Dear Editor and Reviewer

Many thanks for your comments. We have endeavoured to address your concerns as
outlined in this response.

Editor comments

The Reviewer has labelled their comments as technical corrections, but | believe these are
important substantive concerns that need to be addressed before the manuscript can be
published. Please address them carefully. | want to emphasize that the new section 2.4 does
not currently fit into the structure of the manuscript. It is too long without focusing on the
ethical dimensions of a potential PTP in global finance. Instead, it is a broader comment on
various issues in global finance in the context of sustainability. You could either turn this into
a second ‘illustrative case study’, adding a shortened and revised version of it to section 3,
or remove it. | agree with the Reviewer that 4.3 is a missed opportunity to discuss policy
implications of the manuscript. Please take some time here to outline what policy makers in
different domains should do to attend to ethics and justice when seeking to create PTPs.
This is linked to my own feedback to your initial manuscript, which you did not respond to.

In response to these comments, we have made 2.4 into a second illustrative case
study and added a 4.3.2 and 4.3.3 for policy makers, responding to the editor’s
original points.

Reviewer 1

The first original reviewer suggested revising the paper to make it more accessible
across disciplines, avoiding jargon and providing more explanations, and indeed the
revised paper has done that, but there remain still concepts and statements that might
be difficult to comprehend for someone outside social sciences, e.g. "more than human
‘actors™ probably needs explanation, sufficiency (line 171) needs to be explained, or
‘doughnut economics' (line 172), what does 'people across scales’ (line 194) mean,
'moral licensing' (line 329) is mentioned alongside rebound effects, but only rebound
effects are discussed, etc.

These concepts have been defined more clearly or alternative terms used to be
more accessible

| would remove references to adaptation and maladaptation from 2.1. as the section
seems to be entirely on mitigation measures.
Deleted

| would suggest greater nuance in 2.2., as resource extraction in the Global South is
practised not just by the so called Global North, but also by China, Russian (e.g. through
its Wagner Group in the past), Saudi Arabia etc.

Greater nuance has been added with the text edited

| also wonder whether a clearer position needs to be taken whether you criticise the
capitalist system or extractivism (which was/is also a feature of Communist regimes).



Indeed the system position of the paper is not always clear, which may be because
different people wrote different sections and there might not be an agreement on this
among all the contributing authors, but then, maybe make this transparent at the start of
the paper?

Thank you for acknowledging this difficulty and we have tried to make this clearer
in terms of diverse perspectives of the authors in the beginning (and also to take a
clearer stance). One author read through the entire article and edited to make it
more cohesive, and address the lack of clarity and continuity of our position on
this. We also added more clear and relevant citations to show we engaged critical
literature on this topic.

Is 4.1.3 not basically the same as 4.1.2, | struggle to see what is new in 4.1.3 that has
not been already said before in 4.1.1 and 4.1.2
We have combined 4.1.2 and 4.1.3

4.3 contains only 4.3.1 which is entirely about finance (which is already covered in 4.2),
this seems like a missed opportunity to actually make policy-making recommendations.
If you don't have more actual recommendation on policy making then maybe just remove
4.3

We have made an additional 4.3.2 with more specific policy recommendations

Overall this is an important paper and | appreciate the difficulty to communicate a clear
position, given the complexity of the issue.



