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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 for the scientific community because it offers a novel conceptual reframing of dollar dominance that moves beyond conventional aggregate measures and instead treats international money as a set of distinct, function-specific infrastructures. By analytically distinguishing between transactional and stability-critical monetary roles, the study helps reconcile persistent dollar centrality with observed patterns of partial and uneven de-dollarization across countries and domains. The framework integrates insights from international macroeconomics, political economy, and financial stability, providing a unifying lens that clarifies why policy-driven exit from the dollar often produces unintended macro-financial risks. As such, the manuscript advances theory, sharpens empirical interpretation, and offers a durable analytical foundation for future research on monetary sovereignty, currency competition, and the evolving architecture of the international monetary system.


	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Yes, the title is generally suitable, as it clearly signals the core argument of the paper and highlights its conceptual contribution by framing dollar dominance as a form of infrastructure rather than simple currency prevalence. It is distinctive, theoretically grounded, and likely to attract the attention of readers in international economics and political economy. However, the title is relatively abstract and may benefit from a slight refinement to more explicitly convey the paper’s analytical focus on de-dollarization and functional differentiation.


	

	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 largely comprehensive and succeeds in clearly outlining the motivation, central argument, and main contribution of the article. It effectively conveys the conceptual shift from viewing dollar dominance as a monolithic phenomenon to understanding it as a set of functionally differentiated monetary roles, which is a key strength. However, the abstract could be improved with a few targeted refinements. First, it would be useful to briefly clarify the analytical or methodological approach employed (for example, whether the argument is primarily conceptual, comparative, or supported by illustrative empirical evidence). Second, explicitly stating the broader implications of the findings for policy debates on de-dollarization and monetary sovereignty would strengthen its relevance for both academic and policy audiences. Finally, minor condensation of background sentences could create space for a more precise statement of the article’s theoretical contribution without increasing the overall length of the abstract.


	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is scientifically sound and internally consistent. The core arguments are well grounded in established theories of international monetary economics, financial stability, and political economy, and the conceptual claims are logically derived from existing empirical and historical evidence. Key concepts are clearly defined and used consistently throughout the manuscript, and the analytical framework does not conflict with known stylized facts regarding dollar dominance, reserve currency behavior, or recent de-dollarization efforts.

While the study is primarily conceptual, its reasoning aligns closely with the manuscript empirical patterns and avoids overstatement or unsupported causal claims. The conclusions follow logically from the framework developed and remain appropriately bounded. Overall, the manuscript meets accepted standards of scientific rigor in terms of theoretical coherence, validity of assumptions, and consistency with the broader scholarly literature


	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references in the manuscript are generally sufficient and cover many of the foundational works relevant to dollar dominance, de-dollarization, and international monetary economics. The literature cited includes key conceptual pieces that support the theoretical framing and situate the argument within broader debates. There is also evidence of engagement with recent discussions, which helps anchor the manuscript in ongoing scholarly conversations.

However, a few recent and highly relevant works could be added to further strengthen the reference base and demonstrate engagement with the latest research trends. For example, including updated empirical studies on currency networks, global payment systems, and digital currency developments would enhance the currency of the literature. Works that specifically address the evolving role of the U.S. dollar in the context of digital assets and central bank digital currencies could also provide contemporary depth. If there are recent empirical analyses on functional segmentation in foreign exchange markets or international reserves portfolios (post-2020), those would be valuable additions as well. Including such references would improve the manuscript’s positioning within the cutting edge of research on currency hierarchies and monetary infrastructure.


	

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


	Yes, the language and overall English quality of the manuscript are suitable for scholarly communication. The writing is clear, formal, and consistent with academic standards in economics and related social sciences. Key arguments are articulated precisely, technical terms are used appropriately, and the tone remains objective throughout the manuscript.

However, minor editorial work need to be carried out which could further improve readability and flow, particularly by reducing sentence length in a few conceptual passages and ensuring consistency in terminology across sections. These are editorial in nature and do not detract from the clarity or scholarly merit of the work. 
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


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


	 No ethical issues in this manuscript
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