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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 paper is relevant because it summarizes the evolution of japans policy regarding sustainability issues of their economic system. Thus, it provides a brief historical review for scholars, and a policy analysis and the current state of affairs, which can be useful for both scholars and policymakers. It also analysis the challenges that the GX strategy faces or may face in its implementation, with consideration to the extrapolation of it to other economies.
	

	Is the title of the article suitable?

(If not please suggest an alternative title)


	I think the tittle is good, suited to its content and has an appropriate combination of words (search engines wise).
	

	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.


	I do have a couple of comments on the abstract, it would be better to rename the aims section as aims and scope or change it. Also, maybe switch the content of the methodological design and the methodology. I left comments on the document to explain these suggestions.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically, correct? Please write here.
	Yes, the manuscript is well written and structurally coherent; I would suggest to add a paragraph or a couple of lines listing the sections of the document in the introduction, mostly as it is customary in this type of work.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? If you have suggestions of additional references, please mention them in the review form.
	Many references are +10 years old, but that is normal considering it is an historical revision, so they are appropriate and numerous.
	

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


	Yes, writing quality is great, there are a few parts that weren’t that clear to me, I highlight them in the document (then again, that is more of a personal perspective and suggestion to check them)
	

	Optional/General comments


	I think it would be beneficial to add a section detailing into the methodological proceeding. It doesn’t need to be a big or it could even be a couple of paragraphs in the introduction. But since the narrative review methodology is mentioned in the abstract it would be desirable to present a bit about it, as it is only mentioned there, and explain the systematization process or approach.
In qualitative research, it is paramount to consider three categorical levels of work, theoretical categories (from theory), analytical categories (from the data), and a coding system that allows to transit between these two categorical levels. The designing possibilities of the coding systems are wide, it could be a code book or a simple description of the research strategy; but it’s paramount to openly put them forward in a methodological section in order to keep qualitative research transparent, especially because in qualitative research we tend to be criticized of having methodological “black boxes”.

Therefore, developing the methodological concerns give soundness to the paper as a methodology is mentioned in the abstract; another option is to postulate the manuscript as an academic essay, in which case it does not requires a methodology, only a structuring.
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	Reviewer’s comment
	Author’s comment (if agreed with 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 details)
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