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How Do Anti-Money Laundering Laws Affect the Growth 
of Fintech Lending Platforms in Europe?

Abstract: The aim of this study is to explore the effects of anti-money laundering (AML) legislation on 
fintech lending platforms in the European context, focusing on the balance between protecting market 
integrity and safeguarding the expansion of innovation in the financial field, a tension that is encap-
sulated by the innovation trilemma. By analysing the current state of fintech lending and the evolving 
anti-money laundering regulatory landscape in Europe, the paper investigates how rigid compliance 
requirements can unintentionally suppress innovation. Furthermore, it discusses how these challenges 
can be overcome and assesses potential solutions, such as regulatory sandboxes and innovation hubs. 
The study concludes that AML rules are essential to strengthen financial stability; however, a more har-
monized and technologically adaptive regulatory approach is necessary to promote innovation without 
compromising risk mitigation. Strengthening international cooperation and taking advantage of digital 
regulatory tools could be key in determining the future of fintech compliance and sustainable growth.
Keywords: fintech lending, EU AML laws, financial supervision, legal compliance

Introduction

The rapid growth of financial technology (fintech) has dramatically transformed 
the financial landscape, offering innovative solutions that increase the accessibility, 
efficiency, and competitiveness of financial services. Fintech lending platforms in 
particular have developed new ways for individuals and small businesses to access 
credit and avoid traditional banking systems. However, the digital nature of fintech 
also introduces risks, mostly concerning financial crimes such as money laundering. 
Given the increasing importance of these platforms, effective regulatory frameworks 
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are essential to ensure that financial markets remain stable, secure, and transparent 
(Arner et al., 2016; Kou & Lu, 2025; Wang, 2023).

This paper explores the impact of anti-money laundering (AML) laws on the 
growth and operations of fintech lending platforms in Europe. The research question 
at the core of this investigation is: ‘How do AML regulations affect fintech lending 
platforms, and what implications do these regulatory requirements have for the plat-
forms’ growth, operations, and development?’. I specifically focus on AML laws be-
cause they directly address one of the most critical risks faced by the fintech sector. 
Although there are already various regulatory frameworks governing the financial 
sector, such as the Payment Services Directive (PSD2), they primarily concern open 
banking and competition, whereas fintech lenders.1

Focusing on AML laws is particularly relevant because the European Union (EU) 
has recently updated its AML framework in response to the rising risks associated with 
digital finance and cross-border transactions. This regulatory environment presents a 
dual challenge for fintech lenders: on the one hand, they must ensure compliance with 
stringent AML requirements, and on the other, they must maintain their ability to in-
novate and compete in the rapidly evolving financial market. This paper aims to assess 
how these regulations affect the ability of fintech lenders to grow and operate effectively 
in the European market, highlighting the complexities and trade-offs involved.

The significance of this topic lies in the balance of innovation and regulation. 
Fintech lending has contributed to greater financial inclusion and the diversification 
of credit markets; nonetheless, its rapid growth has placed fintech lenders under the 
scrutiny of governments and regulators. As highlighted by Berg et al. (2021), exam-
ples such as the Woolard Review on unsecured consumer lending in the UK and the 
Chinese government’s decision to restructure Alipay demonstrate how regulatory 
attention intensifies with the expansion of fintech activities.2 At the same time, the 
regulatory burden, particularly in terms of AML compliance, can create significant 
challenges for start-ups and scale-up, as noted by the European Banking Authority 
(2025), and even the careless use of innovative compliance technologies can expose 
firms to heightened risks of money laundering and terrorist financing. Thus under-
standing the implications of AML laws for this sector is pivotal for policymakers, 
regulators, and industry stakeholders seeking to protect innovation while ensuring 
market integrity and security.

1	 The Payment Services Directive (PSD2), Directive (EU) 2015/2366 of the European Parliament, 
is a law that promotes payment security and innovation, and facilitates third-party access to bank 
accounts for new payment services.

2	 The Woolard Review was published in 2021 and is a report commissioned by the UK’s Financial 
Conduct Authority to assess the unsecured credit market. The Chinese Central Bank issued a de-
cision on January 2023 to change Alipay, a popular payment app, to having no actual controller.
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The structure of this paper is as follows: in the first section, an overview of the 
fintech lending environment in Europe will be provided, while in the second part, a 
summary of the current EU AML regulatory framework, focusing on the key direc-
tives and regulations, will be presented. The third section will discuss the challenges 
fintech lenders face in complying with AML laws, particularly the impact on business 
operations and growth, exposing the main concerns raised by the literature. The con-
cluding section will explore potential policy recommendations to improve the regu-
latory environment for fintech lending platforms and will underline the importance 
of finding a balance between overregulation and innovation, before closing with a 
summary of key findings and considerations for the future development of the fin-
tech lending sector.

