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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.


	While the manuscript introduces an innovative conceptual framework on dollar dominance as infrastructure, its importance for the scientific community is not yet fully established. The current draft does not provide empirical evidence or hypothesis testing to demonstrate how the proposed Functional De-Dollarization Index can be applied in practice. Moreover, the absence of concrete results, policy-oriented discussion, and a conclusion section weakens the articulation of its broader impact. To meet scientific journal standards, the manuscript should explicitly highlight how its theoretical contributions advance existing literature, fill a clear research gap, and provide actionable insights for scholars and policymakers.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	The current title “Dollar Dominance as Infrastructure: Functional Stratification in the Global Monetary System” reflects the conceptual orientation of the paper but is somewhat abstract and lengthy. It does not clearly convey the methodological approach or highlight the empirical/policy relevance, which is often expected in scientific journals. To improve clarity and accessibility, the title should be more concise and emphasize the functional framework and implications.

Suggested alternative titles:

“Functional Dimensions of Dollar Dominance: Rethinking De-Dollarization in the Global Monetary System”

	

	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 provides a strong conceptual framing of dollar dominance as infrastructure, but it is not yet comprehensive according to scientific journal standards. It lacks a clear description of the methodology (data sources, analytical approach, or hypothesis testing) and does not present specific results or empirical evidence to support the claims. Policy implications are mentioned only in general terms and should be expanded into concrete recommendations.

Suggestions for improvement:

•
Add a brief statement on the research method (e.g., theoretical modelling, empirical dataset, case study).

•
Include key findings in a more precise and measurable way rather than only conceptual insights.

•
Strengthen the policy relevance by outlining practical implications for emerging economies or global monetary governance.

•
Consider shortening overly technical descriptions .
With these additions, the abstract would meet the comprehensiveness and clarity expected in high-impact journals.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript presents a coherent theoretical framework and the mathematical formulation of the Functional De-Dollarization Index, which is logically consistent. However, from the perspective of scientific correctness, several issues remain. The paper does not provide empirical validation or data-driven testing of the proposed model, making it difficult to assess the robustness of its claims. Key concepts such as safe-asset scarcity and hedging incompleteness are discussed conceptually but lack quantitative evidence or case studies. In addition, the absence of hypothesis development and testing limits the manuscript’s ability to demonstrate scientific rigor. To meet scientific journal standards, the theoretical framework should be complemented with empirical analysis, clear hypotheses, and verifiable results.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The manuscript cites a broad range of classical and contemporary works, including Kindleberger (1973), Krugman (1980), and more recent contributions such as Gopinath et al. (2020) and Farhi & Maggiori (2018). However, from the perspective of scientific journal standards, the references are not yet sufficient or fully up-to-date. Several citations stop at 2025, but there is limited engagement with the most recent empirical studies and policy reports on de-dollarisation, digital currencies, and global payment infrastructures.

Suggestions for improvement:

- Include recent IMF, BIS, and World Bank reports on currency usage, payment systems, and safe-asset scarcity (2023–2025).

- Add empirical studies on digital currencies and stablecoins (e.g., CBDC adoption, cross-border settlement research).

- Strengthen references to policy-oriented literature on BRICS de-dollarisation initiatives and geopolitical monetary strategies published in the last 2–3 years.

- Ensure the reference list is formatted according to journal standards and includes a complete bibliography section, which is currently missing.
	

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


	The manuscript is generally written in clear academic English, with appropriate use of technical terminology and conceptual framing. However, the quality is not yet fully suitable for scholarly communications at the scientific journal level. Some sentences are overly long and complex, which may reduce readability. There are occasional issues of repetition and stylistic heaviness that could be improved through editing. In addition, the abstract and introduction would benefit from more concise phrasing and sharper articulation of research questions. Overall, while the English is understandable, the manuscript requires language polishing and stylistic refinement to meet international publication standards.
	

	Optional/General comments
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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 apparent ethical concerns in this manuscript. The study is conceptual and theoretical in nature, focusing on monetary infrastructure and de-dollarisation, without involving human subjects, sensitive personal data, or experiments that would raise ethical approval requirements. However, the manuscript does not include a formal ethical statement or disclosure section, which is often required by scientific journals to confirm compliance with research integrity standards. It would be advisable to add a brief statement clarifying that no ethical approval was necessary due to the purely theoretical nature of the work, and to confirm adherence to academic integrity and proper citation practices.
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