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	PART  1: Comments



	
	Reviewer’s comment

Artificial Intelligence (AI) generated or assisted review comments are strictly prohibited during peer review.
	Author’s Feedback (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.


	This manuscript makes a valuable contribution to the scientific community by offering a structured and context-sensitive synthesis of how financial technology influences economic inclusion across different stages of economic development. By explicitly contrasting developed and developing economies, the study advances the literature beyond one-size-fits-all narratives and highlights the critical role of institutional quality, regulatory frameworks, and digital infrastructure in shaping inclusion outcomes. The integrative comparative approach helps reconcile fragmented empirical findings and provides a coherent framework for interpreting divergent results in prior studies. Moreover, the manuscript generates policy-relevant insights that are directly applicable to researchers, regulators, and development practitioners seeking to align FinTech innovation with inclusive and sustainable economic growth. 
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is largely suitable and academically sound. However, it can be refined to better reflect the manuscript’s comparative, institutional, and policy-oriented contribution, which would strengthen its appeal to high-quality journals and reviewers. 
	

	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.


	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive, well-structured, and appropriate for a scholarly audience. It successfully covers all core elements expected in a high-quality academic abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound, internally consistent, and methodologically appropriate for a comparative, review-based study. From a peer-review perspective, there are no fundamental scientific errors in the conceptual framing, use of theory, interpretation of evidence, or policy conclusions. The arguments are coherent, well-supported by the literature, and aligned with current academic understanding of FinTech and financial inclusion. 
	

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

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


	Yes, the language and English quality of the manuscript are clearly suitable for scholarly communication. The writing meets the standards expected in peer-reviewed journals in economics, finance, and development studies. The tone is formal, precise, and consistent, and the manuscript demonstrates strong command of academic English. 
	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript presents a well-structured, timely, and conceptually coherent examination of the relationship between financial technology and economic inclusion across developed and developing economies. The comparative and integrative approach is a notable strength, as it moves beyond context-neutral claims and highlights how institutional quality, regulatory frameworks, and digital infrastructure condition FinTech’s inclusion outcomes. The paper is clearly written, grounded in recent and relevant literature, and demonstrates strong alignment between its objectives, methodology, analysis, and conclusions.

The study makes a meaningful contribution to the existing literature by synthesizing fragmented empirical findings into a unified analytical framework that is accessible to both academic and policy audiences. The discussion and policy implications are particularly well developed and reflect an appropriate level of caution regarding causality and potential risks associated with FinTech expansion. Overall, the manuscript is suitable for publication after only minor refinements, primarily related to positioning (e.g., explicitly labeling the study as a comparative integrative review) and optional stylistic tightening rather than substantive content or scientific validity. 
	


	PART  2: 



	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (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 detail)

No, there are no apparent ethical issues in this manuscript. From a peer-review and research-ethics perspective, the study adheres to accepted ethical standards for review-based and secondary-data research. 
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