1. Overview of fintech lending

This section provides a general overview of the fintech lending market, including 
its various models and the key drivers of its growth. Fintech is defined as ‘technolog-
ically enabled innovation in financial services that could result in new business mod-
els, applications, processes, or products with an associated material effect on financial 
markets and institutions and the provision of financial services’ (Carney, 2017). This 
broad definition captures the impact of fintech on traditional financial systems.

Fintech development has followed different paths globally. As described by 
Langley and Leyshon (2020), in the Global North fintech focuses on ‘transforming 
banking’; in contrast, in the Global South it aims at ‘banking the unbanked’. In Af-
rica, the sector has converged on mobile money; in East and South Asia, there is an 
intertwining of African-style ‘bottom of the pyramid’ retail fintech and western-style 
B2B innovation. Regions such as the Middle East, West and Central Asia, and Latin 
America are considered to be late starters in fintech; most fintech capital raising by 
fintech has occurred in China, where the sector stands out in terms of its size, history, 
and qualitative features. Runners-up to China are the US, the UK, and a few other 
countries, including EU Member States such as the Netherlands, Germany, Latvia, 
and Estonia, in per capita fintech investment and in terms of the capital raised by fin-
techs (Wójcik, 2020). According to Baba et al. (2020), the extensive network of formal 
financial service providers in Europe is the cause of the lower penetration of certain 
fintech services, as well as a preference for cash in some countries, like Italy, and the 
heterogeneity of regulations across jurisdictions.

Fintech lending is categorized based on two key factors (Berg et al., 2021): the 
nature of the interaction between customer and lender, and the technology used for 
borrower assessment and monitoring (Giovanola, 2023). A lending process is consid-
ered fintech-driven when the entire interaction between borrower and lender occurs 
through digital platforms, eliminating the need for face-to-face meetings or physi-
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cal documentation (Kerikmäe et al., 2019; Mazur & Ramiro Troitiño, 2024; Troitiño, 
2023). This approach significantly reduces processing times, lowers operational costs, 
and improves the user experience, making credit more accessible and efficient. The 
screening and monitoring process falls under the fintech umbrella when lenders use 
advanced technology such as big data analytics, machine learning (ML), and artificial 
intelligence (AI) to improve traditional risk-assessment models. These technologies 
enable lenders to expand the range of data sources (e.g. digital footprints, transaction 
histories, and behavioural data) or extract deeper insights from existing information, 
leading to more accurate credit risk evaluations (Costa, 2023; Ferretti, 2022).

Since traditional banks increasingly adopt digital solutions, the distinction be-
tween fintech lenders and traditional financial institutions has become less clear. 
Many banks now offer fully digital loan applications and use alternative data sources 
to assess creditworthiness, mirroring fintech capabilities. To maintain a clear differ-
entiation, researchers (Cornelli et al., 2020; Gopal & Schnabl, 2022; Lentini et al., 
2025) often introduce additional classification criteria, for example by stipulating 
that fintech lenders operate independently of incumbent banks or by excluding firms 
that accept deposits, as deposit-taking is typically associated with traditional banking 
institutions.

Baba et al. (2020) identify four main business models for lending used by fintech 
companies:

–– peer-to-peer lending;
–– crowdfunding;
–– the balance sheet model and the mixed model;
–– and invoice trading.

Peer-to-peer (P2P) lending is the most prominent business model in Europe; it 
works by directly matching borrowers and investors (lenders). P2P lending emerged 
nearly two decades ago with the goal of democratizing financial services, enabling 
borrowers to access funds without the involvement of traditional financial institu-
tions. Initially, P2P platforms served as a decentralized marketplace where individual 
lenders funded loans to individual borrowers, effectively bypassing banks (Suryono 
et al., 2019).

