
Review Form (Review)
	Journal Name:
	Journal of Global Economics, Management and Business Research 

	Manuscript Number:
	Ms_JGEMBR_14814

	Title of the Manuscript: 
	The impact of financial technology (FinTech) innovations: Prospects and challenges

	Type of the Article
	REVIEW ARTICLE




PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript)


	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	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 study adds value by providing recent empirical evidence on how different FinTech channels affect bank performance in Nigeria. It helps researchers and policymakers understand which digital banking tools most strongly influence profitability.

	



PART 2.1 (Objective Publication)

	


	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the paper? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the title is clear and appropriate as it accurately reflects the study’s focus on FinTech innovations and their impact on bank performance in Nigeria.
Rating: 5 (Excellent)
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive as it clearly outlines the study’s objective, methodology, data, key findings, and main conclusions in a concise manner.
Rating: 5 (Excellent)
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the keywords are appropriate and useful as they accurately reflect the main concepts of the study, including FinTech, ATM, POS, internet banking, and bank performance in Nigeria.
Rating: 5 (Excellent)
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the background is sufficient and well organized, as it clearly explains FinTech development in Nigeria, the cashless policy, and the specific channels under study while logically leading to the research gap.
Rating: 5 (Excellent)

	

	5. Are the objectives clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the objectives are clearly stated, as the study explicitly identifies the impact of ATM, POS, and internet banking on bank performance and links them to well-defined hypotheses.
Rating: 5 (Excellent)
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the literature review is relevant as it covers key studies on FinTech adoption, ATM, POS, and internet banking, and clearly connects prior findings to the research gap in Nigeria.
Rating: 5 (Excellent)
	

	7. Is the literature review recent?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the literature review is generally recent, as it includes several studies from the last few years alongside some foundational works. However, it could benefit from even more very recent (post-2023) sources for stronger currency.
Rating: 4 (Good)
	

	8. Is the literature search methodology explained properly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	The manuscript does not clearly explain a formal literature search methodology (e.g., databases used, search terms, inclusion/exclusion criteria), as the review is presented in a narrative form.
Rating: 2 (Needs Improvement)
	

	9. Is the Critical analysis of literature done?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, a basic critical analysis is present, as the review compares contrasting findings (positive, negative, and insignificant effects of FinTech channels) and identifies gaps in previous studies. However, the critical depth could be stronger.
Rating: 4 (Good)
	

	10. Is Identification of research gaps/future directions done ?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the study clearly identifies research gaps, particularly the lack of recent multi-channel FinTech studies (ATM, POS, INB combined) over the 2015–2024 period in Nigeria. It also suggests future directions such as including mobile banking, USSD, agency banking, and broader performance measures.
Rating: 5 (Excellent)
	

	11. Are the conclusions logically arrived?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the conclusions are logically derived from the empirical results, as they directly reflect the regression and causality findings for ATM, POS, and internet banking.
Rating: 5 (Excellent)
	

	12. Are the limitations of the paper discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the limitations are clearly discussed, including the small sample size (five banks), reliance on ROA as the only performance measure, and the exclusion of other FinTech channels like mobile and USSD banking.
Rating: 5 (Excellent)
	

	13. What is the Quality of references (i.e. from peer reviewed authentic sources)
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	The references appear to be largely drawn from relevant academic journals, policy reports, and recognized institutional sources, which supports the credibility of the study. However, a portion of the citations could benefit from clearer consistency and stronger emphasis on very recent peer-reviewed empirical studies.
Rating: 4 (Good)
	

	14. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	Yes, the manuscript is generally written in clear and understandable language, with a coherent academic structure and logical flow of ideas. However, a few sentences are overly long and could be simplified for better readability.
Rating: 4 (Good)
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the title is suitable because it clearly reflects the study’s focus on FinTech innovations (ATM, POS, and internet banking) and their impact on bank performance in Nigeria. It is specific, relevant, and aligned with the content of the manuscript.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the abstract is comprehensive as it clearly summarizes the objective, data, methods, key findings, and conclusions of the study in a concise manner.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound as it applies appropriate econometric methods (panel regression, unit root tests, and Granger causality) and bases its analysis on relevant theoretical and empirical literature.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.
	No. The references are relevant and partly recent, but they are not fully sufficient in terms of up-to-date coverage (especially post-2023 studies).
Suggestion for improvement: Include more recent peer-reviewed articles (2023–2026), particularly on FinTech, digital banking adoption, and bank performance in emerging economies, and ensure a higher proportion of journal-based empirical studies rather than general reports.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	NO.
There are no clear ethical issues in the manuscript. It uses secondary data from publicly available sources (bank annual reports, CBN, NIBSS) and does not involve human participants, personal data, or sensitive information that would raise ethical concerns.

The manuscript is methodologically strong, well-structured, and provides meaningful empirical insights into FinTech and bank performance. However, minor improvements are needed in the literature review depth, consistency of recent references, and slight language simplification in some sections.
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