Pass 1, Sesh 1
· GENERAL NOTES:  Preliminary stuff; no substantive notes.
Pass 1, Sesh 2

· GENERAL NOTES:

· I generally replaced “nonloss” with “non-loss,” and “nongain” with “non-gain.”  If that contradicts common usage among your sources, then just change them back, and tell me.

· Study 1, 1st paragraph (last sentence):
· Content comment:  ”By examining these evaluations, we can find out whether the regulatory fit is the consequential factor for co-branding or not.”
Two questions:

· Should I presume that “regulatory fit” is “common currency” terminology in academic marketing circles?  If not, fix.  If so, then you might want to keep in mind a common stylistic recommendation from reviewing organizations:  That the paper should be readable by an intelligent, broadly educated lay person (like me!)  I don’t know what “regulatory fit” is.  You can expand this a little bit to make sure the lay reader can get the idea.

· Are you sure you mean “the consequential factor,” and not “a consequential factor”?

· Study 1, second paragraph (entire):
· There are lots of changes here, and it seemed appropriate for me to use my best understanding and try to bring confusing bits together in a way that make sense to me.
Nonetheless, READ THIS PARAGRAPH VERY CLOSELY!!!
· Study1, “3.1 Stimuli Development”, 1st paragraph
· First sentence:  “The purpose of pretest 1 is to make sure participants perceive complementarity between sets of attributes belonging to the primary and secondary brands.”
Is this just a fancy, ‘round-about way of saying that you need to make sure there are objective grounds for the claim that your test products, in fact, have the attributes you say they do?  If so, then you can say this in a much more direct way.  How about?:
The purpose of pretest 1 is to make sure our test brands do indeed have the attributes against which we seek to obtain our findings.
If you like it, put it in.  If I’m wrong, ignore it.
· Pretest 2 paragraph:
· As usual, read carefully; I made lots of changes that seem right to me, but may have altered your meaning.  Check that meaning, carefully!
· “Measures”: last paragraph:

· “The brand evaluation Cronbach’s alpha reliability value is 0.8026. The emotion response Cronbach’s alpha reliability values are 0.66 and 0.79, respectively, which are almost consistent with Higgins’ research’s (2001) Cronbach’s alpha= 0.77 and 0.68, respectively.”
I’ve seen this before:  You’re using “respectively” incorrectly, twice.  I was able to clean this up earlier in the paper—and you might want to find that and review what I did to get the idea—but I can’t clean this up because the items you’re seeking to pair up are unstated.
For example:  “The values for A and B are C and D, respectively.”  This means A’s value is C and B’s value is D.
Read this paragraph carefully and try to clear this up.
Pass 1, Sesh 3

· Manipulation Check:

· First sentence:  “Our manipulation check followed Higgins’s research (2001). We calculate the four emotion items to form emotion indices under the promotion and prevention focus conditions.”
Again, a problem with “respectively;” I just removed it.
But I want to make sure:  Is this a 4x2 situation; 4 emotional items over two focus conditions; 4 emotional items rated under the promotion focus condition, and the same 4 under the prevention focus condition?
If so, I think I got it; read and make sure.

· Second sentence:  “…experience the cheerfulness/dejection emotion…”
Sorry; I don’t think this will make sense to the lay reader.  To me, it seems to say that there is a continuum being measured between cheerfulness and dejection, yet the expression that the people in this group “experienced” something along this continuum doesn’t say anything except that a measurement was taken.  There seems to be a sense here that you meant to say that some kind of correlative emotional response was elicited.  Is that so?  If so, say it in English, here.

· Following sentence:  “…experienced the agitation/quiescence emotion…”
Ditto.

Pass 1, Sesh 4

· Willingness to buy:  “We used the T-test to test consumers’ willingness to buy within subjects.”
Sorry, this is too vague for me.  Are you talking about product types, or a brand vs. co-brand comparison?  You’ll have to make that more direct and explicit.  I would guess the latter case (brand vs. co-brand), but I have to leave this up to you.

· Discussion: “The results of Study 1 suggest that when two brands are in complement condition, people’s evaluation of co-brand is deeply influenced by whether the attributes of the secondary brand fit the regulatory goals or not.”
You introduce two new expressions here: “complement condition” and “regulatory goals.”  This confused this lay reader.  I’m not sure if “complement condition” simply refers to the brand/co-brand relationship in general, or to the situation where the brand/co-brand product attributes match up while the co-brand image clashes with the brand image.  You should introduce this expression early in the paper, and make sure the reader fully understands its meaning.
It’s the same with “regulatory goals.”  You mention “regulatory fit” earlier in the paper, but this is an independent variable.  “Goals” relate to outcomes, and, up to now, I didn’t get the idea that a regulatory approach to fit addressed downstream goals.
At any rate, you can see I’m straining to make sense of these constructions, and I would recommend—if you consider them to be very useful expressions when discussing the meaning of your results—that you make sure to clearly explain these extended usages earlier on in your paper.
· Discussion: General comments.

· I found it difficult to follow the discussion, and the paper in general.
I’m thinking that, now that I’ve made some basic changes which fix grammar and reorganize the text a little to make the ideas clearer to the native English reader, you can reread the paper, fixing instances where I may have diverged from your meaning, while also trying to put yourself in the readers’ shoes.  Keep an eye on whether your text communicates or not.  Remember that many journals recommend a style of writing which would allow an “educated lay person” to read your paper.  Don’t leave intelligent non-marketing people in the dark!
· Study 2; 4.2 Procedure:  Leaving off at this point (end of Session 4).
· GENERAL COMMENTS.  Again, I made modifications, but I think significant work will need to be done to make this document readable to in intelligent lay reader.  I make these recommendations:

· More careful, up-front, step-by-step, establishment of terminology; perhaps some simple graphic representations, where they can help achieve this effect.

· Even more generally, a methodical, step-by-step, development of your thesis.  Make super sure that at no point do you drop the logical progression and lose the reader.

· It may be desirable, after we’ve had our first pass over this particular document, to go over it again, together (via Skype or face-to-face) to resolve any remaining issues of meaning and logical development and intelligibility.

My point in that last item is to highlight the fact that there may be issues in this paper that exceed mere matters of grammar and style.  In order to make it possible for you to use my services in the best possible way, it would be best to make extra sure you personally scrutinize the text thoroughly yourself, to best assure that I can spend my time “ironing out” relatively small points of style that impinge on the Readers’ ability to follow your argument, appreciate your methodological thinking, and finally take valuable lessons from your closing discussion.

· Finally, allow me room to apologize for not being able to finish this work by this time.  Preparations for my son’s arrival stole more time than I expected, and other creeping obligations imposed; I guess I can say I misjudged my availability!  I’m sorry for this.
I can continue to do some work on this, but the nature of the text is such that it’s going to necessitate more “re-work” than other jobs have required.  I’m afraid that time really is tight right now!
Here’s what I can recommend:

· I’ll finish this document.

· Carefully review my notes, and do a thorough review/rewrite, using my notes and modified document:  NOTE:  WAIT FOR MY FINAL SESSION (sesh05?)
· When my time frees up on the 20th, I can have another look at the revised text.

How does that sound?