Crowdfunding platforms are in many aspects similar to P2P lending because 
they provide a digital marketplace for matching investors and entrepreneurs. Dif-
ferent types of crowdfunding models exist: rewards crowdfunding, where the entre-
preneur grants a reward to those who financially support the launch of a business 
concept or service; equity crowdfunding, where the investor receives shares in a com-
pany; and real-estate crowdfunding, where the backer can acquire ownership of a 
property through the purchase of shares in properties (Wangchuk, 2021).
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The balance sheet model entails the fintech company originating the loan and 
assuming the credit risk associated with it. This kind of lending is the closest to bank 
lending, where the fintech company obtains debt or equity funding and records the 
loans in its balance sheet, however without deposit funding. This model is rarely run 
by itself and is often combined with other models. For example, some platforms ini-
tially adopt the balance sheet model and abandon it once they have established their 
reputation, shifting to a marketplace model relying solely on retail or institutional in-
vestors. However, according to the Cambridge Centre for Alternative Finance (2017), 
a good number of platforms continue using their own balance sheet alongside retail 
and/or institutional investors even after gaining a reputation. Finally, invoice trading 
platforms are similar to P2P lending platforms, with individual invoices used as col-
lateral for loans. The invoice is sold on the platform, and multiple investors can buy 
slices of it. All of the above-mentioned fintech business models share several similar-
ities, including a high degree of automation, as previously discussed, with the use of 
AI and ML, and a focus on convenience and simplicity in the customer experience, 
with a digitally active and younger customer base.

The growth of fintech credit is driven by multiple factors, which can be broadly 
classified into supply-side drivers (factors influencing lending platforms) and de-
mand-side drivers (factors influencing borrowers and investors). The Committee on 
the Global Financial System & Financial Stability Board (2017) has identified and 
listed these factors. On the supply side, the fintech credit industry has flourished 
thanks to technological advancements in computer power, data storage, and mo-
bile connectivity, which have enabled the automation of lending processes. Moreo-
ver, unlike traditional banks, fintech lenders have the ability to scale, benefiting from 
low marginal costs and the capability to expand rapidly through digital identifica-
tion and standardized contracts (Ayata, 2024; Outeda, 2024). They have also been 
able to fill market gaps left by banks, such as micro-business lending and other high-
risk and underserved markets, which create opportunities for fintech firms to step in 
(Mokrá, 2023). On the demand side, the shift in consumer preferences and investor 
behaviour has further stimulated fintech lending. Consumers now expect high speed, 
convenience, and lower costs in financial services. There have also been generational 
shifts: digital-savvy millennials and Gen Z consumers are more likely to prefer online 
lending solutions compared to older generations. This preference was particularly 
strengthened after the 2008 financial crisis, which weakened consumer trust in tradi-
tional banks, making alternative lending platforms more attractive.3 Finally, network 
effects are especially important in this context: the more investors join fintech plat-
forms, the more borrowers are drawn in, creating a self-reinforcing cycle of growth.

3	 ‘Millennials’ refers to individuals born between approximately 1981 and 1996, while ‘Gen Z’ refers 
to those born from 1997 onwards.
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Despite its rapid growth and its numerous advantages, fintech lending is not 
without its difficulties. Since banks have been building up their digital banking ac-
tivities, there could be competition between incumbent lenders and fintech activi-
ties. However, there have also been examples of cooperation between the two, e.g. 
the partnership between the British arm of the  Santander bank and the American 
fintech platform Kabbage to accelerate automated SME lending.4 In addition, many 
fintech lending platforms have not yet experienced a full economic cycle, including 
major financial downturns or a recession; thus it is uncertain how they will perform 
during such periods of economic stress because they have not established risk-man-
agement practices and regulatory protections. In this regard, the regulatory frame-
work surrounding them is complex and ever-changing across different jurisdictions. 
It is particularly relevant to understand the factors that have driven the growth of fin-
tech lending, as they provide context for analysing how regulatory measures, particu-
larly AML laws, impact its development and future trajectory in Europe.

2. Anti-money laundering (AML) regulations in Europe

As defined by the EU, money laundering is ‘the conversion of the proceeds of 
crime into apparently clean funds, usually via the financial system, for example by 
disguising the sources of the money, changing its form or moving the funds to a place 
where they are less likely to attract attention’ (European Union, 2015, Chapter 1, Sec-
tion 1(1)(3)(a)). AML therefore refers to the set of laws, regulations, and procedures 
aimed at preventing criminals from concealing illegally obtained funds or assets. 
AML measures help to identify, track, and report suspicious financial activities.

