes are the basis of the data and form the ‘rich picture’.  There is quite a bit of variation in journal articles in the use of quotations; so a matter of opinion?

	Reviewer B:
The para that starts on P7 - It is worth repeating that the home students had voluntarily engaged with initiatives launched in the 
	I am not sure what this paragraph is saying it seems to be about the home students and then says that working with home students may be positive? 
	I took out the first part of this sentence so that it highlights that there is surprisingly little research on homes students in this context

	Reviewer B:
Findings section 
	Would have been good to see how the key themes had been arrived at and what they were before going into the detail of each – maybe a tree diagram or mind-map of the focus group (s) themes.  It would also be helpful to know what was asked as this might help set the context of the responses. Needs a framework from which the analysis can then be developed from. 
	I put the question areas into the methodology section.  These were quite broad.  Does show what we asked but I don’t know if that is sufficient to address this concern

	Reviewer B:
Findings section
	More of the literature about each of these issues would be helpful to show whether other studies have found similar or different
	There isn’t a lot of literature – I did add something on social media but in the conclusion

	Reviewer B:
Findings section
	Agency and structure were discussed at the beginning but not sure who they are then used in the findings (there is a mention but needs to be more if it is to be in there). 
	Removed from the paper

	
	
	

	Reviewer B:
Findings section
	Not clear in here which focus group this is from,  the generic or the department and given my earlier comments about the 2 sample groups this needs to be looked at.
	Clarified in earlier sections

	
	
	

	Reviewer B: 
Conclusion - Internationalisation policies at institutional level (P12) 
	Not sure why this is in the conclusion would it not be better integrated into the findings to show where this fits?

	Removed

	Reviewer B: 
Conclusion 
	In this section would have been nice to see key elements of the PAL that have been found to be useful that others could use.
	Briefly shown

	
	
	



