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	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.

	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 addresses a significant gap in the literature by examining financial literacy and risk tolerance among college students in a developing regional context (Northeast India) that has received limited scholarly attention. The study is timely given the rapid expansion of digital financial platforms and fintech services targeting young adults in India, yet with inadequate financial knowledge foundations. Understanding how cognitive and behavioral factor, rather than demographic characteristics, shape investment decisions is crucial for designing effective financial education interventions. The findings provide empirical evidence that could inform policy recommendations for both educational institutions and financial service providers in similar developing contexts.
	

	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 contains the essential elements of research communication, including the research question, sample size (415 respondents), and methodological approach (logistic regression, ordered logit). The main findings are stated clearly.However, there are specific revisions needed to improve clarity and accuracy. First, the abstract claims that higher literacy scores are "consistently linked" to investment, but this relationship is only significant in the windfall scenario (p = 0.060 in actual investment participation). The abstract should be revised to read: "While financial literacy shows marginal significance for actual investment participation (p = 0.060), it significantly influences hypothetical investment allocation preferences."Second, the claim about "allocation across different options" should be removed or revised given that portfolio diversification data proved unreliable due to zero variance. The abstract currently obscures this data quality issue.Third, the phrase "modest levels of financial literacy" is not clear and should be replaced with a specific statement such as "an average literacy score of 3.24 out of 5." Similarly, the risk tolerance finding is understated and should be strengthened to: "Risk tolerance emerges as the stronger behavioral driver, with coefficients approximately 1.4 times larger than literacy effects."I would recommend adding one sentence that clarifies the distinction between actual investment behavior (logistic regression) and hypothetical choices (ordered logit), as these represent different constructs.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript contains critical scientific errors that prevent acceptance.

First, the asset count analysis is scientifically invalid. Table 1 shows that asset count has a mean of 1.00 with a standard deviation of 0.00, meaning that all respondents have exactly one asset. You acknowledge this as an "unreliable tick-all response." This zero variance makes the Poisson regression specified in Equation 2 meaningless, as a variable with no variation cannot be analyzed. You mention that "Negative Binomial model were employed as a robustness check" but do not present any results from this alternative specification. This analysis must either be completely removed, or you must present the actual distribution of assets held by respondents with genuine variance in the data.

Second, you state in Section 3.3 that "average marginal effects (AMEs) were computed to interpret the change in probability associated with a one unit increase in each predictor," yet you never present these values anywhere in the manuscript. For logistic regression, AMEs are scientifically required for proper interpretation. Without them, readers cannot understand the practical significance of your findings. You must report AMEs alongside the coefficients shown in Table 3, including 95% confidence intervals.

Third, there is a misrepresentation of statistical significance. In Table 3, the coefficient for financial literacy has p = 0.060. In your Section 4.1 discussion, you state this is "positive and statistically significant at the margin." This is scientifically inaccurate. A p-value of 0.060 does not meet the conventional significance threshold of α = 0.05. The correct statement would be: "The effect of financial literacy approaches marginal significance but does not meet the conventional significance threshold (p = 0.060)."

Fourth, Section 3.4 states that robustness tests were conducted, including "re-estimating Model 1 with a Probit specification, which led to the same qualitative outcomes, and replacing the literacy score with a binary high-literacy dummy." However, no results from these tests are presented anywhere in the manuscript. Either these results must be presented in a supplementary table with coefficients and p-values, or these claims must be removed entirely. Mentioning tests that were performed but not showing results is scientifically unacceptable.

Fifth, in Section 4.2 you claim that risk tolerance has "an even more powerful impact" than financial literacy. However, no formal statistical test (such as a Wald test) is provided to support this comparison. Comparing the raw coefficient magnitudes (0.312 versus 0.441 in Table 4) without a test of coefficient equality is insufficient justification.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally adequate in scope and timeliness, with coverage spanning foundational work (Lusardi and Mitchell, van Rooij et al.) and recent studies from 2023 to 2025. The inclusion of both developed and developing country contexts is appropriate for your argument.

However, there are notable gaps that should be addressed. Your measurement of financial literacy uses five multiple-choice questions without any discussion of scale validation or reliability testing (Cronbach's alpha). The literature on financial literacy measurement validation should include Lusardi's work on scale development and validation practices. Similarly, your measure of risk tolerance is a single Likert-scale item without reference to validated multi-item instruments. You should cite Dohmen et al. (2011) in the Journal of the European Economic Association, which provides the standard approach to measuring individual risk attitudes with validated scales.

The manuscript would benefit from stronger coverage of behavioral finance theory. While you mention prospect theory implicitly in your discussion of risk tolerance, you do not cite foundational work by Kahneman and Tversky on decision-making under uncertainty, which directly supports your behavioral framework.

For the India-specific context, additional references to fintech adoption among Indian youth and behavioral aspects of digital financial inclusion would strengthen the introduction and motivate why this particular population matters for policy.

Finally, several of your recent citations (particularly works listed as 2025) appear to be either works in progress or contain unusual citation patterns that suggest possible self-citation without clear disclosure. These should be clarified for transparency.
	

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


	The manuscript is generally written in clear, scholarly English suitable for academic communication. However, several corrections are needed before publication.

In Section 1, there is an instance where "Financial literacy" contains invisible or corrupted characters that should be cleaned in a final version. Also in Section 1, the phrase "The findings relates need for more robust" contains a grammatical error and should read "The findings relate to the need for more robust."

In Section 3.3, the sentence states "Estimated coefficients was interpreted as semi elasticities," but the verb should be "were" to agree with the plural subject "coefficients." Similarly, in Section 3.4, the phrase "detected a Negative Binomial model were employed" should use "was employed" in the singular form, or the sentence should be restructured.

Throughout Section 2, the Literature Review contains several lengthy sentences that would benefit from being broken into shorter units for improved readability. For example, sentences that contain multiple clauses separated by commas would be clearer if divided into separate sentences.

In Section 4.1, the phrase "statistically significant at the margin only" is ambiguous and should be replaced with "approaches marginal significance" for greater precision in scientific communication.

With these copy-editing revisions, the language quality will be fully suitable for publication in a scholarly journal.
	

	Optional/General comments


	There is a fundamental issue with your core empirical result that deserves explicit discussion. Your logistic regression model produces a McFadden Pseudo R² of only 0.061, meaning that financial literacy, risk tolerance, and all your demographic controls together explain only 6% of the variance in investment participation. This raises an important scientific question: What explains the remaining 94% of variation?

Several possibilities warrant investigation. There may be unmeasured variables such as family financial background, prior investment experience, access to capital, or exposure to friends and family who invest. The binary yes/no question on investment participation may be too crude a measure and could be capturing only whether someone has ever invested rather than intensity or frequency of investment behavior. There may be behavioral barriers beyond knowledge and risk tolerance, such as procrastination, mental accounting, or social norms within the student population.

The contrast between your results is instructive. The ordered logit model for the hypothetical windfall scenario shows much stronger results, with financial literacy significant at p = 0.008 and risk tolerance at p = 0.002. This disparity between stated preferences and actual investment behavior is a well-documented phenomenon in behavioral economics but is not explicitly discussed in your manuscript. I would recommend adding a paragraph to your Discussion section that acknowledges this gap: "The stronger results in the hypothetical windfall scenario compared to actual investment participation suggest a divergence between stated preferences and revealed behavior. This finding aligns with behavioral economics research demonstrating gaps between what individuals say they would do and what they actually do with financial resources."

This addition would strengthen the scientific contribution by situating your results within established behavioral frameworks.
	


	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? 


	No
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