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Compulsory REVISION comments 
 
1. Is the manuscript important for scientific community? 
      (Please write few sentences on this manuscript) 
 
2. Is the title of the article suitable? 

(If not please suggest an alternative title) 
 

3. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
 
4. Are subsections and structure of the manuscript appropriate? 

 
5. Do you think the manuscript is scientifically correct? 

 
6. Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestion of 

additional references, please mention in the review form. 
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additional suggestions/comments) 
 

 
 
1. Yes, this manuscript is important for today’s scientific community to provide knowledge 

and information regarding the prevalence of Fintech in our community. 
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- The background to the study, research problem and research objective should be 
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- In the research hypothesis section, the author did not explain clearly why he/she 
propose such the hypothesis, what is the reason behind? 

- In the methodology section, the author did not explain for instance, the BLUE 
assumption of applying multiple regression analysis 

- The author did not put the title of each table which should follow the manuscript 
template 

- In the discussion of finding section, please provide the dark-side/opponent  of the 
research finding by proposing the contra argument scholars of the author opinion.  
The author only provide the “pro” section argument of his/hers. 
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