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Reviewer A:
Dear author,
I welcome the submission of your work and the approach to savings from a behavioral perspective.
Some observations include:
Remove references that are older than 10 years and do not contribute significantly to the article.
We removed the references older than 10 years, with the exception of Kahneman & Tversky, 1972, as it is a classic study.
Summarize the introduction so that it highlights the most important points you want to demonstrate or prove.
We summarized the introduction to 667 words.
Clearly mark the hypothesis to be tested and verify your result in the discussion section.
We modified the objective by clarifying the hypothesis and discussing it in the corresponding section.

Recommendation: Accept Submission


------------------------------------------------------
Reviewer B:
(1) Originality. The manuscript offers a timely, new and significant contribution to Interamerican psychology. The manuscript expands the theoretical, empirical, and practical understanding of the topic.
Partially
The relationship between savings behaviour and behavioural economics factors is an area of growing interest in both economic and psychological research. Exploring the behavioural determinants of saving can provide valuable insights for the design of public policies, financial education strategies, and financial inclusion programmes in Latin America. The manuscript refers to key concepts in behavioural economics, such as loss aversion, overconfidence, and scarcity mindset, suggesting an interdisciplinary approach between economics and behavioural psychology. Furthermore, the use of Global Findex 2021 data lends empirical validity to the study, allowing for an analysis of global savings trends.
However, several limitations reduce the manuscript’s originality. Methodologically, the study does not introduce an innovative approach, as it relies on a standard regression model and correlation analysis, techniques that have been widely used in previous research on savings behaviour. 
We appreciate the reviewer’s observation regarding the methodological approach. While it is true that the study employs standard regression and correlation techniques, our contribution lies not in advancing methodology but in applying these established tools to a new context and dataset. This allows us to address gaps in the literature by providing empirical evidence from a population that has been understudied. The approach ensures comparability with prior research while generating findings that extend current knowledge on savings behaviour.”
While the manuscript references behavioural economics theories, it does not include empirical measures of cognitive biases, savings attitudes, or financial self-control, which limits its contribution to Interamerican psychology, as it does not clearly distinguish itself from purely economic studies.
We have included the results of a survey conducted among university students, where we asked about their attitudes toward saving and financial self-control. Unfortunately, due to time constraints, it could only be applied to 46students, but their responses reveal details about their motivation to save, impulsive behaviors, and use of financial technology. 
Additionally, although the findings may be applicable to Latin America, the study does not explicitly analyse the economic and social specificities of the region. Structural variables such as labour informality, trust in financial institutions, or access to financial products, which are crucial factors influencing savings behaviour in Latin America, are not considered.
While our dataset does not include structural variables such as labor informality or institutional trust, we have incorporated additional elements that can contribute to understanding savings behavior in the Latin American context, including financial literacy indicators, borrowing motives, and digital financial skills. We have now made this contribution more explicit in the manuscript.
While the study addresses a relevant and emerging topic, its contribution to Interamerican psychology is limited due to the absence of an innovative methodological approach, the lack of empirical measurement of psychological variables, and the absence of a contextualised analysis for Latin America. To strengthen its originality, the manuscript would benefit from incorporating direct measurements of behavioural factors related to saving behaviour, expanding the analysis to include structural variables specific to Latin America, such as income levels, financial literacy, and institutional trust, and introducing a methodological innovation in the measurement or modelling of psychological determinants of saving. With these improvements, the manuscript would provide a more meaningful contribution to the field of Interamerican psychology.
The objective of the present study is to examine behavioural correlates of saving using the variables available in the dataset, rather than to develop new methodological approaches or measure psychological constructs directly. We recognize that expanding the analysis to include structural variables specific to Latin America and incorporating psychological indicators would further enrich the contribution to Interamerican psychology; however, such variables are not part of the current dataset. We have clarified this scope in the manuscript and have expanded the discussion to situate our findings within the broader Latin American context.
(2) Research [if applicable].  If the manuscript is based on empirical evidence, does the quantitative or qualitative methodology fit the research question(s)?
