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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.


	This manuscript is important as it provides empirical evidence from Nigeria, a key Sub-Saharan African economy, on how AI-driven credit scoring using alternative data can enhance financial inclusion among unbanked populations. It addresses a gap in the literature, which is heavily focused on developed or larger emerging markets, and offers quantitative insights (regression analysis showing significant positive effects from alternative data, trust, and awareness) to support policy recommendations for ethical AI governance and digital literacy. The study aligns with global priorities like SDGs and demonstrates AI's potential to reduce information asymmetry in informal economies, making it a valuable reference for researchers, policymakers, and FinTech practitioners in developing contexts.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is suitable as it clearly captures the focus on AI-powered credit scoring, inclusive finance, and Nigeria's specific credit gap.


	

	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 successfully summarizes the study’s purpose, methodology, major findings, and key recommendations. It clearly identifies the variables examined and highlights both positive and negative influences of AI-related constructs on financial inclusion. However, it would benefit from including the sample size and a brief mention of the respondents’ demographic characteristics for methodological transparency. Additionally, some sentences could be streamlined to make the abstract more concise and reduce minor repetition, but overall, it accurately reflects the content of the manuscript.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound, with a coherent theoretical foundation and a well-structured methodological approach that combines descriptive, correlation, and regression analyses. The statistical tests including Cronbach’s Alpha, VIF, Breusch–Pagan, Shapiro Wilk, and RESET demonstrate robustness and adherence to classical OLS assumptions. The interpretation of findings is logical and aligns with the stated theories. Nonetheless, the study could be strengthened by clarifying the sampling procedure, justifying the sample size more explicitly, and minimizing repetition in the introduction and literature review. Despite these minor issues, the research design and empirical results are rigorous and credible.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are adequate, diverse, and include many recent publications from 2023 to 2025, demonstrating the manuscript’s engagement with contemporary scholarship. The inclusion of classical theoretical references is appropriate. However, a few formatting inconsistencies and minor duplications exist and should be corrected. The manuscript would also benefit from incorporating additional empirical studies specific to African or Nigerian FinTech ecosystems to further enhance contextual relevance. Overall, the references are strong but require slight refinement.
	

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


	The English language quality is generally suitable for scholarly communication, with clear explanations and well-developed arguments. However, some sections contain lengthy sentences and minor grammatical issues that could be improved through light editing. Additionally, repetition across sections occasionally affects narrative flow. A professional language edit or proofread would further enhance clarity, coherence, and academic tone, ensuring the manuscript meets high publication standards.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is well-organized, but it would benefit from improved formatting of tables to ensure consistency in alignment, labeling, and decimal presentation. The conceptual framework would be clearer if presented as a visual model. The methodology section should include greater detail on respondent sampling to strengthen transparency. Additionally, the conclusion can be made more concise by reducing restated content from earlier sections. Overall, the work is of high quality but requires minor refinements for optimal readability and academic presentation.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in detail)

There are no ethical issues identified in this manuscript. The study uses survey data that does not include sensitive personal information, and it adheres to standard ethical practices in academic research. Ethical concerns related to AI, such as algorithmic bias and data privacy, are discussed conceptually within the manuscript but do not raise concerns regarding the study’s conduct or data collection procedures.
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