With globalization and digital advancements, fintech has made cross-border 
transactions faster and more efficient. However, it has also created new avenues for 
money laundering due to fewer intermediaries, decentralized digital currencies, and 
anonymity-enhancing technologies (Omotoso, 2024). On one side, fintech can en-
hance AML detection through the integration of advanced technologies such as AI, 
ML, and blockchain; on the other, its risks demand stronger regulatory oversight to 
prevent abuse. The EU has been combating money laundering since 1991, with the 
adoption of the initial Anti-Money Laundering Directive on the prevention of the use 
of the financial system for the purpose of money laundering (Council of the Euro-
pean Communities, 1991), which has undergone multiple revisions. These directives 
set out measures to establish the true identity of customers, report suspicious trans-
actions, and set up preventive systems within organizations. Among other things, en-
tities subject to the Directive are required to identify and verify the identity of their 

4	 UK SMEs can access Santander’s new working capital solution, offering funding approval be-
tween £500 and £100,000 within minutes and access within a day, using the Kabbage platform to 
accelerate automated lending. 
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customers (customer due diligence) and of beneficial owners (the person who ulti-
mately owns or controls the legal entity or arrangement, on whose behalf a transac-
tion is being carried out), and to monitor their business relationship with customers. 
The third AML Directive (European Union, 2005) emphasized the requirement to as-
sess and mitigate money-laundering risks based on the customer’s profile and his/her 
business relationships and transaction patterns; the fourth AML Directive (European 
Union, 2015) made these risk assessments mandatory both at the national and the 
institutional level. More recently, EU Regulation 2023/1113 (European Union, 2023) 
has further amended Directive 2015/849 (European Union, 2015), significantly re-
shaping AML supervision, particularly in relation to crypto-assets, by expanding the 
scope of supervision, licensing requirements, and subject entities (Tomczak, 2025).

The regulatory environment has changed over time to address new risks and 
emerging trends. The 2020 AML Action Plan (European Commission, 2020) iden-
tified weaknesses in the existing system and led to a comprehensive AML legislative 
package. A central part of this package is the latest regulation, Regulation 2024/1624 
(European Union, 2024b), commonly known as the AMLR, which will apply from 
July 2027. It establishes harmonized AML rules, replacing the previous minimum 
standards. Furthermore, it introduces stricter due diligence measures for crypto-as-
set service providers (CASPs), as well as expanding the list of obliged entities to in-
clude, amongst others, football agents and clubs.

The sixth AML Directive (European Union, 2024c) aims to address the incon-
sistencies and divergences between the Member States’ approaches to AML. This Di-
rective expands the definition of the criminal offence of money laundering to include 
aiding, abetting, inciting, and attempting to commit it. Moreover, it mandates CASPs 
to conduct due diligence for transactions above EUR 1000 and strengthens finan-
cial intelligence units (FIUs) and cross-border information exchange.5 Additionally, 
Regulation 2024/1620 (European Union, 2024a) introduces the EU AML Author-
ity (AMLA), which is located in Frankfurt and will be operational from 2028. This 
organization directly supervises high-risk financial entities and strengthens coordi-
nation among national regulators. The establishment of the AMLA signifies a step 
toward centralized AML enforcement; literature has highlighted the importance of 
a harmonized system and strong coordination as a prerequisite for an effective AML 
legal apparatus (Arnone & Borlini, 2010).

Turning to the concrete implications of AML laws for fintech lenders, Article 3 of 
the AMLR defines financial institutions, credit intermediaries, crowdfunding service 
providers, and credit institutions, among others, as ‘obliged entities’. Fintech lenders 
are not explicitly outlined as a separate category under the EU AML framework, but 
they generally fall under broader financial classifications depending on their business 

5	 FIUs are national agencies responsible for receiving, analysing, and sharing financial information 
related to money laundering and terrorist financing to support law enforcement actions.
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model and licensing. For example, P2P lending platforms or those facilitating financ-
ing through investor contributions can be categorized as crowdfunding service pro-
viders and therefore must comply fully with AML requirements. Indeed, under the 
EU (2020) Crowdfunding Regulation, a fintech platform that facilitates the granting 
of loans (P2P lending) or is involved in placing transferable securities and transmit-
ting client orders for crowdfunding purposes is classified as a crowdfunding service 
provider. Thus, the AMLR does not define fintech lenders explicitly, but it includes 
broad financial service categories that likely cover them. As a result, fintech lenders 
must implement robust AML measures, including customer due diligence, transac-
tion monitoring, and reporting of suspicious activities, which will be further investi-
gated in the following section.

