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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 timely and underexplored intersection of financial literacy, financial technology (FinTech) adoption, and retirement preparedness, specifically within the educator workforce in a developing Asian context (Iloilo City, Philippines). By moving beyond traditional studies that focus solely on financial knowledge, the inclusion of technology adoption as a correlate of retirement planning offers a novel perspective relevant to increasingly digitalised economies. The findings provide valuable insights for policymakers, school administrators, and financial educators in the Philippines and similar emerging markets, highlighting the need to integrate digital financial skills into retirement planning programs. Furthermore, the study contributes to the limited body of literature on the financial well-being of private school educators, a professional group often facing unique pension and job security challenges.
	





PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	5
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	





PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

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


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The title is clear, descriptive, and accurately reflects the study's variables, population, and location.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The abstract follows the IMRaD structure well, clearly stating the aims, design, methodology (including sample size and key measures), main results (including correlation coefficients), and conclusion.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	PARTIALLY. The study design and statistical methods are largely appropriate. However, a major scientific concern is the use of Pearson's r for the overall relationship between Financial Technology Adoption and Retirement Preparedness (Table 6), despite using Spearman's rs for the subscales, without a clear justification for switching parametric/non-parametric tests. Also, the conclusion states "young educators," but the modal age group is 20-30 (33.2%), followed closely by 31-40 (31.6%), which represents a mix of early and mid-career professionals. Saying "generally young" is an overstatement.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	YES. The reference list is robust (n=44), includes seminal works (Lusardi & Messy), and features a good proportion of recent publications (2023-2025), demonstrating currency.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

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

	NO. The authors explicitly state that informed consent was obtained and that the study received ethical clearance from the Iloilo Doctors' College Institutional Research Ethics Committee (IDIREC). This is properly documented.
	




PART  3

	Editorial Comments (This section is reserved for the comments from journal editorial office and editors):


	
	Author’s Feedback

	The manuscript presents a relevant and novel investigation with a solid methodological foundation, clear results, and a well-structured presentation. The use of validated instruments, proper sampling, and ethical clearance are strengths. However, major revisions are required to address: 1) Inconsistent application of parametric vs. non-parametric correlation tests without justification, 2) Overstatement of the "young" age demographic in the conclusion, and 3) A relatively superficial discussion that does not sufficiently interpret unexpected findings (e.g., low financial knowledge despite high literacy overall, or why trust in FinTech remains average).
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