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Part I: The Architecture of a Critical Literature Review in Doctoral Research
A Critical Exploration of Purpose, Content, Format, and Dissemination

1. Introduction
Conducting a critical literature review within doctoral-level research, such as a professional Doctor of Business Administration (DBA) represents a foundational academic endeavor that extends far beyond the mere descriptive summary of historical texts (Booth et al., 2021). Within traditional graduate studies, a literature review often operates as a passive summary demonstrating that a student has read established scholarship. In sharp contrast, doctoral research requires that the review serves as an analytical foundation that positions the study epistemologically, ontologically and methodologically while identifying opportunities for knowledge advancement (Creswell and Creswell, 2018). Consequently, navigating the expansive sea of contemporary literature demands structural rigor, systematic execution, and a transparent reporting infrastructure.
To achieve this standard, doctoral researchers must look beyond superficial textbook instructions and instead engage deeply with foundational research methodologists. Scholars such as Crotty (1998) provide key insights into constructionist and objectivist paradigms, while Maxwell (2013) and Denscombe (2017) focus heavily on qualitative research design and real-world reliability. Furthermore, the classic contributions of Easterby-Smith et al. (2015), alongside Collis and Hussey (2014) and Cohen et al. (2018), highlight the intricate balance required when blending operational business frameworks with advanced philosophical underpinnings. Grounded in the comprehensive guidelines provided by Booth et al. (2021), this assignment critically explores the multi-dimensional architecture of a doctoral-level literature review, analyzing its overarching purpose, structural content, and multidimensional formatting paradigms.
2. The Purpose: Analytical Shift from Description to Critical Synthesis
The main purpose of a doctoral literature review is to critically locate the researcher’s study within the existing body of knowledge inside the existing global academic landscape. Therefore, the review cannot function merely as a sequential log of previous studies; instead, it must explicitly synthesize, deconstruct, and evaluate conflicting paradigms to locate structural gaps, empirical contradictions, or conceptual boundaries. Through this process, the literature review justifies the emergence of primary research questions. In doing so, the doctoral candidate shifts from being a passive consumer of information to an active contributor to science.
2.1 Operationalizing the CART Principles
To establish verifiable academic rigor during the literature evaluation, the methodology and presentation of the review must be strictly governed by the foundational pillars of the CART framework: Clarity, Auditability, Replicability, and Transparency (Booth et al., 2021). First, Clarity demands a highly structured narrative layout that prevents ambiguous thematic shifting, ensuring the conceptual line of inquiry is easily navigable for readers and examiners alike. Second, Auditability mandates that the investigator provides a comprehensive, transparent trail of evidence documenting every search parameter, database choice, and filtering action taken from the review's inception. Third, Replicability requires that the search protocols, syntax expressions, and retrieval rules be written with enough procedural precision that an independent investigator could rerun the protocol and obtain identical document clusters. Finally, Transparency ensures that any personal or paradigms-based biases are actively controlled and explicitly accounted for in the evaluation process.
2.2 The Researcher as an Honest Broker of Knowledge
Beyond structural compliance, a doctoral candidate must operate as an "honest broker" of existing knowledge (Pielke, 2007). This means the candidate evaluates the strength, validity, and limitations of prior studies with total impartiality, resisting the temptation to overstate claims or selectively exclude studies that conflict with their preferred hypotheses. For professional doctorates like the DBA, this honest evaluation is vital because the review's ultimate purpose is to translate abstract academic theories into real-world practitioner action. However, as noted by Aveyard (2023), a researcher's recommendations for practice are frequently constrained by a lack of operational detail and contextual nuance in primary studies. To overcome this limitation, doctoral researchers should employ formal applicability frameworks, such as TAPUPAS and GRADE-CERQual to carefully evaluate the quality, relevance and transferability of evidence.
3. The Content: Scoping Frameworks, CIMO, and Structural Elements
The core content of a doctoral literature review must be driven by deep systematic rigor rather than a generic collection of essays. To prevent the review from becoming an untamed narrative, researchers use structured scoping frameworks to formulate explicit, precise review boundaries and systematically unpack complex organizational realities.
3.1 Conceptual Scoping via PICOS, SPICE, and CIMO
Depending on the underlying research paradigm, specialized scoping structures are selected to define the boundary conditions of the text. In highly quantitative and experimental contexts, frameworks such as PICOS (Population, Intervention, Comparison, Outcome, Study design) or PICOC (adding Context) are widely used within evidence-based disciplines, particularly in quantitative systematic reviews. Conversely, for qualitative, exploratory, and socially constructed inquiries, the SPICE framework (Setting, Perspective, Intervention, Comparison, Evaluation) provides a more flexible yet methodological lens to capture human experiences and distinct organizational viewpoints.
Crucially, within professional doctorates and realist evidence syntheses, the CIMO framework (Context, Intervention, Mechanisms, Outcomes) has emerged as an essential analytical tool. This framework goes beyond surface-level observations to explain exactly *what works, for whom, under what specific circumstances, and why*. The framework breaks down into four essential pillars:
i. Context: The specific environmental, cultural, or organizational setting under investigation (e.g., highly regulated healthcare systems or agile technology startups).
ii. Intervention: The specific managerial practice, strategic policy, or disruptive action being introduced and tested within that environment.
iii. Mechanisms: The underlying psychological, social, or structural forces triggered by the intervention that drive behavioral change.
iv. Outcomes: The subsequent intended or unintended consequences, performance deltas, or cultural transformations resulting from the intervention.
By implementing the CIMO framework, a doctoral student shifts their content away from superficial descriptions and toward a sophisticated, mechanism-driven synthesis that bridges academic theory with strategic business application.
3.2 Core Structural Sections of the Systematic Chapter
To ensure structural integrity and compliance with doctoral expectations, the core text of a systematic literature review must be organized into distinct, interlinked functional sections (Booth et al., 2021):
	Section
	Mandatory Substantive Content & Analytical Expectations

