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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 matters because it addresses a timely and practical issue in financial inclusion and sustainable development. Its use of both quantitative and qualitative evidence strengthens the reliability of the findings. The urban–rural comparison adds important context that is often missing in similar studies. Overall, the study offers clear insights that can support future research and informed policy discussions.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The title is suitable, as it clearly reflects the core focus of the study on digital financial inclusion, financial literacy, and sustainable economic development. It is specific enough to signal the main variables and broad enough to attract interest from a wide academic audience. No alternative title is strictly necessary.


	

	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.


	Based on the manuscript, the abstract is generally comprehensive and reflects the study’s objectives, methods, and key findings. However, it could be strengthened by briefly clarifying the mixed-methods design, as the qualitative component is an important contribution but is only implicitly reflected. In addition, a short mention of the urban–rural comparison would better highlight the study’s originality. No major deletions are needed, but tightening a few sentences to reduce repetition would improve clarity and flow.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound based on its conceptual framework, methodology, and analysis. The hypotheses are clearly grounded in relevant literature, and the use of structural equation modeling is appropriate for examining the proposed relationships. The results are reported consistently with the stated methods, and the qualitative findings are used carefully to support and interpret the quantitative outcomes. Overall, there are no evident scientific inconsistencies that would undermine the validity of the study.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references used in the manuscript are generally sufficient and appropriate for the study’s scope, and most of them are recent and relevant to digital financial inclusion, financial literacy, and sustainable development. The authors draw on a balanced mix of foundational works and more recent empirical studies, which supports the theoretical framework well. To further strengthen the manuscript, a few additional recent studies (from the last 2–3 years) on digital finance adoption and sustainability in developing or emerging economies could be included. Overall, the reference list is adequate, with only minor scope for updating and expansion.


	

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


	Yes, the language and overall English quality of the manuscript are suitable for scholarly communication. The writing is generally clear, formal, and consistent with academic standards. Minor grammatical and stylistic refinements could further improve clarity and flow, but these do not affect comprehension or the scientific content of the study.
	

	Optional/General comments


	Overall, the manuscript is well structured and addresses an important and timely research problem. The integration of quantitative and qualitative evidence is a clear strength and adds depth to the analysis. With minor refinements to clarity in the abstract and small language edits, the paper has strong potential to make a meaningful contribution to the literature.

Note: 

Minor Revision: The recommended minor revisions are mainly related to clarity and presentation rather than core content. First, the abstract could be slightly refined to more explicitly mention the mixed-methods approach and the urban–rural comparison, which are key strengths of the study. Second, a brief tightening of language in a few sections (especially the literature review and discussion) would help reduce repetition and improve flow. Third, the reference list could be marginally updated by adding a small number of very recent studies (last 2–3 years) on digital financial inclusion and sustainability. These revisions are minor and do not require changes to the study’s design, analysis, or conclusions.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No ethical issues
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