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	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 attempts to address the significant topic of blockchain and cryptocurrency’s impact on global finance, a subject of growing interest to researchers, policymakers, and financial professionals. Its exploration of both disruptive and integrative potential could, in theory, contribute to understanding these technologies’ role in reshaping financial systems. However, the paper’s broad scope and lack of deep empirical analysis limit its value, leaving critical questions unanswered. The scientific community would benefit more from a focused, data-driven study with clearer conclusions, and the authors should strengthen their approach to elevate its relevance.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title, "Disruptive Innovation or Sustainable Integration? A Critical Perspective on Cryptocurrency and Blockchain’s Impact on Global Financial Markets and Institutions," is overly broad and somewhat misleading. While it promises a “critical perspective,” the analysis often lacks depth and leans descriptive rather than evaluative. The binary framing (disruption vs. integration) oversimplifies a complex issue. I suggest an alternative: "Examining Blockchain and Cryptocurrency: Disruption, Integration, and Unresolved Challenges in Global Finance" to better reflect the need for a nuanced, critical, and focused discussion.
	

	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 covers the basic premise—disruption, integration, benefits, and risks—but lacks specificity and fails to highlight the manuscript’s unique contributions. It mentions case studies and regulatory thought leadership but provides no concrete examples or findings, leaving readers unclear on the paper’s depth. I suggest adding a sentence quantifying key impacts, e.g., “Case studies reveal X% cost reduction in blockchain-based remittances, tempered by Y% losses from crypto fraud.” Additionally, the abstract should note the manuscript’s limitations, such as sparse empirical data, to set clearer expectations. Delete the vague phrase “adaptive integrations by collaboration, regulation, and the habit of learning” and replace it with precise goals or outcomes.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript’s scientific rigor is questionable. While it correctly outlines blockchain’s features (decentralization, transparency, immutability) and cryptocurrency’s origins, the analysis of their impact on finance lacks robust evidence. Claims about efficiency gains and financial inclusion are plausible but unsupported by quantitative data or rigorous modeling—e.g., how much cost is reduced, or how many unbanked individuals gain access? The discussion of risks like volatility and environmental impact is superficial, with no data on energy consumption or fraud losses. I urge the authors to incorporate statistical evidence, empirical case studies, and clearer methodologies to validate claims and strengthen scientific credibility.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are moderately recent, spanning 2021 to 2025, and cover diverse aspects like DeFi, regulation, and financial inclusion. However, the selection is uneven, with some sources (e.g., FasterCapital, Investopedia) lacking academic rigor, undermining credibility. Key claims, such as environmental impacts of proof-of-work mining, need stronger backing. I suggest adding:

· Nakamoto, S. (2008). "Bitcoin: A Peer-to-Peer Electronic Cash System." This foundational paper is essential for context on cryptocurrency’s origins and energy implications.

· Gallersdörfer, U., Klaaßen, L., & Stoll, C. (2020). "Energy Consumption of Bitcoin Mining." Cambridge University Press. This provides empirical data on blockchain’s environmental footprint.

· Allen, F., Gu, X., & Jagtiani, J. (2021). "A Survey of Fintech Research and Policy." Journal of Financial Stability. This strengthens the discussion of blockchain’s financial integration. The authors should replace non-scholarly sources with peer-reviewed studies and ensure all claims are well-cited.
	

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


	The language is generally clear but inconsistent and occasionally unsuitable for scholarly work. Terms like “game-changer” and “huge yawns and belly laughs” are informal and detract from professionalism. Grammatical issues, such as the incomplete sentence in Section V (“Because of diverse institutions, policy, and economic considerations, the universal regulatory reaction...”), disrupt flow and clarity. The authors should revise for precision, eliminate colloquialisms, and correct errors—e.g., complete the sentence as “...has been inconsistent, complicating global adoption.” A thorough edit for academic tone and grammatical consistency is essential.
	

	Optional/General comments


	This manuscript tackles an important topic but falls short in depth, evidence, and rigor. The authors must bolster empirical data, refine the focus, strengthen references, and elevate the language to meet scholarly standards. With significant revisions, it could offer a more credible and impactful contribution to the field.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 
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