	Title & Abstract
	Must state both the exact thematic focus and the specific review type. The abstract must be explicitly structured to match the major sections of the thesis.

	Introduction
	Establishes a compelling rationale for the study, reviews what is already known, and delivers a highly structured statement of the review question via PICOS or CIMO.

	Methods
	Presents an explicit, meticulous log of search protocols, database syntax, screening criteria, and appraisal methods, directly aligning with established reporting standards.

	Results
	Provides a completely transparent, quantitative and qualitative tracking of all articles retrieved, screened, and selected for final synthesis, detailing study profiles.

	Discussion
	Synthesizes the findings, critically evaluates the relative strength of evidence behind each theme, and openly acknowledges methodological limitations.

	Conclusion
	Outlines clear, actionable paths for future academic research and defines specific contextual boundaries for professional and operational practice.



4. The Format: Reporting Guidelines and Audience-Driven Dissemination
The structural execution and formatting of a doctoral business literature review operate across two core tiers: first, the strict adherence to established academic standards within the formal thesis; second, the formatting of findings into diverse, highly digestible outputs for professional stakeholders.
4.1 Implementation of the PRISMA 2020 Statement
To satisfy the rigorous demands of global examiners, a doctoral candidate must format their search results using recognized reporting frameworks. Leading among these is the PRISMA 2020 which implements a highly structured approach during the study selection phase. Researchers must include an official PRISMA Flow Diagram that visually tracks the precise numeric volume of literature across four distinct stages: 
(i) Identification, which displays the raw count of documents retrieved via search strings; 
(ii) Screening, where duplicates are filtered out and titles/abstracts are evaluated; 
(iii) Eligibility, which outlines the number of full-text manuscripts examined against inclusion criteria; and 
(iv) Inclusion, which states the final core dataset utilized in the qualitative synthesis.

