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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 (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 topic is highly relevant, addressing pressing issues in today’s finance and economics. It displays a deep understanding of historical precedents and economic theory. The impressive range of literature cited enhances the paper’s valuable intellectual contribution.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The topic sounds a bit confusing. I suggest it should be reconstructed.

Suggestion: The crisis: An explosive cycle of financial instability.

The author should provide clarity regarding the use of the word “relentless resulting.”  It sounds awkward and unclear to me grammatically. 
	

	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.

	I suggest that the Author improve the Abstract by adding more context. It does not truly capture the quality of the work done.

Suggestion: Make the abstract robust.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	The manuscript is scientifically correct, as it does not follow a traditional analytical approach. Instead used a qualitative, theoretical, and historical approach.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	A total of 34 references, which is sufficient to make a good argument.

However, the majority of the references are quite outdated. I suggest that more recent literature should be introduced to capture recent discussion.
	

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

	The author should check for spelling errors. 

See section 3 lines 9, 17, 19, and 21.

Oversadowed - Overshadowed

Whch, - Which

Ponzy – Ponzi 

See, section 3, lines 9, 17, 19, and 21.

	

	Optional/General comments

	

Good work
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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)
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