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	FINAL EVALUATOR’S comments on revised paper (if any)
	Authors’ response to final evaluator’s comments

	FEEDBACK ON SECOND VERSION OF THIS PAPER

A. Many of the ‘objective’ review comments in 2.1 have been incorporated nicely. These include:
1 (Title): Title now specifies the three constructs in parentheses.

2 (Abstract): Fully rewritten in structured academic format (Purpose, Design, Findings, etc.).

3 (Keywords): Now 7 keywords, including all missing items.

5 (Research objectives): A distinct “Research objective” section has been inserted.

8 (Ethical issues): An Ethical Statement explains minimal‑risk exemption, links to institutional policy, and a Consent Statement confirms written informed consent was obtained.

9 (Results clarity): Table rows now read SFK→FB, FA→FB, LOC→FB.

10 (Tables/Figures): Figure 1 now clearly labels all paths. 

14 (References): Duplicates removed, formatting is now consistent.

15 (Language): Abstract and overall language are now formal and appropriate.

B. Three of the ‘objective’ review comments in 2.1 have been partially incorporated. These are not ‘fatal errors’ and include:

4 (Background): Partially. The introduction has been reorganised but still leans heavily on the same PwC figure; no additional evidence added.

6 (Literature review): Partially. Literature review is integrated with hypothesis development, reducing repetition, though some overlap remains.

11 (Discussion): Partially. One paragraph acknowledges the non‑significant result (null LOC) but offers limited deeper exploration.

C. Three of the ‘objective’ review comments in 2.1 have NOT been incorporated. Two of these )Methodology and Conclusions) are fatal errors and are scientifically embarrassing. These include:

7 (Research methodology): Convenience sample; applying Yamane’s formula to a non‑probability sample is not defensible. The revised paper still states, “This research followed Yamane’s (1967) formula to calculate the appropriate sample size…”. The methodological flaw persists.

12 (Conclusions): The recommendations/implications section retains similarly strong, unhedged recommendations not supported by these data.

13 (Limitations): The “Limitations and Future Studies” section now lists future research directions but does not explicitly name the current study’s limitations (causality, sampling bias, social desirability).

D. The editorial comments in Part 3 of the peer review have all been nicely fixed. These are:
· Section 7.2 claimed an untested multi‑step pathway; potentially AI‑generated hyperbole – this unsupported claim has been removed.

· Sample demographics were inconsistent (above 60 years vs. 18–60 inclusion criterion) – the population description has been revised to “age 18 and over”; “unemployed” has been corrected to “self‑employed” in narrative.

· Piaget’s theory applied to adults without justification – a brief justification linking formal operational stage to adult financial behaviour has been added.

· Inconsistent abbreviation (LOC/LC) – now consistently “LOC”.

SUGGESTIONS FOR POSSIBLE THIRD VERSION OF THIS PAPER

My suggestion is that the outstanding peer review comments on the first version of this paper still need to be incorporated. Of the four outstanding issues that were not addressed in the second version, two are scientifically ‘fatal’ and would embarrass the journal should they be published. My recommendation is that the following changes still need to be made:

(a) Non-fatal Weaknesses

1. Insufficient limitations section (Item 13). The revised “Limitations and Future Studies” section does not acknowledge the key weaknesses of the current design—cross‑sectional (no causality), reliance on self‑reported data (social desirability bias), self‑selection bias from social‑media recruitment, and generalisability beyond the obtained convenience sample. These must be stated explicitly.

2. Weak discussion of null LOC finding (Item 11). The result that locus of control does not significantly predict financial behaviour or well‑being is potentially the most theoretically interesting finding, yet it receives only a cursory paragraph. A deeper discussion of possible cultural, economic, or measurement factors would strengthen the paper.

(b) Fatal Mistakes

3. Yamane’s formula for a convenience sample (Item 7 and Part 2.2). The paper still uses Yamane’s (1967) formula as the primary justification for a sample size of 444 drawn from a purposive convenience sample. This is methodologically incorrect and must be removed or replaced with a simple statement that 444 is the obtained sample size, accompanied by a frank discussion of the associated limitations.

4. Overconfident policy recommendations (Item 12). The recommendations are still presented as strong, actionable directives, without acknowledging that the findings derive from a non‑probability sample in a single country, limiting their prescriptive force.
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	Guideline
	MARKS for this  REVISED manuscript

	Give OVERALL MARKS you want to give to this  REVISED manuscript 
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Accept (8-10)

Revision required: (4-8)

Rejected: (0-4)
	MARKS: 6 out of 10
Recommendation: Accept after major revisions.

The paper addresses a genuine research gap and the core analytical approach (PLS‑SEM mediation) is appropriate. Most reviewer comments have been incorporated, but the unresolved methodological justification (Yamane), the missing explicit limitations, and the still‑overconfident recommendations represent serious flaws that must be corrected. I therefore recommend that the editor invite a revised submission (third version), addressing the two non-fatal weaknesses and the two fatal mistakes outlined above.
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