PRISMA 2020 provides a recognized reporting framework for systematic reviews by improving transparency in search, screening and study selection processes. For instance, if quantitative data cannot be statistically pooled, the SWiM (Synthesis Without Meta-analysis) guidelines must be utilized. For qualitative syntheses, the ENTREQ statement or the eMERGe framework for meta-ethnographies ensure paradigm-appropriate formatting (Booth et al., 2021).
4.2 Formats for Summarizing and Presenting Data
To make vast quantities of literature actionable, various formatting models can be deployed to organize structural insights. For example, the Graded Entry Format (such as the 1:3:25 model) structures the review into three distinct layers: a 1-page executive summary for immediate stakeholder awareness, a 3-page strategic policy brief, and a 25-page highly detailed technical analysis. Alternatively, the Inverted Pyramid format organizes literature from broad, macroeconomic thematic trends down to highly granular, context-specific variables. To assess the quality and certainty of evidence, researchers also rely on the SUPPORT Summary and GRADE frameworks, which provide clear visual indicators of data reliability. Lastly, the EPICOT+ tool provides a structured layout to frame future research requirements by explicitly breaking down Evidence, Population, Intervention, Comparison, Outcome, and Timeframe parameters.
Key Dissemination Rule: A professional doctorate has multiple target audiences. The researcher must match the presentation tone, style, and formatting directly to what they are encouraging their audience to do; whether that is adopting an innovative method, stopping an ineffective practice, maintaining proven standards, or embracing future conceptual models (Booth et al., 2021).
Consequently, the final academic text should be supplemented with external dissemination formats. Timeliness is critical when publicizing findings (Booth et al., 2021). By presenting complex research findings through accessible formats such as visual summaries, plain-language explanations, professional reports, and digital media, doctoral researchers can extend the impact of their work beyond academic audiences and support meaningful organizational change.
5. Conclusion
In closure, a successful doctoral literature review is a careful blend of systematic process and purposeful communication. By shifting away from passive descriptions and adopting the CART principles, the researcher establishes deep methodological credibility. Utilizing frameworks like CIMO and reporting standards like PRISMA 2020 ensures that the content is transparent and auditable. Ultimately, by formatting these academic insights into tailored dissemination channels for both scholars and practitioners, the doctoral candidate transforms a traditional academic requirement into an influential, real-world broker of knowledge.
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Part III: Critical literature Review
Fintech and Financial Deepening: A Cross-Regional Comparative Analysis of Sub-Saharan Africa and South/Southeast Asia
1. Introduction
Financial technology (Fintech) has fundamentally altered financial access across developing economies. Through mobile money platforms, digital payment applications, and state-backed digital payment infrastructures, now a vast global population who were historically excluded from the financial sector have now been integrated into the modern economy (Pazarbasioglu et al., 2020). This structural shift is widely recognized as a "leapfrogging" mechanism (Beck, 2020). By leveraging mobile infrastructure, developing nations have successfully bypassed the need to construct capital-intensive, brick-and-mortar commercial banking networks (Han and Wang, 2026). The scale of this achievement is most visible in Sub-Saharan Africa and South/Southeast Asia, where rapid expansions in fintech account ownership have successfully brought historically unbanked populations into the standard financial fold (Ozili, 2018). 
Crucially, financial inclusion must not be conflated with financial deepening. While inclusion refers to access, deepening describes a more structural process: the systematic mobilization of domestic savings, the extension of long-term credit to productive private enterprises, and the enhanced capacity of a fiscal system to efficiently network resources from household savers to capital investors (Levine, 2005; Shaw, 1973). Within development and growth economics, financial deepening has long been regarded as a prerequisite for sustained capital accumulation and long-term productivity progress (Beck, 2020). Consequently, prevailing assumption in development discourse posits a natural transmission channel: as digital account ownership rises, it is expected to organically catalyze broader deposit mobilization, expand private sector credit allocation, and ultimately drive macroeconomic depth (Sahay et al., 2020; Aghion et al, 2005).
The main debate in modern development economics centers on whether widespread access to basic digital financial inclusion automatically leads to comprehensive, macro-level financial deepening (Levine, 2005; Sahay et al., 2020). Early research assumed a direct link where expanding financial access would automatically boost capital savings and improve investment efficiency (King and Levine, 1993; Levine, 1997). As Stiglitz and Weiss (1981) show, informational asymmetries prevent banks from using interest rate hikes to balance credit demand without triggering adverse selection and moral hazard. Consequently, intermediaries constrain credit supply through rationing rather than price adjustment.
Despite the exponential growth of mobile wallet adoption, the credit to GDP ratio of private sectors, which represents a core indicator of macroeconomic depth, has often stagnated or decoupled entirely (Vives, 2019). This decoupling implies that the transmission channels between micro-level transactional velocity and macro-level capital formation depends heavily on the laws, infrastructure, and regulations governing the digital finance network (Adrian and Mancini-Griffoli, 2019).
