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	General
Comment
	A lot of language wrangling—coming close to concept wrangling—so read carefully!

	Abstract
	Note the major wrangling, and also note my removal of the word “respectively”; there were three pairs of dichotomies, and it was hard to know which two were being “respectivized” (as it were), and harder to believe that all three were. Aren’t you going to test for all cross cases? If there is an alignment of two (or more) sets of these categories, we can talk about it and put the word back in.

	2
	Therefore, in this study, we examine and demonstrate how, in image conflict situations, specific types of extension product advertising appeal can effectively elevate promotion-focused and prevention-focused consumers’ favorable brand extension attitudes. There were two experiments. Experiment 1 examines how different regulatory-focused individuals’ preferences are affected by types of advertising appeal for an extension whose product category and parent brand’s concepts are inconsistent. Experiment 2 examines the link effects on the extension attitude of prevention-focused individuals, when advertising appeal used for the extension product is inconsistent with the parent’s concepts.
I didn’t touch that last sentence. Please reread and see if you can clear it up a little, yourself; then I’ll revisit it.


