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	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 because it synthesizes a fast-growing and fragmented literature on how monetary policy uncertainty influences banking stability through credit supply, liquidity conditions, and capital adequacy. By covering studies from 2010–2025, it connects post-GFC and post-COVID evidence, helping researchers and policymakers see where results are consistent and where they remain mixed across methods and regimes. The review is also timely in highlighting the emerging role of AI (and the need for explainable AI) in stress testing and early-warning systems, which is increasingly relevant for modern supervision. Finally, it points to clear research gaps – especially real-time data integration and interpretability – that can guide future empirical and regulatory work.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	Mostly suitable, but it could be sharpened for clarity and consistency: the manuscript frequently discusses EPU alongside MPU, and “integrative literature review” could be emphasized more explicitly.

Suggested alternative title:

«Policy Uncertainty, Bank Stability, and the Rise of AI-Enabled Stress Testing: A Review of Evidence»
	

	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 generally informative and reflects the topic, the review period, and the main channels of MPU’s impact on banking stability. At the same time, it should be made more precise: clearly distinguish between MPU and EPU (or explain that EPU is used as a proxy), briefly clarify the logic of selection and synthesis (integrative review according to RQ1 - RQ4), and formulate the results without too categorical cause-and-effect statements. It is also appropriate to reformulate a few unclear phrases about liquidity and remove stylistic repetitions to enhance academic clarity and readability.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound: it consistently defines MPU and bank stability, logically structures the review along key channels (credit, liquidity, capital), and aligns the conclusions with the main trends in the literature on the impact of uncertainty on banks’ risk aversion, lending contraction, and liquidity hoarding. At the same time, for greater scientific rigor, it would be worthwhile to more clearly distinguish between MPU and EPU or briefly explain in which cases EPU is used as a proxy, and avoid overly categorical cause-and-effect formulations, presenting the results as a synthesis of empirical patterns that depend on methods and regimes. There are also isolated stylistic and editorial inconsistencies in the formulations (especially regarding liquidity), which should be corrected so as not to create the impression of contradictions.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	The references generally appear relevant and sufficient for the topic of the review. However, as for an integrative review, it would be advisable to shift the bibliography more towards the latest wave of research, focusing mainly on works from the last 5-8 years, and leaving older sources only as basic for definitions and classical approaches. This will increase the modernity of the argument and better reflect the post-pandemic evolution of the literature on MPU and banking stability.
	

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


	The English is understandable but would benefit from professional academic editing. Common issues include grammar, repetition, awkward phrasing, and occasional incorrect word choice that can blur meaning (especially in Results/Discussion). With a focused language polish pass particularly for the abstract, transitions, and key claims the manuscript would read much more convincingly.
	

	Optional/General comments


	The manuscript is well structured and logically organized around well-defined research questions, which is a strong point of the paper. The main contribution is to systematize the disparate empirical results and combine traditional macro-financial approaches with modern AI-oriented directions. At the same time, the overall impact of the article could be enhanced by linguistic editing, reducing repetitions, and more clearly aligning terminology (MPU vs EPU) across sections. With moderate revisions, the manuscript has the potential to be useful for both the academic community and researchers focused on policy-oriented analysis.
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	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript? 


	No
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