This analytical study critically examines the structural mechanisms, institutional variations, and empirical boundaries governing the interconnection of digital finance and macro-economic development. By exercising the tension between localized transaction efficiency and systemic capital accumulation, the study seeks to provide a theoretical synthesis of institutional variables that determine whether fintech acts as an isolated operational tool for micro-transactions or as a systemic engine for macroeconomic transformation.
2. Financial Technology
2.1 Digital Financial Inclusion vs. Macroeconomic Deepening
The macroeconomic impact of fintech in financial inclusion has generated an extensive literature reservoir spanning several eras of economic thought. Early empirical literature firmly assumed that lowering transaction barriers and expanding account access would naturally deepen the financial sector (Levine, 2005). Concurrently, a foundational body of research evaluated how reducing transaction costs affected microeconomic metrics, highlighting localized welfare outcomes. A prominent example is the extensive scholarship on early mobile payment platforms in East Africa, notably Kenya’s M-Pesa ecosystem. Through multi-year panel datasets tracking thousands of households, researchers demonstrated that mobile account access significantly enhanced household financial strength (Jack and Suri, 2014). The seminal research established that mobile money networks enabled rural households to rapidly mobilize financial support from urban networks during asymmetric economic shocks, such as droughts or health crises.
However, when evaluated from the perspective of systemic financial development, these micro-centric methods reveal profound limitations. By focusing almost entirely on household welfare and poverty relief, early scholarship treated digital finance primarily as a poverty-alleviation instrument, with limited attention to its long-run macroeconomic implications (Mawejje and Lakuma, 2019). Here, the primary limitation is its inability to track whether mobile-wallet balances were subsequently converted into formal commercial credit (Beck, 2020). While transaction velocities increased, the underlying capital often remained locked within short-term retail loops, failing to boost the private sector’s credit-to-GDP ratios required for broader industrialization (Ocansey et al., 2024).
Subsequent macroeconomic studies attempted to bridge this gap by examining cross-country panel data to determine if digital financial access directly impacts broad money supply and capital market depth. While some cross-sectional studies found positive associations between digital account ownership and formal deposit mobilization (Allen et al., 2016), their findings are heavily critiqued for failing to adequately address endogeneity (Mawejje and Lakuma, 2019). Specifically, reverse causality remains a persistent challenge: does fintech drive financial deepening, or does pre-existing, robust institutional architecture merely accelerate the adoption of fintech platforms (Ozili, 2018)?
Furthermore, these macro-level studies often rely on aggregated indices that treat basic mobile wallets identically to interest-bearing commercial bank accounts (Beck, 2020). This lack of granular distinction obscures the structural reality that high-velocity retail transaction networks frequently operate independently of the formal commercial banking systems responsible for long-term domestic capital accumulation (Del Sarto and Ozili, 2025). The existing literature highlights a unique structural deviation between the telecommunications-led models predominant of Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA), and the bank- or state-driven ecosystems characteristic of South and Southeast Asia (S/SEA).
2.2 Institutional Architectures: Telco-Led vs. Bank/State-Led Structural Pathways
Literature focusing strictly on SSA highlights an institutional framework where mobile money networks operate largely as parallel ecosystems separate from traditional commercial banking infrastructures. The aim of this literature is to identify how non-bank intermediaries bypass rigid, document-heavy compliance frameworks to reach underserved rural populations. Critically, the findings reveal a dual-edged outcome: while telco-led architecture successfully catalyzes basic financial access, its institutional design frequently drains retail liquidity away from traditional commercial banks. This creates a parallel transactional layer that leaves commercial banks with highly volatile, expensive funding bases. Consequently, the credit mechanisms that have emerged within these ecosystems have evolved into high-interest, algorithmic micro-loans designed for immediate consumer spending rather than long-term, productive asset accumulation.
Conversely, the literature covering S/SEA explores an ecosystem characterized by highly integrated, bank-led, or state-driven digital infrastructures. In evaluating these frameworks, researchers frequently utilize advanced panel econometrics to capture cross-sectional dependencies across dynamic Asian markets. The findings indicate that when fintech operates directly on top of, or in close alignment with commercial banking networks, retail-level transactions are smoothly converted into formal bank deposits. This integration provides commercial banking systems with stable, low-cost liquidity, enabling them to expand sustainable domestic credit to private productive sectors. However, a critical limitation of the S/SEA literature is its tendency to minimize the risks of state over-centralization and regulatory capture, specifically regarding consumer surveillance and the crowding out of independent, non-bank financial innovation.

