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	PART  1: 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. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may be required for this part.


	The article contains an interesting analysis of the psychological factors that influence the use of credit cards by young bank employees in Sri Lanka. From a behavioural economics perspective, there are several strengths and areas for improvement.

The theoretical foundation could be strengthened by incorporating key established behavioural economic theories such as Mental Accounting Theory (Thaler, 1985), Prospect Theory (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979) and Present Bias concepts (Laibson, 1997). These would provide deeper insights into the way people mentally categorise spending and evaluate financial risks/rewards.

From a methodological perspective, the quantitative approach is sound, but there are some concerns about sample bias as the study only focuses on banking professionals. The 5-point Likert scale may not capture nuanced aspects of behaviour - the inclusion of experimental methods such as choice experiments would strengthen the design.

Variable construction could be improved, particularly for financial optimism and social status measures. The analysis would benefit from a separation between objective and subjective status measures and the inclusion of validated scales from the behavioural finance literature.

Critical variables that should be added include:

· Time preferences (delay discounting tasks)

· Measures of risk attitudes

· Analysis of behavioural heterogeneity


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	While the current title adequately describes the study, it could be more concise while retaining key information. A suggested alternative would be: "Psychological determinants of credit card usage among young banking professionals in Sri Lanka"

This version:

· It is more concise and retains the most important information

· Uses "determinants" instead of "determinants" for a better reading flow

· Specifies "bankers" directly


	

	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 current abstract provides a solid foundation, but could be improved for better scholarly communication. Whilst it outlines the study design, methodology and key findings, some key elements could be added to make it more comprehensive. There should be a clear statement about the research gap, such as: "Despite the increasing use of credit cards by young bank employees in Sri Lanka, there is limited research on the psychological factors that influence their usage behaviour." The theoretical framework underlying the study (TAM and TPB) should be mentioned. The abstract would benefit from more specific statistical results, including correlation values for key relationships. In addition, the practical implications should be made more explicit to emphasise the value of the study for financial institutions.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript exhibits solid scientific rigour in several areas, but also has some room for improvement. The theoretical foundation appropriately incorporates established theories and presents a clear conceptual framework with well-defined variables. The methodology utilises appropriate quantitative approaches with PLS-SEM and an appropriate sample size (384) based on Krejcie and Morgan's table. The statistical analysis includes appropriate reliability tests and a thorough assessment of multicollinearity.

However, some areas need improvement:

· Some constructs have lower than ideal reliability values

· Potential self-selection bias in the sample

· Limited discussion of effect sizes

· Lack of robustness testing

· Need for stronger theoretical justification of hypotheses


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The current reference list is generally adequate but could be improved. About 60% of the references are from the last 5 years, which is acceptable. The list includes appropriate foundational works and recent research from the fields of behavioural economics, consumer psychology and banking sector studies. However, some important recent works could be added, especially in the areas of:

· Digital payment technologies

· Recent studies on banking in Sri Lanka

· Psychological factors in banking behaviour

· Behavioural economic developments


	

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


	The language of the manuscript is generally suitable for academic communication but needs some refinement. While appropriate academic terminology is used and the standard format of an essay is followed, some areas need improvement:

· Inconsistent use of tense in all sections

· Some strings of sentences, especially in the literature review

· Occasional imprecise choice of words

· Inconsistencies in punctuation

· Some informal expressions that should be replaced by more academic alternatives

These improvements would enhance the scientific quality of the manuscript while preserving its valuable contributions to the field.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)


	

	Are there competing interest issues in this manuscript?
	
	

	If plagiarism is suspected, please provide related proofs or web links.
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