Dear author

As you have asked for this edit to serve as an opportunity to improve your skills in academic writing in English, I thought it might be useful for you if I provided some general feedback on the paper in terms of preparing it for publication. Based on my own experience publishing papers in the Anglophone academy, and based on some models I studied from top journals in the field of Industrial Engineering my recommendations are as follows. 
Academic papers in English, be they for peer-reviewed journals or chapters in books of collected essays, generally tend to be between 7000 and 10 000 max. words in length. The papers I looked at in your field are no different. Once published they tend to be between 15 and 20 pages in length. This contrasts markedly with your over 20 000 words and over 60 page document. 
This paper is structured more in the style of a thesis than a research paper. The length of your paper owes itself to the fact that it tries to cover too much material. This factor also results in a weakness of focus which obscures the contribution you are trying to make. My suggestion is to limit your focus by establishing a very clear idea of what your paper’s aim is. This will help you streamline your findings into a much shorter paper with a clear focus and potential to offer value to the reader. You may find that you could actually get two papers out of the material presented here which would be very positive for your publication record without requiring a massive investment of time. Perhaps you could look at the German and Japanese IE deployment cases separately or perhaps you could maintain the comparative focus by looking at the iron and steel industries and the consumer durables in two separate papers. Perhaps the IE aspect from the first half of the paper could be separated from the Fordism aspect.   
In order to reduce the length of the paper, and in order to make it appealing to potential publishers, you should establish a central theme or argument around which the discussion revolves. It has to be clear what the contribution of the paper will be to the existing literature in the field. It is advisable to identify the journal you are aiming at beforehand and establish your structure and style based on the journal. Your original contribution is the pivot around which the structure and argumentation of your paper should revolve. For example: In this paper I trace the historical adoption of American industrial engineering systems in the context of the post-war redevelopment of Germany and Japan analysing and comparing how these systems were reframed in these adoptive contexts based on very different productive forces, industrial structures, market structures, management values and cultures, and institutional factors.    
What is interesting about your paper is the comparison between Japan and Germany in terms of their post-war implementation of American-style IE (on the one hand) and Fordism (on the other). This comparative dimension should come across very strongly and your paper should pivot around this. This can be done by restructuring the paper by removing all the complex subheadings and reorganizing it into a more narrative structure in which the comparison is done more systematically. You don’t need to list everything about Japan and everything about Germany before producing the comparison. The two things can be dynamically interlinked to produce an interesting and engaging reading experience which makes your valuable insights clear and accessible. 
By establishing a clear aim, a logical structure could emerge. For example, drawing on the aim I extracted above, you might establish a structure such as the following (for example):
· Introduction – Here you clearly describe the aims of the paper and tell the reader about the periodization you are dealing with, the historical background, the key socio-economic and industrial capacity background etc. From this point you should already begin the comparison between Japan and Germany contextualising them against America. The idea of reframing will start coming to the fore already and the reader will be prepared for the detail to follow. The structure of the paper should be alluded to so the reader has a mental map of what will follow. Your paper should be contextualised in terms of the existing literature to show what exactly the contribution is. Any issues of a theoretical or methodological nature should be covered here. In essence the introduction covers the “what”, “why” and “how” of the paper to follow.
· Body - Depending on how you decide to structure your paper you move on to the body sections. You may decide to have a section on Japan and a section on Germany followed by a section of comparison. You could also go deeper into comparing the background before having sections on each of the 5 reframing factors you mentioned. This would give the paper a dynamism and really help the reader understand what was at stake in terms of these factors in the two countries under study and in the context of the American system. 
· Conclusion – A conclusion should not simply be a recap of the body. Rather it is your chance to offer the reader your original findings and complete your argument. You may include recommendations or avenues for further studies in this section depending on the scope of the paper. 
Restructuring your paper around a more logical and systematic structure which clearly embodies the progression of the argument you are trying to make will help avoid the frequent repetition which mars your paper. 
Another flaw of the paper is that the historical periodization is not clear and it is not always clear who the agents of the activities you describe are. These things should be made far more obvious for the reader to avoid vagueness. I have put in a number of comments in this regard but by establishing a clear structure and with a sufficiently detailed historical background, these problems can be avoided. 
In terms of sentence structure and argumentation there are several main issues to be noted and addressed. 
· At times there is a lack of logical coherence between sentences. You sometimes do not explain adequately the causal (or otherwise) relationship between two things and leave it up to the reader to deduce. It is important to spell out the logic of your arguments more clearly. Related to this, sometimes you make use of logical connector words (however, despite this, on account of this etc.) but it is not at all clear why the connection is logical. I have marked many of such cases in the paper.    
· Many of your points could be criticized for being a bit vague. English favours more concrete language and it should always be clear who the agent of the actions is. Often this vagueness comes in the form of passive constructions leaving the reader to wonder who was behind the action. It is not always clear if you are talking about the country, a sector, a regulatory body, a specific industry or a specific company. It is important to specify the level you are talking about to avoid making very generalist statements. Closely linked to this is the frequent lack of time frames. You should specifically say when the actions you describe are happening. I have marked all the cases of these sorts of issues in the text.
· The third issue concerns the way the sentences are structured and, I believe, it may have to do with a difference between Asian and European languages. The issue is that of topicalization. Very frequently in your writing you introduce the topic of the coming sentence before completing the sentence. This leads to confusing and repetitive writing in English. English rarely uses topicalization of this kind, instead the simple structure of subject, verb, object is generally preferred. Yes we do often say in terms of…, regarding…, concerning…etc. but usually to create a logical coherence between sentences in a paragraph not to repeat the topicalization. Here are some examples:
· Concerning the quality of Japanese enterprises, as an important aspect of their international competitiveness… 
· An important aspect of Japanese enterprises’ international competitiveness was… 
· Regarding individual enterprises, in 1950, the Mitsubishi Electric Corporation   introduced the WF method to improve the estimation techniques of elementary motion… 
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Individual enterprises like the Mitsubishi Electric Corporation began introducing WF from 1950…
· You often use the passive voice (e.g. “Standard time was introduced”) unnecessarily in places where the active voice would make the sentence shorter and more to the point. The English language, in general, prefers active sentences, and we mostly use the passive voice for variety, so as not to repeat the same sentence structure, or when the agent of the action is unknown. 

That said, in general your sentence structure, word choice and, above all, use of punctuation are commendable. 

I am confident that, applying these changes to the paper, you will find a publisher for your interesting contribution and I look forward to seeing a second draft. 

Yours sincerely
ALE Editor
  