3. Financial Intermediation, Leapfrogging, and Transmission Channels

3.1 The Classic Paradigms of Financial Deepening
Evaluating the macroeconomic footprint of financial technology requires grounding in core intermediation theory. The foundational paradigms established by Gurley and Shaw (1955) identify structural financial deepening as a driver of financially viable expansion. King and Levine (1993) later proved this relationship empirically, showing that higher private sector credit allocation directly forecast capital accumulation and productivity gains. Synthesizing these findings, Levine (1997) explained that a deeper financial sector accelerates growth by reducing borrowing costs for innovative firms and executing five core functions: screening borrowers, pooling savings, monitoring investments, managing risks, and minimizing transaction costs. When these functions work efficiently, domestic savings are seamlessly converted into productive, long-term capital investments.
3.2 The Economics of Technological "Leapfrogging"
In developing countries, the expansion of traditional banks has always been difficult due to major structural barriers. Establishing physical bank branches costs too much money, making them unprofitable in rural areas (Del Sarto and Ozili, 2025). In addition, large informal economies and the absence of central credit bureaus constrains banks’ capacity to verify who is a safe borrower (Ozili, 2018). As modeled by Stiglitz and Weiss (1981), this severe lack of verifiable data forces banks to rely on blunt screening devices like high collateral requirements to identify safe borrower types. When borrowers cannot provide such assets, banks are unable to distinguish between "safe" and "risky" projects, leading to a sorting effect where lower-risk borrowers are driven out, and credit is ultimately rationed. This structural friction forces banks to impose expensive collateral requirements and high interest rates, leaving millions of people unbanked and the small-medium enterprises (SMEs) capital-starved (Allen et al., 2016).
The fintech sector introduces a "leapfrogging" dynamic which restructures the cost economies of financial services. By leveraging widespread mobile phone penetration, cloud computing and open application programming interfaces (APIs), digital platforms reduce the marginal transaction cost to near zero (Berg et al., 2022). This structural shift successfully expands the production frontier of financial intermediation, enabling the digital onboarding and integration of millions of historically excluded individuals without necessitating physical bank infrastructure (Ozili, 2018).
3.3 The Macroeconomic Transmission Channels of Digital Finance
To analyze how digital leapfrogging restructures the financial system, we must critically examine the specific macroeconomic transmission channels through which digital liquidity moves. A foundational theoretical foundation is provided by the neoclassical quantity theory of money and its underlying transaction framework (Friedman, 1970). This relationship can be expressed through the classical exchange formula:
M x V(T) = P x Y

In this equation:
M = The money supply in the economy, 
V(T) = The transactional income velocity, 
P = The price of goods, and 
Y = The actual economic production.