3. The impact of AML regulation on fintech lending platforms 
and possible solutions

As mentioned, the European AML regulatory framework has significant im-
plications for fintech lending platforms, which are therefore required to conduct 
thorough customer due diligence, ‘know your customer’ checks, and reporting of 
suspicious activity, all of which can delay onboarding and transaction processing. 
This makes fintech lenders less attractive for customers, due to lengthy verification 
which may worsen the user experience. Moreover, the lenders must also bear the 
costs of integrating sophisticated solutions to adhere to these requirements; for ex-
ample, by collecting sensitive customer information there is a need to build robust 
data protection measures to prevent breaches, not only to comply with AML regu-
lations, but also with data privacy laws such as the GDPR.6 The risk-based approach 
requires specific due diligence based on the customer’s risk level, which can also slow 
operations, especially for high-risk clients. Transaction monitoring and data reten-
tion requirements necessitate significant investments in systems to detect suspicious 
activities and maintain records for at least five years, increasing operational costs. Fi-
nally, for platforms operating internationally, the need to comply with varying AML 
rules across jurisdictions adds complexity: fintech companies must invest in com-
prehensive research to understand the regulatory environment of each jurisdiction 
they operate in, including staying updated on legislative changes and emerging com-
pliance trends. Although these rules are crucial to combat money laundering, they 
create significant barriers for fintech lenders, reducing their ability to scale quickly, 
innovate, and provide uniform services to customers.

6	 The GDPR (2016) is a regulation in EU law on data protection and privacy in the European Union 
and the European Economic Area. It governs the collection, storage, and processing of personal 
data to ensure that individuals’ privacy rights are upheld.
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Finding a balance between market integrity, rules simplicity, and innovation is 
the core principle behind the innovation trilemma theorized by Brummer and Yadav 
(2017), which suggests that regulators can only effectively achieve two out of these 
three goals at any given time. In the context of fintech lending, market integrity is 
essential; however, ensuring it often comes at the cost of rule simplicity. AML reg-
ulations, especially when applied across multiple jurisdictions, can be complex and 
difficult for fintech lenders to handle, particularly for smaller or new firms without 
extensive legal resources. These complexities may be an obstacle to the platform’s 
ability to innovate because their resources are diverted toward compliance instead 
of technological advancement. As a result, financial innovation, the key driving force 
behind fintech, can be limited by the heavy burden of compliance with AML regula-
tions. To balance this, regulators might create rules that are clear and easy to follow, 
but at the risk of oversimplifying or overlooking unique aspects of fintech operations, 
potentially weakening market protections. As Brummer and Yadav (2017) highlight, 
current regulatory frameworks tend to place paramount focus on market integrity 
and squeeze out innovation.

Regulatory sandboxes can be a solution to this, offering fintech lenders a con-
trolled environment to test and refine AML compliance solutions under supervisory 
oversight, enabling innovation while ensuring adherence to regulatory standards. 
However, regulatory sandboxes do not guarantee a direct path to full market entry, 
despite creating an avenue for experimentation. At the European level, the main ini-
tiative in place is the European Blockchain Regulatory Sandbox (2023–2026), which 
focuses on public-sector use cases through the European Blockchain Services In-
frastructure; however, this might limit its relevance to the private-sector fintech in-
dustry. Moreover, the AI Regulatory Sandbox (2024) allows companies, including 
fintechs using AI for risk assessment and fraud detection, to test AI-driven financial 
solutions under regulatory supervision. Nonetheless, they are not specifically ded-
icated to fintech and instead focus on broader areas. Some EU countries (such as 
Poland’s KNF or the UK’s FCA Regulatory Sandbox) operate regulatory sandboxes 
at a national level, but this means that fintech firms must navigate different national 
sandboxes, leading to regulatory inconsistency, which makes it harder for start-ups 
to scale across the EU (Hamuľák, 2016; Maatsch, 2024).

The majority of European countries set up innovation hubs, schemes whereby 
regulated or unregulated entities can work with competent authorities on fintech-re-
lated issues and seek non-binding guidance on the conformity of innovative financial 
products, services, business models, or delivery mechanisms with licensing, regis-
tration, and/or regulatory requirements (ESMA, 2018). According to authors like 
Buckley et al. (2019) and Roide (2022), innovation hubs should be prioritized over 
regulatory sandboxes, or where those already exist, they should be integrated into an 
innovation hub. Innovation hubs may be more cost-effective and versatile than reg-
ulatory sandboxes. While the latter have the advantage of offering a structured test-
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ing environment, many of their benefits are already provided by innovation hubs at a 
lower cost and with greater flexibility. Nonetheless, as highlighted by Bartnik (2025), 
even innovation hubs are not without their shortcomings: in many cases they pro-
vide only limited avenues for engagement and are restricted to submitting questions 
to supervisors or contacting email addresses for general inquiries. Furthermore, the 
criteria for defining eligible participants in innovation hub programmes remain am-
biguous, and frequently rely on vague and broadly defined terminology.

