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PART  1: 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 
 

 
I find the topic basically very interesting and would therefore encourage the 
authors to further improve their study so that the results become more 
meaningful. I have the following comments in detail: 
 
- The research question is insufficiently stated in the introduction. What was 
the motivation for the study? What scientific literature should the study link to 
and what added value should the results provide to the scientific community? 
 
- The focus on the OASE café is not justified. What makes the OASE café a 
special object of inquiry? Are the empirical results generalizable despite the 
restriction to the OASE café? 
 
- The conceptual model is insufficiently explained. I miss a theoretical rationale 
for the individual variables and likewise a robust theoretical foundation for the 
assumed causal effects.  
 
- The hypotheses need to be better theoretically justified and anchored in the 
literature.  
 
- The research literature on purchase decision has not been exhaustively 
reviewed. In fact, there are already quite a number of related papers that have 
not been considered in the present study.  
 
- I would also like to see a better theoretical treatment of the purchase decision 
of millennials as a special focus group.  
 
 
 
I also have some methodological comments: 
 
- The data set is not described. Who participated in the study? What did the 
sample look like from a socio-demographic point of view, for example? Here it 
would be useful to include some descriptive statistics. 
 
- The sample size is comparatively small. What impact does this have on the 
results? 
 
- The items of the survey should be listed in a table. Furthermore, the sources 
for each item should be provided. 
 
- The procedure of construct formation is unclear. 
 
- The empirical model does not include control variables. 
 
- The Global F-test (Table 8) has only a low statistical significance, which is 
problematic for the interpretation of the results.  
 
- No robustness tests were performed.  
 
- There is also a missing section with empirical limitations.  
 
I would like the authors to take my comments as constructive criticism to help 
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further improve the manuscript. 
 
I wish good luck! 
 
 

Minor REVISION comments 
 

 
 
The manuscript should be linguistically revised and go through a proofreading process 
before publication. 
 
 

 

Optional/General comments 
 

 
 
I would be careful with the statement "research is causal because it is done with a 
quantitative method". The fact that the effects are causal must first be theoretically 
justified. The choice of a quantitative method does not turn the effects into causal 
relationships. 
 
 

 

 
 
PART  2:  
 

 
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) 

Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?  
 

 
(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details) 
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