Within this framework, the introduction of digital payment platforms acts as an operational shock that accelerates the transactional velocity of money, V(T) (Ocansey et al., 2024). Fintech platforms streamline monetary circulation by eliminating physical cash dependencies, minimizing settlement friction, and enabling instantaneous peer-to-peer and merchant payments (Ozili, 2018).
However, a critical limitation of this formula is its exclusive focus on transaction-based transmission. Because the equation of exchange operates on the assumption of money neutrality and treats money strictly as a high-velocity medium of exchange, it fails to support or explain long-term credit savings, deposit mobilization, and capital accumulation. While an increase in velocity optimizes short-term consumption smoothing and transactional efficiency at the micro-level (Jack and Suri, 2014), it does not automatically expand the domestic loanable funds market or catalyze real macroeconomic output (Y) through productive capital investment.
To bridge this transmission gap, the theoretical framework must go beyond transaction dynamics and integrate classical financial intermediation and credit-savings paradigms (Gurley and Shaw, 1955; Diamond, 1984). For digital finance to drive genuine macroeconomic deepening, the high-velocity transaction loops must be systematically captured and converted into stable, interest-bearing liabilities within licensed commercial banking institutions (Levine, 1997). As King and Levine (1993) and Holmström and Tirole (1997) emphasize, real economic progress is fundamentally linked to maturity transformation, wherein financial institutions pool short-term retail liquidity to finance long-term, illiquid enterprise credit.
If the digital financial ecosystem is designed as a parallel, non-bank network (such as the telco-led models in SSA), retail liquidity remains highly fragmented and legally isolated in non-lending escrow accounts, preventing it from expanding the formal commercial banking deposit base needed for long-term private sector credit. Conversely, when digital payment systems are built on bank-led, integrated digital public infrastructures (as seen in S/SEA), high-velocity retail transactions flow directly through formal banking ledgers. This structural integration successfully captures everyday transactions as core bank deposits, mobilizing domestic savings into a robust, sustainable pool of loanable funds capable of driving genuine macroeconomic deepening.
4. Critical Synthesis of Existing Knowledge: Uncovering Research Gaps and Developing Research Questions
The contemporary literature remains deeply fragmented, split between micro-level welfare assessments and unintegrated, single-region macro analyses. Existing scholarship falls short because it treats fintech as a monolithic entity, ignoring the profound structural variations in how digital finance interacts with institutional banking systems across different macro-econometric realities.
The primary contradiction emerging from the existing evidence arises from the decoupling of financial inclusion metrics from macroeconomic financial deepening indicators. While classical financial development theories dictate that expanding access should naturally enhance credit availability and reduce the cost of capital, empirical realities documented across developing landscapes directly challenge this assumption. Paradoxically, despite reaching historic highs in digital account ownership and transactional velocity, private sector’s credit to GDP ratios across various territories have stagnated or even experienced declines.
Existing literature fails to reconcile this phenomenon because it remains geographically isolated. Prevailing empirical studies are typically bound within a single, homogenous regional block, analyzing either non-bank mobile money landscapes or digital banking architectures in isolation. By failing to analyze the structural dichotomy between market-led, telco-driven models and state-directed, bank-centric infrastructure, existing studies miss how fundamental variations in institutional governance dictate macroeconomic outcomes. Because these analyses lack an explicit, rigorous comparative cross-regional framework, they miss the systemic institutional and regulatory variations that dictate how different digital ecosystems function under varying degrees of state intervention, central bank oversight, and telecommunications dominance. Methodologically, there is an urgent need to move beyond simple correlation-driven models and implement robust data econometrics that account for endogeneity, institutional heterogeneity, and cross-sectional dependencies.
Research Questions
RQ1: Through what specific structural transmission channels do retail-level digital transactional velocity affect macro-level capital formation and private sector’s credit-to-GDP ratios?
Analytical Focus: This question isolates the micro-to-macro transmission mechanism, exploring whether high-frequency, small-value digital transactions can scale into formal, long-term capital pools or if they remain trapped in retail-level consumption loops.
RQ2: How do institutional, infrastructural, and regulatory differences between telecommunications-led parallel networks and bank-led integrated architecture influence national deposit mobilization?

Analytical Focus: This addresses the cross-regional comparative core of your study, contrasting the liquidity-diverting tendencies of telecom-centric ecosystems (e.g., Sub-Saharan Africa) with the formal deposit-capture mechanisms of bank-aligned digital public infrastructures (e.g., South/Southeast Asia).

RQ3: Can digital financial development successfully achieve long-term macroeconomic deepening without pre-existing, robust institutional legal frameworks and traditional commercial banking integration?

Analytical Focus: This question targets the boundary conditions of "leapfrogging" theory, critically evaluating whether digital finance requires a foundation of traditional commercial banking architecture and legal oversight to drive genuine structural development.
5. Deep Regional Divide: Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) and South/Southeast Asia (S/SEA)
This study examines digital financial architectures across two primary developing regions: (i) Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA), encompassing Eastern, Western, Central, and Southern Africa, excluding North Africa and (ii) Developing Asia, specifically South Asia (SA, including economies such as India, Bangladesh, and Pakistan) and Southeast Asia (SEA, comprising ASEAN economies including Indonesia, Singapore, and Thailand).

