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PART 2:   
FINAL EVALUATOR’S comments on revised paper (if any)  Authors’ response to final evaluator’s comments  
The manuscript is improved, but there are still parts that need clarification. 
 
Issue 1. The lack of explanation about measurement items/questionnaire  
-My previous comment1:  
The authors used specific scales that previous researchers already developed. Report the names of 
previous researchers who originally created scales for each construct:  
-Author response 1:  
Page no. 8, line no. 325 to 333 in Measurement and Instrumentation , I have already explained it. 
Page no. 11, line no. 463 to 472, I have already made some correction. The previous researchers are 
[8] Brear, D., and Barnes, S. (2008). Assessing the val ue of online affiliate marketing in the UK 
financial services industry. International Journal Electronic Finance, 2(1), 3-13.  They said 
cyberculture factor was an important element accented to decision making. Therefore, we tested and 
used the 2 factors (the cyberculture effect and the internet information technology) in this study from this 
research article and also this paper provided the knowledge to identify the factors that affect the online 
buyer’s intention to purchase the online product for this study.  
 
Final Comment1 
I captured two sections, (1) page 8, lines 325 to 333, and (2) page 11, lines 463 to 472, that the authors 
mentioned. Where is the explanation about specific scales that previous researchers already developed 
for all research variables? The authors mentioned only the Brear and Barnes (2008) article. The 
measurement scales of the research model are not clearly described.  How is each construct 
measured?   Am I missing something?? 
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I found the Brear and Barnes (2008) article. Brear and Barnes (2008) reported their final model that 
explains evaluating the potential of affiliate marketing, which contains “online process simplicity,” 
“product visualization,” and “product homogeneity,” which the authors employed. However, it was a 
cross-case analysis approach from the investigations and related literature, not a research variable 
approach. Also, Brear and Barnes (2008) did not report an exact survey questionnaire about “online 
process simplicity,” “product visualization,” and “product homogeneity.” Brear and Barnes reported only 
the definition of process complexity, visualization, commitment, and homogeneity, not specific 
questionnaire scales (see Brear and Barnes article p.13). If so, how did the authors obtain and develop 
scales about all variables? The authors also need to report the format of a Likert item (e.g., strongly 
disagree/agree or not at all/very much). Was a 5-point Likert scale or a 7-point Likert scale used?  
 
In terms of the cyberculture effect (FF), Internet information technology (FG), need satisfaction (FI), and 
high click-through rate of online marketing link (FJ) variables, if the authors employed other previous 
researchers’ scales, they need to report specific information.  
 
How many items did the authors employ for each research variable? Was a pretest conducted prior to 
the main survey? Did the authors revise the questionnaire after the pretest? Were there any dropped 
items after testing reliability and EFA? Did the authors modify the original scales? They did not fully 
report all scales, the number of items, and previous researchers’ names who originally developed for all 
research variables. Otherwise, the authors need to report all 41 structured questions because 
readers/reviewers cannot check the quality of the measurement items.  
 
 
 
Issue 2: The lack of explanation about the recruitm ent process and data collection 
-My previous comment1: Cleary report a recruitment process and data collection. 
-Author response 2 
Page no. 8, line no. 305 to 313, in the title of Population and Sample , I have already explained it. The 
population consists of adult online users (buyers) with experience on online purchasing regardless of 
gender, religion, race, background and education level. They must be a frequent online user and know 
how to conduct an online purchase. A total of 152 questionnaires were distributed to the selected 
Malaysians above the age of 21 years old using convenience sampling technique. There are no specific 
preferred groups among the online users but they should have experience with the online purchase 
process and know how to conduct an online purchase. It was believed that this group of respondents was 
sufficient to fulfill the adequacy for the research purpose. Thus, the sample was believed to be able to 
represent the population and address good results. 
Final Comment 2: 
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The section about population and sample is not on page 8, lines 305-313. The authors reported the 
wrong line numbers. It is on page 8, lines 340-348. I captured the section. 
 

 
It is not clear. Did the authors perform an online survey or paper-based survey for using the 
convenience sampling technique? How did the authors distribute the survey questionnaire? To recruit 
Malaysian adult online users (buys), did the authors use an email invitation method, intercept technique 
in public areas, social media posting, or class survey? Report the response rate. Was there any reward 
for your participants who completed the survey? Did the authors conduct a pretest prior to the main 
survey? Why did the authors select online users above 21 years old, not above 18 years old? 
 
 
Issue 3. Reliability test report 
-My previous comment 3 
 Report reliability for each construct. 
-Author response 3: 
Page no. 10, reliability test has already explained in line no. 412 to 422. 
Final Comment 3. The authors reported the wrong page and line numbers. I captured the section about 
the reliability test. Please see the following. 
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They added the results of the reliability test for only 8 variables. They did not report reliability for a 
dependent variable, high click-through rate of online marketing link (FJ). Why?? The authors used a multiple 
regression analysis, so their dependent variable should be a normal/scale level measurement. They need to 
clarify the dependent variable’s measurement and reliability. Also, the authors did not create Table 1 with 
academic style (APA or MLA) formats. 
 
 
Issue 4. Mediating test 
Final Comment 4. In the first revised paper, the authors changed from mediating variables to 
independent variables. However, in the second revised paper, the authors reported mediating variables 
and a mediating test. They did not fully test the mediating effects of online purchase complexity (FH) 
and need satisfaction (FI). Please see the following about mediation.  
 
To be a mediator, the links between independent variables (X) and mediating variables (M) should be 
included in the research model. 

 
 
To test a mediating variable (M) using regression, there are two steps. 

(1) The link between the independent variable (X) and dependent variable (Y) should show 
significant beta (standardized coefficients). The authors reported Table 3. 

(2) Re-run regression with independent variable (X) and mediating variable (M) together. The link 
between X-Y should show unsignificant beta (standardized coefficients). Then, the link 
between M-Y should show significant beta (standardized coefficients). Check the chart 
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indicating coefficients on SPSS. Then we can say that M is the mediating variable.  
However, the authors did not re-run regression with independent variables and mediating 
variables together to test the mediating variables. Table 5 is not an appropriate result for testing 
the mediating effects of online purchase complexity (FH) and need satisfaction (FI). 

 
In order to know how to test mediating using SPSS, please watch the following video. 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=pqyH2ik8kX4 
 
L 238-316. Usually, a mediating variable should be created based on a conceptual framework or theory 
or previous researchers’ findings or a conceptual model. In the introduction part or literature review part, 
the authors did not clearly explain any justification about the mediating effects of online purchase 
complexity (FH) and need satisfaction (FI) from previous researchers’ findings and existing literature. 
 
I hope these comments are useful to the authors. I wish the authors good luck in their future research. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

Reviewer Details: 

 

Name: Ju-Young M. Kang 

Department, University & Country University of Hawaii, USA 

 


