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Summary: The authors describe sociohydrology of transboundary rivers with emergent
patterns of conflicts and cooperation, as meta-theoretic and propose a framework that
encompasses theories from political sciences, economics to social psychology as a bridge
between the meta level set of theories and the hydrology of basins. The aim is to identify
variables and concepts that can bind the theories together and bring out the slow and fast
processes behind emegent patterns of conflicts and cooperation. 

Comments: interesing proposal of sociohydrology as meta-theoretic. The motivation of
this paper is clear: how then to bring diverse theories under one umbrella. This is an
ambitious task, which indeed needs framework thinking as presented in this paper. The
authors summarize various relevant fields briefly, which is also very instructive, and then
go about assessing three case studies (covered by the special issue) within the framework
to demonstrate its utility. 

I believe the paper would benefit by bringing it all together a bit more. The synthesis table
and how the case studies are similar or different in terms of various elements of the
framework such as social motives, power, institutional capacity etc is useful but how such
system components talk to each other is not clear from the narratives of the case studies.
Description of slow and fast dynamics is not so clear in the case studies . While the
authors argue that hydro-economic treatment of transboundary river sociohydrology has
gaps, they donot convincingly demonstrate that these gaps are filled by bringing in
additional components through the case studies. I also think that the authors are unclear
about how to 'quantify' various variables and concepts corresponding to these system
components (also the sets of these variables and components appear to be 'open' sets) -
they do allude to somethings in the paper (Table 1) but it is not clear to me how it is
educating the slow and/or fast dynamics. Perhaps a more tangible effort to quantify some
slow/fast dynamic equations (such equations can be conceptual in nature) will help. Also,
some more tangible evidence of how some of its corresponding variables can be
observed/measured, e.g. through behavioural experiments or surveys in ennvironmental
psychology will help. Finally, what is it that neo-classical economics cannot explain that
the proposed system components help explain in the narratives of the case studies?



Almost all of the case studies studies can be explained by dynamic non-coperative game
theory under uncertainty (evolving benefits, power, institutions, capacity and their
feedbacks under exogenous shocks). So, what exactly the framework is accomplishing
remains unclear and should be clearly brought forward. What is endogenous, what is
exogenous to the system, how behavioral experiments/ environmental psychology data
collection and analysis methods are being deployed, is it very slowly evolving
culture/institutions and its effect on norms, perception of risk and capacity (given the time
horizon of the case studies discussed) etc that are not covered by the current
hydroeconomic models and needed to fully make sense of the presented narratives of the
three basins?  

I also think the figures and language at places can be improved.  
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