5.1 The Sub-Saharan African Telco-Led Paradigm
5.1.1 The Genesis and Structural Mechanics of Parallel Networks
The emergence of fintech in SSA is fundamentally rooted in the structural deficiencies of the region's legacy commercial banking sector. Historically, commercial banks in markets such as Kenya, Tanzania, Ghana, and Uganda adopted a highly risk-averse, exclusionary business model. Throughout the early 2000s, these institutions focused almost exclusively on serving corporate clients and high-net-worth individuals, while simultaneously allocating capital toward high-yield government debt rather than consumer credit. The high branch maintenance expenses and strict Know-Your-Customer (KYC) requirements barred over eighty percent of the adult population from recognised financial networks.
Telecommunications operators stepped into this institutional void by utilizing their pre-existing prepaid airtime distribution networks as a foundational layer for financial transactions. The classic structural prototype for this model is M-Pesa (Safaricom) in Kenya, which has later been emulated across the continent by operators such as MTN, Airtel, and Orange. The structural mechanics of the telco-led paradigm depend on a network of third-party retail agents (e.g., local shopkeepers, kiosks) acting as human ATMs to facilitate physical cash in (digitization) and cash out (liquidation). By anchoring the consumer’s financial identity directly to their Subscriber Identity Module (SIM) card, this model effectively decouples banking functionality from traditional bank account structures, drastically lowering entry barriers for unbanked populations.
From a regulatory standpoint, central banks initially adopted a policy of ‘regulatory forbearance’, allowing mobile network operators (MNOs) to issue electronic money (e-money) via non-bank financial institution licenses. To protect consumers from systemic fraud and speculative runs, regulators mandated that 100% of the aggregate value of outstanding e-money tokens be backed by physical cash deposits held in pooled escrow trust accounts distributed across a select group of commercial banks.
5.1.2 The Fractionalization of Capital and the Credit Paradox
While this trust-account structure protected consumer deposits, it introduced a significant structural barrier to macroeconomic financial deepening. By law, the commercial banks holding these escrow accounts could not treat these funds as core commercial deposits available for lending. Instead, the liquidity remained highly isolated. The funds were typically placed in low-risk government securities or overnight central bank deposits, removing them from the domestic credit-creation loop.
Consequently, the telco-led model creates a distinct capital fractionalization paradox. At the microeconomic level, transactional liquidity circulates rapidly through P2P transfers, merchant payments, and utility bill settlements. Critically, however, this high velocity fails to increase the domestic credit pool. Despite near-ubiquitous retail financial inclusion, the formal private sector’s credit to GDP ratio across many SSA countries with high mobile money adoption has remained structurally stagnant.
When credit mechanisms eventually developed within the telco-led ecosystems, they took the form of partnerships between MNOs and commercial banks to offer short-term digital micro-loans (e.g., M-Shwari in Kenya, Mokash in Uganda). These credit products utilize alternative data within algorithmic underwriting models, including airtime usage, data consumption, transactional velocity to assess borrower creditworthiness and automated underwriting.
Although these digital credit platforms offer rapid access to funds, their structural design has faced criticism in development literature. The loans are typically characterized by ultra-short maturities (7 to 30 days), high annualized interest rates (often exceeding 60-100% APR), and allocation primarily toward immediate consumption smoothing rather than industrial asset development. Consequently, instead of fostering sustainable financial deepening, this model can lead to cycles of digital over-indebtedness.
5.2 The South and Southeast Asian Bank- and State-Led Paradigm
5.2.1 The Architectural Dichotomy: Market-Led Telco Networks vs. State-Directed DPI
In contrast to the parallel networks of SSA, the digital financial evolution across S/SEA has been driven by state-directed initiatives and bank-centric architectures. Rather than allowing telecommunications companies to build separate proprietary ledgers, governments in countries such as India, Indonesia, Singapore, Bangladesh and Thailand have developed integrated Digital Public Infrastructure (DPI). This approach positions licensed commercial banking institutions as the core custodians of digital liquidity.
The primary structural benchmark for this model is India's "JAM Trinity" framework, which integrates basic bank account, biometric national identity, and mobile connectivity. At the center of the infrastructure sits the Unified Payments Interface, which operates as an open-loop, real-time compatible payment rail that connects all commercial banks, regional rural banks, and licensed financial companies. Similar models have been deployed across South Asia, including Bangladesh’s bKash and Pakistan’s Easypaisa frameworks and across Southeast Asia, including Indonesia's BI-FAST and Singapore's PayNow networks.
Under this architectural approach, third-party technology providers (such as Google Pay, PhonePe, or GoTo) operate exclusively as front-end user interfaces. Precisely, they do not issue proprietary electronic tokens or hold consumer funds in separate escrow accounts. Rather, consumer-initiated digital payments instantly settle across central bank clearing rails, executing a direct ledger adjustment between the sender’s and receiver’s commercial bank accounts. 
5.2.2 Deposit Mobilization and Sustainable Credit Creation
This bank-led architecture offers clear advantages for macroeconomic financial deepening. Because every digital transaction originates and terminates within the formal commercial banking network, retail liquidity is directly captured as core, interest-bearing domestic bank deposits. This setup prevents the capital fractionalization seen in parallel systems, ensuring that retail money remains integrated into the formal financial system.
By capturing these high-volume, low-cost retail deposits, commercial banks gain access to a stable funding base. According to classical banking theory, this expansion of the deposit base lowers the bank's marginal cost of funds, increasing its capacity to perform maturity transformation. Consequently, banks can leverage these funds to extend long-term credit lines to the private productive sectors, including industrial manufacturing, agricultural technology, and infrastructural development.
Furthermore, the integration of biometric identification and centralized data exchange layers (such as India's Account Aggregator framework) helps address structural information asymmetries. Instead of relying solely on alternative airtime usage data, banks can analyze verified data funneled through the banking system, including tax returns, utility bills, and formal transaction histories. This enables the formulation of cash-flow-based lending models for the small, medium enterprises (SMEs) by allowing them to expand beyond rigid property collateral constraints.
6. Comparative Analysis: Patterns, Contradictions, and Synthesis
Table 1: Systematizing the Regional Divergence
	Structural Dimension
	Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA)
	South/Southeast Asia (S/SEA)

