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	Reviewer’s comment
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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)



	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	This manuscript is important to the scientific community because it synthesises neuromarketing’s evolution, core concepts, and toolsets into a single, accessible theoretical account that can help researchers align terminology and select appropriate methods. By organising neuroimaging, physiological, self-report, and behavioural approaches alongside their practical constraints, it supports more rigorous study design and clearer interpretation of consumer neuroscience findings. Its focus on the Indian context highlights an under-explored research landscape and helps identify gaps where locally grounded evidence, standards, and ethical safeguards are still developing. Overall, the paper can serve as a useful springboard for future empirical work, interdisciplinary collaboration, and responsible application of neuromarketing in marketing science and consumer research.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? Do you suggest the addition (or deletion) of some points in this section? Please write your suggestions here.


	The abstract is generally clear, but it can be more comprehensive by explicitly stating the study design (a conceptual/theoretical review using secondary sources) and briefly indicating how sources were identified or scoped. It should also include one sentence on the paper’s key contribution, such as a structured classification of neuromarketing tools and what the Indian context discussion adds. I suggest adding a brief mention of the main challenges addressed (for example, ethics, privacy, high costs, and limited standardisation) to align with the title. 
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is broadly scientifically sound at a conceptual level (it correctly frames neuromarketing as an interdisciplinary approach and accurately groups common tool families and applications), but several factual and technical points need correction for scientific precision. 
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The reference list is moderately sufficient, but it is not as recent as it could be for a fast-developing area like neuromarketing and consumer neuroscience. Many citations cluster around 2010–2022, with a few newer items, so I recommend adding recent review and ethics-focused papers (2024–2025) to strengthen the manuscript’s authority and update the discussion on privacy, neural data, and methodological trends.
	

	Is the language/English quality of the article suitable for scholarly communications?


	The English is understandable and generally suitable for scholarly communication, but it needs moderate language polishing to meet journal standards. There are frequent issues with grammar (articles, subject-verb agreement), awkward phrasing, inconsistent tense, and several misspellings and terminology errors (including some technical terms).
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript addresses a relevant topic and provides a useful overview of neuromarketing’s evolution, tools, applications, and challenges, with a welcome attempt to highlight the Indian context. To strengthen the paper, please improve the methodological transparency of the conceptual review (how sources were identified and synthesised), verify and correct key historical claims, and add more recent high-quality academic sources.
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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)


	


Reviewer details:

Dinesh Deckker, Wrexham University, UK

Created by: DR
              Checked by: PM                                           Approved by: MBM
   
Version: 3 (07-07-2024)


