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	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 makes an important contribution to the scientific community by providing a historically grounded and methodologically rigorous analysis of the ongoing process of de-dollarisation. While much of the existing literature has focused either on theoretical debates or narrow case studies, this work integrates historical insights, institutional developments, and advanced empirical strategies to capture the mechanisms through which BRICS-led initiatives may reshape global currency multipolarity. By combining frameworks such as dominant currency pricing, portfolio allocation, and institutional payment-rail innovations with causal identification methods, the manuscript bridges theoretical and empirical gaps in international finance. Its findings are particularly relevant for scholars and policymakers seeking to understand how tariff shocks, sanctions, and currency diversification interact to transform the international monetary system, thus offering a timely and policy-relevant perspective on one of the most pressing questions in global economics.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	I recommend revising it, with the best alternative being:

“From Dollar Dominance to Multipolarity? BRICS Initiatives, Trade Shocks, and the International 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 current abstract is not fully comprehensive because it remains too descriptive: it mentions de-dollarisation, the BRICS, and tariff threats, but it does not clearly state the research question, the methods employed, or the main findings and contributions. To align it with academic standards, it should explicitly formulate the objective (for example, examining the impact of BRICS initiatives on invoicing, reserve allocation, and settlement patterns), specify the empirical approaches used (difference-in-differences…), and summarize in one or two sentences the key results (such as the increase in local-currency invoicing and the use of swap lines following tariff shocks, while reserve reallocation remains limited by market depth and the scarcity of safe assets). It would also be appropriate to conclude with the scientific and policy relevance of the study, highlighting how it combines dominant currency pricing theory with institutional innovations in payment systems. Conversely, certain redundancies on the historical evolution of the dollar’s role should be removed, as well as generalized claims about “a new era of multipolarity,” which belong more to the introduction than to the abstract.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	The manuscript is scientifically sound in its theoretical framing and proposed methodology, as it draws on well-established frameworks (dominant currency pricing, portfolio models, DiD, PPML gravity, local projections). However, it cannot yet be considered fully correct empirically, since the results are not presented and diagnostic tests of identification and robustness are still missing. Strengthening the data treatment and replacing non-academic references would make it scientifically more rigorous and publication-ready.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references are relevant but not fully sufficient or recent; some are non-academic (e.g., Wikipedia) and should be replaced. I recommend adding recent key works such as Gopinath et al. (2020, AER), Amiti et al. (2022, QJE), and updated IMF/BIS reports to strengthen the empirical and policy grounding.
	

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


	The English is clear enough to follow, but the manuscript needs editing for conciseness, precision, and consistency to meet the standards of scholarly communication.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The paper is conceptually strong, timely, and methodologically ambitious, but it still requires clearer empirical implementation, refinement of the abstract and language, and replacement of non-academic references before being ready for high-level scholarly publication.
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