	Primary Architectural Focus
	Telco-led, parallel mobile money platforms operating outside formal banking rails.
	Bank-led, state-driven interoperable networks and integrated super-apps.

	Macro-Financial Outcome
	High retail velocity and transaction volumes; stagnant credit-to-GDP ratios in the private sector.
	Enhanced capital collection; augmented credit expansion to productive sectors.

	Dominant Methodological Lens
	Micro-level household welfare analysis, consumption smoothing, and poverty alleviation.
	Macro-econometric panel analysis, institutional quality assessments, and DPI efficiency.

	Core Empirical Limitation
	Geographic isolation; fails to model cross-regional institutional variations.
	Minimizes risks of regulatory over-centralization and baseline inclusion barriers.


Resolving the Decoupling Paradox: As established in Section 4, the decoupling of financial inclusion from financial deepening is the central contradiction this review addresses. What the comparative lens in Table 1 adds is a structural explanation for why the decoupling holds in SSA but attenuates in S/SEA: the two regions differ not in the intensity of digital adoption, but in whether retail liquidity is legally captured within the commercial banking system or held outside it in escrow. This regional bifurcation is the mechanism the existing literature has been unable to see, precisely because it has stayed within single-region silos rather than testing the telco-led and bank-led models against each other directly.
7. Conclusion and Research Contribution
This research directly addresses prominent theoretical and empirical gaps by executing a comprehensive, cross-regional comparative analysis of SSA and S/SEA. Moving beyond localized inclusion metrics, this study develops a robust macro-analytical framework linking digital transaction flows to major financial deepening measures, specifically private sector’s credit allocation, greater supply of money, and capital market capitalization.
Methodologically, this study advances this literature by implementing an econometric framework designed to control endogeneity, institutional heterogeneity, and cross-sectional dependencies. By contrasting the telco-led, parallel digital ecosystems of SSA with the deeply integrated, bank-and-state-driven digital frameworks of S/SEA, this research isolates the institutional, regulatory, and infrastructural variables that determine whether digital finance successfully deepens a financial system or merely facilitates high-velocity retail transactions. Ultimately, this structural comparison provides empirical clarity on the precise institutional designs required to successfully transform short-term digital velocity into long-term, stable capital formation.
For policymakers and central banks, the fundamental contribution of this work sits in breaking the illusion that achieving high rates of digital account ownership is equivalent to financial development. Technology alone cannot substitute for the essential financial functions of pooling risk, scaling credit, and lowering capital costs. To maximize the macroeconomic returns of digital access, modern financial architecture must deliberately channel retail payment liquidity back into formal banking rails, resolving the structural friction between technological leapfrogging and long-term industrialization.
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