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We take this opportunity to thank the editor and reviewers of our paper for their kind collaboration to the improvement of this manuscript. We have taken into account all the concerns raised and we have made the suggested modifications. We have implemented numerous improvements to the paper. Below we justify our replies to the suggestions made by the respected reviewers of the paper.
	REVIEWER 1



1. The flow of the introduction was improper arranged. (…) Authors have not (1) stated the research problem, (2) explained the importance of the study, and (3) research gap.
We appreciate the reviewer’s comments to help improve the value of our research. In this new version, we have tried to explain the research problem, importance and research gaps more clearly in the introduction. For instance, we have restructured the introduction section significantly. In the new version of the manuscript, the following information has been added to highlight the research problem, importance and gaps suggested by the reviewer. 
“In satisfying the growing needs of hotel guests, there are many negative impacts of hospitality companies in society, such as air and noise pollution, biodiversity loss, waste generation, and non-compliance with fundamental labor standards (Chan, 2011). For this reason, in the last decades, managers of hospitality companies have been especially worried to present Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) as a strategy to accomplish their corporate goals (Kim & Kim, 2016a) while also minimizing the negative impacts of their activities on natural, cultural and social environments (Chan, 2011). A CSR strategy incorporates the societal and environmental obligations of companies towards their stakeholders (McDonald & Lai, 2011). Thus, CSR is an all-encompassing notion that refers to both the way a company conducts its internal operations, including the way it treats its workforce, and its impact on the world around it (Reder, 1994).”.
“For instance, prior literature suggests that engaging in CSR activities in the hospitality industry is associated with a number of positive outcomes that include improvements in perceived service quality (Park & Levy, 2014), customer satisfaction (Su & Swanson, 2017), corporate image (Dief & Font, 2010) and corporate reputation (Kang et al., 2016). In other studies, these outcomes have also been found to impact customer loyalty directly and positively (Hernández-Lobato et al., 2006; Cheng & Hui, 2009; Lai, 2019; Rather et al., 2019). Nevertheless, the mediating role of all these four variables on the relationship between customer perceptions of CSR and loyalty has not been explored in an integrated way so far and, consequently, the specific mechanisms through which customer perceptions of CSR affect customer loyalty have not been clearly established yet.

Second, even though the growth of CSR activities by hospitality companies is increasingly apparent, the question still remains whether customer CSR expectations and perceptions are the same across different countries (Chomvilailuk & Butcher, 2013) and, therefore, whether their responses to the CSR strategies of hospitality companies are equivalent or not (Palacios-Florencio et al., 2018). In this paper, it is argued that customer responses to CSR may not be universally consistent, mostly because of two reasons. First, customer responses may differ because of the type of CSR activities implemented by hospitality companies in different countries. In this regard, there are noteworthy differences in the extent to which companies have embraced CSR practices worldwide, which can be explained based on the diverse level of economic, social and cultural development of nations (Chomvilailuk & Butcher, 2013). Most frequently, companies in developed countries tend to implement CSR largely than companies in developing economies (Feldman & Vasquez, 2013). Second, customer responses may also vary depending on the diverse CSR expectations of stakeholders from different cultures (Su et al., 2017). Although the trend towards CSR is gaining momentum worldwide, different cultures have their own values, which are often reflected in stakeholders’ decision-making processes (McDonald & Lai, 2011). 

This study aims to fill these two important gaps that have been identified in previous literature by theoretically proposing and empirically testing a conceptual model that incorporates perceived service quality, customer satisfaction, corporate image and corporate reputation as mediating variables that allow us to better understand how CSR builds customer loyalty in the context of the hospitality industry. The mediated relationship between customer perceptions of CSR and customer loyalty is tested in a cross-cultural setting by examining and comparing the relationships among all the variables in three countries: Pakistan, China and Italy. For this purpose, several research hypotheses are developed based on social identity (Tajfel & Turner, 1986), stakeholder (Freeman, 1984) and signaling (Spence, 1973) theories.” 

