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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 provides a timely and valuable synthesis of the rapidly evolving FinTech landscape. By systematically reviewing recent literature (up to 2025), it offers a current state-of-the-art on how technologies like AI and blockchain are disrupting financial institutions. The review's focus on the dual nature of FinTech—its potential for efficiency and inclusion versus risks like cybersecurity—is crucial for scholars and policymakers. Furthermore, its analysis of drivers (e.g., tech readiness) and enablers (e.g., regulatory sandboxes) provides a structured framework for understanding the conditions for sustainable FinTech growth.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable and effectively captures the core themes of the manuscript: "Reinventing Finance," "FinTech Innovations," and "Institutional Disruption." It is academic, descriptive, and engaging.
Alternative Suggestion (if desired): "FinTech and Institutional Disruption: A Systematic Literature Review on Innovations and Transformation in Finance"
	

	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 but could be slightly refined for greater impact. It clearly states the purpose, methodology (PRISMA 2020), key findings, and implications. However, it is quite dense.
1. Consider stating the number of databases searched explicitly in the abstract for immediate clarity (e.g., "from Scopus and Google Scholar").

2. The final sentence on future research is lengthy; it could be simplified to enhance readability (e.g., "Future research should investigate the interplay between regulatory flexibility, digital literacy, and institutional collaboration.").
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in its methodology and synthesis. The application of the PRISMA framework is appropriate for a systematic literature review. The findings and discussions are well-supported by the 24 studies analyzed and summarized in Table 1. The conclusions logically follow from the evidence presented.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are generally sufficient and notably include many very recent sources (e.g., from 2024 and 2025), which is a significant strength for such a fast-moving field. The mix of quantitative and qualitative studies is good.
Optional Suggestion for Consideration: To further strengthen the discussion on regulatory aspects, the authors might consider referencing the influential BIS (Bank for International Settlements) papers on FinTech and regulatory sandboxes, though this is not mandatory.
	

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


	The language is generally suitable for scholarly communication. The meaning is clear throughout. However, there are occasional minor grammatical errors, awkward phrasings, and typographical issues (e.g., inconsistent spacing, "block chain" should be "blockchain," "reconcile financial innovation with systemic stability" could be "balance financial innovation with..."). A thorough proofread is recommended to polish the language to a high standard.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Major Strength: The manuscript is well-structured and provides a clear, systematic overview of a complex topic. The PRISMA flow diagram and especially the detailed Table 1 are excellent assets that add significant value and transparency.
Major Point for Revision: The "Results and Discussion" section (Section 4) is currently presented as a series of bullet points. For a journal article, this should be synthesized into a coherent narrative paragraph format, using the bullet points as a foundation. This will improve the flow and academic tone of the manuscript.
Minor Point: The manuscript includes references to the year 2025, which is future-dated at the time of this review. 
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