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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.


	The manuscript addresses a highly relevant and timely issue at the intersection of financial technology and economic inclusion, a topic of growing importance for policymakers, researchers, and development institutions. By adopting a comparative perspective between developed and developing economies, the study adds analytical depth beyond single-country or region-specific analyses. The paper contributes to understanding how FinTech functions differently depending on institutional quality, regulatory frameworks, and digital infrastructure. Its emphasis on mobile money, digital payments, and alternative credit mechanisms is particularly significant for developing economies with large unbanked populations. The manuscript also offers policy-relevant insights that can inform inclusive growth strategies. Overall, the topic is important and well-aligned with contemporary debates on sustainable and inclusive development.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is clear, precise, and accurately reflects the scope and objectives of the study. It effectively communicates the comparative nature of the analysis and the central focus on FinTech and economic inclusion. The wording is appropriate for an academic audience and aligns well with the manuscript’s content.
	

	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 abstract is comprehensive and well-structured, covering the background, objectives, methodology, key findings, and conclusions. However, it could be further strengthened by:

· Including specific quantitative indicators (e.g., changes in account ownership or mobile money usage rates).

· Reducing some descriptive phrasing to improve conciseness.

· No major deletions are necessary; minor tightening and inclusion of numerical highlights would improve clarity and impact.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound and conceptually coherent. The theoretical integration of financial intermediation theory and institutional economics is appropriate and well-articulated. The use of secondary data from reputable sources (World Bank, IMF, OECD) and synthesis of recent peer-reviewed literature supports the validity of the conclusions. While the study does not establish causal relationships, this limitation is clearly acknowledged, which strengthens its scientific integrity.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are sufficient, relevant, and largely recent, with many citations from 2020–2025. The inclusion of systematic reviews and high-quality journal articles strengthens the academic foundation. As an enhancement, the author may consider adding a few empirical studies focusing on FinTech risks (e.g., over-indebtedness, data privacy) to balance the discussion.
	

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


	The language is clear, formal, and appropriate for scholarly communication. The manuscript is well-written with logical flow and minimal grammatical issues. Only minor stylistic refinements are needed to reduce verbosity in some sections.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This article presents a thoughtful and well-structured comparative analysis of FinTech’s role in promoting economic inclusion across developed and developing economies. Its main strength lies in moving beyond generalized claims about FinTech by emphasizing contextual differences shaped by institutional quality, regulatory capacity, and infrastructure readiness. The conceptual framework is clear, and the propositions are logically derived from the literature.

The comparative discussion is balanced and nuanced. The manuscript convincingly shows that FinTech acts as a transformational inclusion mechanism in developing economies, while playing a more incremental, efficiency-enhancing role in developed contexts. The policy implications are clearly articulated and tailored to different economic settings, which enhances the paper’s practical relevance.

From an academic standpoint, the manuscript is technically sound, well-referenced, and clearly written. While the lack of primary empirical analysis limits causal inference, the authors are transparent about this limitation and appropriately frame the study as a comparative synthesis rather than a causal test. This aligns well with the stated objectives.

Minor improvements could be made by tightening the abstract, slightly reducing repetition in the discussion, and briefly engaging with potential downsides of FinTech-led inclusion. These issues, however, do not undermine the paper’s overall quality.

In conclusion, the manuscript meets the criteria of being scientifically robust and technically sound. It makes a meaningful contribution to the literature on digital finance and inclusive development and is suitable for publication with minor revisions.
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	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	None identified. The study relies on secondary data and published sources.
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