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PART 2: Review Comments

Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer,
correct the manuscript and highlight that part in
the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors
should write his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments
The literature review needs to be updated. The
literature used, while appropriate, is old.

Comment accepted and some literature  havebeen updated e.g.Kotler, P. Marketing management. 11th ed.London: Pearson International; 2002.Perreault W, McCarthy J. Essential of marketing:
A global managerial approach. 10th ed. Boston:McGraw-Hill Companies, Inc.;2006.Perreult W, McCarthy J. Basic marketing: Aglobal managerial approach. 15th ed. Boston:McGraw-Hill Companies Inc.; 2005.Pickton D, Broderick A. Integrate marketingcommunications. 2nd ed. Harlow: PrenticeHall;2005.Schneider LG, Currim IS. Consumer purchasebehaviors associated with active and passivedeal-proneness. International Journal of Research
in Marketing.1991; 8(3): 205-222
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Minor REVISION comments The conclusion needs a little more discussion andexplanation of the importance of the researchThere is room for more discussion and explanation in theresults section of the paper. This was superficially done.
The comment is accepted and correction hadbeen done under Section 3.4 of the article on pp14 &15.

Optional/General comments This cannot be revised, as the study has already beendone. However, the sampling method of putting paper ina jug and shaking it ‘vigorously’ is far from scientific andleads to potential biasness issues. This should have beendone in a computer program
Comment accepted and noted for futureconsideration please.