The study employs a quantitative approach based on linear regression, which is appropriate for analysing factors associated with savings. Additionally, it uses data from Global Findex 2021, a reliable and widely recognised source in studies on financial inclusion and economic behaviour. The manuscript also includes statistical tests such as Shapiro-Wilk (normality), Durbin-Watson (independence of residuals), and Breusch-Pagan (heteroscedasticity), demonstrating rigour in evaluating the assumptions of the regression model.
However, the study presents significant methodological limitations. Although correlations and regression coefficients are examined, no advanced techniques are used to address issues of endogeneity or reverse causality. For instance, it is unclear whether the observed relationship between digitalisation and savings occurs because greater digital access facilitates savings, or if individuals who already have stronger saving habits are more likely to have access to digital financial services. A key limitation is the absence of direct measurements of psychological factors. While the study refers to concepts such as self-control, loss aversion, and overconfidence, these variables are not empirically measured. This creates a gap between the study’s objectives and its methodology. 
We fully agree that the absence of direct measurements of psychological constructs—such as self-control, loss aversion, and overconfidence—creates a gap between the theoretical framework and the empirical approach. Unfortunately, these variables are not included in the dataset, which makes their direct measurement methodologically unfeasible within the scope of the present study. We have clarified this limitation in the manuscript. Additionally, we note that we are currently developing a follow-up study that will incorporate validated psychological scales to empirically assess these constructs and examine their relationship with saving behavior in greater depth
If the research question explicitly includes behavioral aspects, one would expect the inclusion of variables related to financial impulsivity, spending habits, or future expectations, yet these are not present in the analysis.
We modified the objective of our study, and it is now clearer: This paper aims to examine the behavioral and contextual determinants of savings, identifying key impediments beyond income levels, through a mixed-method analysis of Global Findex 2025 data. 
There is an inconsistency between the research question and the methodology used. If the objective of the study is to analyze the determinants of savings from a behavioral perspective or to examine psychological factors influencing savings behavior, the methodology is insufficient and should be complemented with direct behavioral measurements.
We modified the question and the objective of our study, even we added a questionnaire to know some behaviors and attitudes to saving.  
Are the sampling techniques, systematic data collection, and data analysis appropriate for the study?
Partially.
The study is based on data from 140 countries, providing a large sample size that allows for comparisons across different economies. Additionally, there are no missing values in the dataset, indicating proper data cleaning procedures. Statistical tests have been applied to validate the reliability of the model, ensuring that the findings are based on a structured analytical approach.
However, several methodological aspects require further clarification. The study does not specify whether differentiated analyses were conducted for Latin America, income levels, or financial development, which could affect the interpretation of results in specific contexts. 
Additionally, the selection of independent variables is not justified beyond their availability in the dataset. For example, it is unclear why credit card usage was included as a predictor of savings, while key financial determinants such as per capita income or financial literacy were not considered.
That's an interesting comment, but financial education does not appear in the Global Index data, so it was not considered..
Another significant limitation is the lack of discussion on multicollinearity. Some variables exhibit high correlations (e.g., Digitalization and CardC, with a correlation of 0.91), which could introduce redundancy in the regression model and affect the accuracy of coefficient estimates.
The two variables explain the same thing, so it was suggested that one be eliminated. We did so, and the new model is presented in this corrected version.
While the sampling techniques and data collection process are appropriate in terms of representativeness and data quality, there are weaknesses in the justification for variable selection and in controlling for multicollinearity. Furthermore, the lack of segmentation by income level or region could limit the applicability of the results to specific contexts such as Latin America, where structural factors may influence savings behavior differently.
We appreciate the reviewer’s comment. Our objective in this study is to identify overarching behavioural trends in savings, which is why the analysis was not conducted at the regional or income-segmented level. We have clarified this point in the manuscript and acknowledged that future research should explore regional and socioeconomic differences, particularly given their relevance for Latin America.”

Do the data support the findings?
Partially.
On the positive side, the model presents an adjusted R² of 83.75%, indicating that a large portion of the variability in savings behavior can be predicted by the included variables. However, a high adjusted R² does not necessarily imply that the model explains the causality of savings behavior.
This issue is particularly relevant considering the study's objective:
“Given this context, the objective of this article is to analyze the determinants of saving, as well as some barriers that hinder it, to examine behavioral factors that influence financial decision-making in this area.”
 We changed the wording of the objective to avoid any ambiguity.