Conclusions

The rapid evolution of fintech lending presents both opportunities and chal-
lenges in the fight against money laundering. In Europe, fintech companies’ devel-
opment is on the rise but has not progressed as rapidly as in other regions. This can 
partly be explained by the high preexisting banking presence but also by burden-
some regulations, unlike in jurisdictions such as China and the USA. As emphasized 
by Lagarde (2018), attention must be given to the balance between regulatory strin-
gency, which safeguards consumers and investors, and the flexibility needed to foster 
financial innovation that benefits the public responsibly and sustainably. AML regu-
lations are crucial for maintaining market integrity, but they must not suppress finan-
cial innovation. The innovation trilemma proposed by Brummer and Yadav (2017) 
further stresses the fragile balance regulators must strike between financial innova-
tion, market integrity, and regulatory clarity. A rigid AML framework poses the risk 
of holding back innovation, while overly flexible regulations could create loopholes 
for illicit activities.

Regulatory sandboxes and innovation hubs can serve as controlled environ-
ments where fintech firms test new AML solutions without facing immediate regu-
latory burdens. This fosters innovation while ensuring compliance mechanisms are 
effective before full-scale implementation (Rek, 2024; Rūse, 2014). International co-
operation is also essential. Given the borderless nature of fintech transactions, AML 
enforcement cannot remain fragmented across jurisdictions, and a level playing 
field for fintech companies must be created (Koranteng & You, 2024). Policymakers 
should work toward a more harmonized global framework that supports innovation 
while ensuring robust AML enforcement; this could involve better cross-border col-
laboration between FIUs, standardized AML compliance requirements, and an in-
creased role for global regulatory bodies in overseeing high-risk fintech activities. It 
could mean strengthening the role of the Financial Action Task Force (FATF), which 
sets international standards and provides recommendations on the prevention of 
global money laundering and terrorist financing. For example, the FATF could intro-
duce real penalties for countries that fail to follow AML rules and work with global 
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organizations like the IMF and World Bank to apply economic pressure on non-com-
pliant countries.

Finally, as underlined in a report by the European Institute of Innovation and 
Technology (2024), regulators and supervisors often lack the technological expertise 
needed to keep pace with rapid fintech innovation, making the implementation of 
even well-structured regulations difficult. To address this, supervisory bodies must 
upgrade their technological capabilities and make use of digital automated tools to 
strengthen oversight and enforcement in the evolving financial landscape.

Referring back to the original research question: AML laws impact the growth 
of fintech companies by burdening them with excessive compliance expenses which 
prevent them from using their resources to develop new products. AML regulations 
play a vital role in preserving financial market stability as well as maintaining inves-
tor and borrower trust within fintech platforms. The main challenge for regulators 
continues to be achieving proper equilibrium between the mentioned forces. This 
research contributes theoretically by underlining the need for a dynamic regulatory 
framework that combines principles of adaptive governance with financial innova-
tion theory. It aims to conceptualize regulation as a system that evolves alongside 
innovation, strengthening the view that regulatory learning and technological adap-
tation must be a part of the same policy cycle. Such a framework can help reduce 
compliance costs for fintechs while preserving market integrity.

Future research should explore how emerging technologies (blockchain-based 
identity verification, AI-driven transaction monitoring, and cross-border data-shar-
ing frameworks) can be put into practice within AML systems without comprising 
innovation or privacy. Empirical studies could also assess the effectiveness of regula-
tory sandboxes and innovation hubs across jurisdictions, identifying which govern-
ance structures best foster responsible innovation. Finally, future investigation could 
evaluate the long-term economic and social impacts of AML-driven compliance 
costs on the growth, competitiveness, and inclusivity of the fintech lending sector. 
The future development of fintech lending requires a united front which incorporates 
modern technology with worldwide, and standards and balanced regulatory meas-
ures to prevent money laundering and other financial criminal activities.7

7	 ChatGPT, an AI language model developed by OpenAI, was utilized over a period of several 
weeks for paraphrasing and conducting grammar and syntax checks (OpenAI, personal commu-
nication, 16 March 2025 – 5 June 2025). The article was also copyedited by a human.
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