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PART 1: Review Comments 
 

Compulsory  REVISION comments Reviewer’s comment Author’s Feedback (Please correct the manuscript and highlight 
that part 
in the manuscript. 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. Why 
do you like (or dislike) this manuscript? A minimum of 
3-4 sentences may be required for this part. 

  

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. 

Please delete all the figure about your finding in the abstract. 
 

Suggested to delete this sentence: “Results further indicate that the moderation model is a 
superior model than the direct effect model” 

 
I have written detailed comments and suggestions on your manuscripts. Please refer to it 
for further comments. 

 

Are subsections and structure of the 
manuscript appropriate? 

In the SECTION 2: THEORITICAL AND EMPIRICAL REVIEW, Section theoretical review; 
Recommended to write into the same paragraph. No need to separate outline for each theory, 
because your discussion about these theories is very minimum. 

 

Please write a few sentences regarding the 
scientific correctness of this manuscript. Why do 
you think that this manuscript is scientifically 
robust and technically sound? A minimum of 3-4 
sentences may be required 
for this part. 

This manuscript has sufficient methodology, data sampling and 
analysis. 
However, the author should write details about how the collect the data, either online or offline 
method, duration of the data sampling, and also what are the tools/software that had been used 
for data analysis. SPSS? SEM? Please write in details on the methodology section. 

 

Are the references sufficient and recent? If you 
have suggestions of additional references, please 
mention them in the review form. 
- 

Yes  

Minor REVISION comments 
 

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

 
Suitable 

 

Optional/General comments This is a good study and should be considered to accept for 
publication. However, there are few corrections t should been taken 
by the author: 

-     Amend on the abstract 
-     Find sources that mention financial knowledge and financial literacy is the same thing. 
- Write more about relationship between FK with retirement planning, before you can 

postulate your hypothesis. 
Other comments/suggestions, refer to the manuscript. 
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Reviewer’s comment Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that 

part in the manuscript. 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) 
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