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Compulsory
REVISION comments

=

11.

12.
13.
14.

IT IS BAD WRITTEN AND NEEDS RE-WRITING

IT LACKS IN MANY POINT OF THE PAPER ACADEMIC WRITING: E.G.
“LET US CONSIDER” IS THIS AN ASSUMPTION? A HYPOTHESIS? WHY
SHOULD | OR ANYBODY ELSE CONSIDER SOMETHING?

IN THE ABSTARCT IT HAS QUESTIONS AND QUESTION MARKS. WE
WRITE IN A STRAITFORWARD STYLE IN ABSTRACTS.

OR “This approach and resulting conclusions might contribute to improve..” SO
IF IT IS UNDERSTOOD IT MIGHT NOT CONTRIBUTE. SO WHY READ IT IN

THE FIRST PLACE. THE AUTHURS SHOULD STATE WHERE IT WILL
CONTRIBUTE.

BAD ENGLISH, IN MANY SENTENCES THE ARTICLE OF THE WORD IS
MISSING- NEEDS PROOFREADING BY PROFESSIONAL

IN INTRODUCTION IT STARTS BADLY, PROVIDING USWITH TH 4 P'S OF
MARKETING. THISIS AN ACADEMIC PAPER NOT AN ESSAY. SO START
WITH THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THE ISSUE AND THE PROBLEM WHICH IS
ADDRESSED.

METHODOLOGICALLY IT LACKS. AND FOR SO ALL THE RESEARCH IS
QUESTIONABLE.

FIRST OF ALL, WHERE DID THE EXPERIMENT TAKE PLACE

UNDER WHICH ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS

. HOW AND WHY DID THEY USE THE SPECIFIC PRODUCTS FOR THE

EXPERIMENT

WHY WERE THEY TWO DIFFERENT PRODUCTS FOR TWO DIFFERENT
COUNTRIES AND NOT SIMILAR PRODUCTS OF TWO DIFFERENT
COUNTRIES

HOW WAS THE SUBJECTS RECRUITED?

WERE THEY HAEAVY, MEDIUM OR LIGHT USERS OF THE PRODUCTS
WHEN THE RESEASRCH WAS DONE HOW MANY RESERACHERS WERE
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15.

16.

17.
18.

19.
20.

21.
22.

23.

ON SITE IN ORDER TO INSURE THAT THEY SMILE NOT LAUGH- SINCE
QUALITATIVE METHOD WAS EMPLOYED

WHICH QUALITATIVE METHOD WAS EMPLOYED? (P. 6. LINE 193;
196;211;)

WHICH QUALITATIVE SCALE WAS USED, AND HOW WAS CRONBACH A
PERFORMED ON QUALITATIVE DATA?

WHICH METHOD FOR ANALYZING QUALITATIVE DATA WAS USED
P.6.LINE 228 " Answers to questions were given numeric values from -2 to +2,
-2 (resp. +2) denoting a negative (resp. 229 positive) answer on the Likert
scale and 0 related to “neither agree nor disagree”. THE LIKERT SCALE IS
NOT A SCALE THAT CAN BE ALTERED AS WISHED. IT IS SPECIFIC.
THEN YOU ANALYZE QUALITATIVE DATA

BUT AS UNDERSTOOD IT IS NOT QUALITATIVE RESEARCH BUT
QUANTITATIVE.

IT ALSO GOES BACK AND FORTH IN THE METHODOLOGY SECTION.

IT DOES RELIABILITY ANALYSIS CRONBACH A ON A ONE ITEM SCALE
(QUESTION 2)

SINCE THE METHODOLOGY IS QUESTIONABLE, AND NOT
DOCUMENTED, SO ARE THE FINDINGS AND WHATEVER COMES AFTER
THAT

Minor REVISION
comments

Optional /General
comments
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