The use of the term "determinants" suggests that the study seeks to identify factors influencing savings, which could imply an intention to establish causality. However, the formulation of the objective is ambiguous, as it does not explicitly state that the study aims to prove causality. Instead, it appears to focus more on correlations. This statement assumes a causal relationship without additional evidence to support it, which can lead to misleading conclusions.
The manuscript also references behavioral factors such as present bias, loss aversion, and overconfidence as explanations for savings behavior. However, there are no variables in the model that directly measure these biases. Their presence is inferred based on previous studies, but they are not empirically tested using the dataset employed in this study.
Thank you for this comment. Measuring behavioral biases directly was not part of the study’s objective, and the dataset does not contain variables that allow such measurement. We have revised the objective to make this distinction explicit and to ensure greater clarity in how these concepts are used.”
What is the issue with this approach? While it is valid to reference previous studies to contextualize the findings, if the model does not directly measure these psychological factors, it cannot be claimed that they explain savings behavior in this specific sample.
We applied a scale to 45 undergraduate students to address this point, and the findings were integrated into the results section. 
Are findings contextualized in light of previous literature?
Yes, but with areas for improvement.
The study’s findings are contextualized within the existing literature, incorporating both traditional economic theories, such as those proposed by Keynes, Modigliani, and Friedman, as well as behavioral economics approaches developed by Thaler, Kahneman, and Tversky. Additionally, relevant cognitive biases associated with savings behavior—loss aversion, self-control, and scarcity mindset—are discussed, aligning with previous studies in the field.
However, these behavioral factors are not empirically tested within the analysis, as the model does not include variables that directly measure them, limiting their validation within the sample used. Furthermore, the study does not examine potential differences in savings behavior across socioeconomic levels or regions, which are crucial for better understanding its dynamics in Latin America, where factors such as labor informality and trust in the financial system may influence savings decisions. Finally, the study would benefit from a comparison with recent empirical research on savings in the region, which would help assess whether the findings are consistent with other studies and strengthen their external validity.
 Thank you for the suggestion, but we did not find recent studies examining this issue.
(6) Writing. Is the manuscript well written, grammatically correct, free of spelling errors, cohesive, and logically organized?
Yes.
The manuscript is written in an academic tone and maintains a clear structure in terms of introduction, methodology, analysis, and conclusions. The language is technical and appropriate for a quantitative study in economics and behavioral finance, and no evident spelling errors have been detected. Furthermore, the document follows a logical structure, adhering to the standard format for empirical studies.
However, the interpretation of results section could benefit from clearer organization. In particular, there should be a clearer distinction between statistical findings and theoretical interpretations. It is recommended to restructure the discussion of results to clearly differentiate between what the model empirically demonstrates and what is inferred from previous studies.
The results and discussion section was restructured as suggested.
Are conclusions stated clearly?
Yes, but partially.
The conclusions section summarizes the model’s results and highlights key findings. However, in some instances, interpretations based on previous studies are presented as if they were findings of the study itself. Additionally, while the manuscript states that its findings are consistent with the literature, it does not adequately discuss methodological limitations, such as potential multicollinearity, lack of control for key variables such as income and financial literacy, and the absence of causal techniques.
The objective, model, and complementary test were corrected. Based on this, the discussion and conclusions were restructured.
The study highlights the importance of behavioral factors but does not specify how these results could be applied to public policies or financial inclusion strategies. Providing a clearer discussion on the practical implications of the findings would enhance the relevance and impact of the conclusions.
Do the author(s) appropriately reference primary and secondary sources, and indicate any headings and sub-headings, using the style of the current APA publication manual? Feel free to directly correct any English and make suggestions for clarity. 
The manuscript requires a review of APA formatting. For example, the tables presented do not adhere to APA format, as outlined in both the 6th edition and the most recent 7th edition of the APA Publication Manual. Additionally, while references to primary and secondary sources are provided, a more careful examination is needed to ensure that all citations and references comply with APA style requirements, including proper formatting of in-text citations, reference lists, and headings.
[bookmark: _GoBack]We appreciate the comment. The manuscript has now been fully revised to adhere to APA 7th edition formatting, including tables, in-text citations, and reference list entries.
