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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 (Please correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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 advances a systemic understanding of sustainability transitions by explicitly integrating the roles of firms, markets, and financial systems within a unified analytical framework. By synthesizing insights from economics, finance, and innovation studies, it clarifies why isolated technological or financial solutions are insufficient under climate and resource constraints, thereby addressing a persistent gap in transition research. The chapter is particularly valuable in highlighting coordination failures, policy credibility, and transition risk pricing as central mechanisms shaping real-economy outcomes. Its integrative perspective provides a strong conceptual foundation for future empirical work and policy-oriented research on climate governance and sustainable economic transformation.

	

	Is the title of the article suitable?
(If not please suggest an alternative title)

	The current title is relatively broad and does not explicitly convey the conceptual–synthetic nature of the contribution or the strong emphasis on coordination and governance that runs throughout the chapter. To enhance precision and academic signalling, one of the following alternatives could be considered:
Suggested alternative titles (optional):
1. Firms, Markets, and Finance in Sustainability Transitions: A Systemic and Governance-Oriented Perspective under Climate Constraints
2. Coordinating Firms, Markets, and Financial Systems for Sustainability Transitions under Climate and Resource Constraints
3. The Interdependent Roles of Firms, Markets, and Finance in Sustainability Transitions
	

	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 well aligned with the content of the manuscript. It clearly states the motivation (climate change and resource constraints), the analytical scope (firms, markets, and financial systems), the methodological approach (narrative review and conceptual synthesis), and the main argument regarding interdependence and the role of governance and policy credibility. As such, it provides readers with an accurate high-level overview of the chapter.
Suggested improvements
1. Briefly signal key implications
While the abstract mentions the need for coordinated policy approaches, it could be strengthened by briefly indicating the implications for policymakers, regulators, or financial institutions (e.g., innovation policy design, disclosure regimes, or transition-risk governance).
2. Minor tightening for concision
Some phrases (e.g., repeated references to “climate and resource constraints” and “interdependent components”) could be slightly streamlined to improve readability without losing substance.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here. 
	Overall, the manuscript is scientifically sound and conceptually correct. The arguments are well grounded in established theories and empirical findings from the economics of innovation, environmental economics, and sustainable finance, and the manuscript demonstrates appropriate engagement with high-quality, peer-reviewed literature. The causal relationships discussed—between firm behaviour, market incentives, financial risk pricing, and policy credibility—are consistent with the current scientific consensus in sustainability transition research.
That said, the manuscript is primarily conceptual and synthetic rather than empirical, which is appropriate for its stated objectives but should be clearly acknowledged as such. Some claims (e.g., on the effectiveness of financial markets in pricing transition risk or accelerating transitions) could benefit from more cautious wording to reflect ongoing empirical uncertainty and heterogeneity across contexts. These points do not undermine the scientific correctness of the work but suggest areas where greater precision and nuance would further strengthen its academic robustness.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
-
	The references used in the manuscript are largely sufficient, appropriate, and academically robust. The bibliography draws on seminal and highly cited works in sustainability transitions, environmental economics, innovation studies, and sustainable finance (e.g., Geels; Jaffe et al.; Aghion et al.; Bolton & Kacperczyk; Campiglio et al.), which provides a solid theoretical and empirical foundation. While several core references pre-date 2020, their inclusion is justified as they establish the canonical frameworks on which current research builds.
However, given the fast-evolving nature of climate finance and transition-risk research, the manuscript would benefit from a modest strengthening of recent (2022–2024) literature, particularly on financial regulation, climate-risk disclosure, and systemic transition governance. Adding a small number of newer references would enhance the manuscript’s contemporaneity without altering its conceptual orientation.
Suggested additional references (indicative):
· NGFS (2023). NGFS Climate Scenarios for central banks and supervisors. Network for Greening the Financial System.
· Pankratz, S., Bauer, R., & Derwall, J. (2021/2022). Climate change, firm performance, and investor expectations. Journal of Environmental Economics and Management / Management Science.
· Kahn, M. E., Mohaddes, K., Ng, R., Pesaran, M. H., Raissi, M., & Yang, J. (2021). Long-term macroeconomic effects of climate change. Energy Economics.
· Schoenmaker, D. (2023). The transition to a sustainable financial system. Oxford University Press.

	

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

	The overall language and English quality are adequate for scholarly communication, and the manuscript is generally clear, formal, and consistent with academic conventions. The arguments are logically structured, terminology is used appropriately, and the writing effectively conveys complex conceptual relationships relevant to sustainability transitions.
However, the manuscript would benefit from professional English-language editing prior to publication. There are recurring issues with punctuation, hyphenation, spacing (e.g., long, term, low, carbon, system, wide), and occasional awkward phrasing that affect readability and fluency. These issues are stylistic rather than substantive and do not undermine the scientific content, but addressing them would significantly improve clarity, precision, and overall presentation quality.
	

	Optional/General comments

	The manuscript presents a strong, coherent, and scientifically sound conceptual analysis of sustainability transitions, with a clear systemic integration of firms, markets, and financial systems. The literature base is solid, the arguments are well aligned with current theoretical and policy debates, and the contribution is relevant to a broad academic and policy-oriented audience. The main limitations relate to language polishing, tighter contribution signalling in the abstract and conclusion, and the potential inclusion of a small number of more recent references. These are refinement-level issues rather than substantive flaws, justifying a high score with a recommendation for minor revision rather than major reworking.



	















	PART  2: 


	
	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with the reviewer, correct the manuscript and highlight that part in the manuscript. 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)

No ethical issues
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