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PART  1: Review Comments 
 
 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) 

Compulsory REVISION comments 
 

 
It is very interesting topic. Fast food is known as junk food and often blamed for 
various health issues among people. On other hand CSR worked for social good. 
However, this paper ignored this contrasting dimension. The question arises that 
how to expect responsibility from someone who is blamed for irresponsible social 
behaviour. The paper would be more interesting and attractive if rational would build 
around ‘CSR and its effects (positive/negative) from fast food restaurants (as society 
spoiler).’ In other word society building from society spoilers.  
 
 
Adoption of scale items required more details. On what basis this study adopted few 
items and dropped others? Why chose these study to select for item selection? 
 
Also, in discussion section (third paragraph) it is written ‘The last but not the least 
hypothesis H5’ from nowhere this H5 appeared.  
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