In covering these two gaps, this study provides several contributions to previous hospitality literature.”.
“To the best of our knowledge, previous empirical studies in the hospitality industry have not incorporated the identified mediators into a single model to explain the impact of customer perceptions of CSR on customer loyalty and, consequently, there is still a limited understanding of the different routes that link both variables in this context (Rivera et al., 2016). Additionally, the present study integrates three theoretical approaches (i.e., social identity, stakeholder and signaling theories) and, by doing so, it expands previous studies that have based on the social identity perspective almost exclusively to understand the CSR-loyalty link. Finally, a sample from multiple countries is useful to demonstrate what the outcomes of customer perceptions of CSR in different cultural settings are, which would help researchers and practitioners to focus CSR efforts and investments better. Because existing literature is almost silent on the comparison of customer perceptions of CSR, the proposed mediators and customer loyalty across different countries, the present study distinguishes itself by expanding prior research through incorporating the mediation effects in a cross-country setting.”
2. Authors should explain why customer service quality, satisfaction, corporate image, and corporate reputation were selected as mediators, but not others.
Several different variables could have been utilized as mediators in the study. However, for the current study we focused on variables that, even though they are influenced by CSR and they influence loyalty as well, they have not been assessed extensively in hospitality industry and require further research. A clearer explanation and justification of these variables is now presented in the introduction of the paper as follows: 
“First, customer loyalty is agreed to be a complex goal for companies, and the conceptual models that have been proposed to describe its formation and relation to CSR continue to finish off with the inclusion of additional variables with explicative power. For instance, prior literature suggests that engaging in CSR activities in the hospitality industry is associated with a number of positive outcomes that include improvements in perceived service quality (Park & Levy, 2014), customer satisfaction (Su & Swanson, 2017), corporate image (Dief & Font, 2010) and corporate reputation (Kang et al., 2016). In other studies, these outcomes have also been found to impact customer loyalty directly and positively (Hernández-Lobato et al., 2006; Cheng & Hui, 2009; Lai, 2019; Rather et al., 2019). Nevertheless, the mediating role of all these four variables on the relationship between customer perceptions of CSR and loyalty has not been explored in an integrated way so far and, consequently, the specific mechanisms through which customer perceptions of CSR affect customer loyalty have not been clearly established yet.”.
3. The reviewers agreed there are culture differences between different countries. However, authors should state the reasons why Pakistan, China, and Italy were selected. Logically, we should compared Western and Eastern. If so, we should select US and China. In case, authors selected China and Italy, then why Pakistan was selected as the third country. Authors should explain what we can learn from this comparison.

Reasons to study the three countries are explained in detail in a separate section in the literature review (see pg. 9, ln 1-20). Additionally, in light of the comments by the worthy reviewer, further explanation has been added as to why China and Pakistan were selected as representative countries of Eastern economies: 
“World Travel & Tourism Council statistics indicate that travel & tourism generated more than $8,832 million in Pakistan in 2017, while it generated 402.3 billion for China. These figures highlight the significant difference in the hospitality industry in the two countries. China is far more economically sound than Pakistan and, as so, findings of our conceptual model might differ when comparing customers from both countries. As far as developed countries are concerned, we chose Italy for the study because it is an important tourist destination in Europe. Furthermore, there is scant scholarly literature on customer perceptions of CSR in Italy (Amelio & Battistini, 2018). Hence, a comparison of the three countries would help in developing a better understanding as to how customer perceptions of CSR contribute to the potential outcomes in these three diverse countries with significantly different cultural orientations.”.
4. The flow of the literature review was also improper arranged. For the literature review, authors should indicate ‘what we know and what we don’t know’.
Several significant changes have been made to the literature review section to improve its flow. Changes have been made in different subsections of the literature review. All the changes have been highlighted in yellow in the manuscript for an easier review by the editor and the two reviewers of our paper. 
5. At the beginning, authors should explain the concept of CSR, history, theories, and its previous studies.
We have done as suggested by the reviewer. In the new version of the manuscript, we have included an initial subsection to the literature review where we discuss the concept of CSR in detail. The new section reads as follows:

“Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) 


The CSR concept has been discussed for some time now (Turker, 2009). However, according to Carroll (1999), identifying its precise origin is difficult. One of the earliest definitions was proposed by Bowen (1953, p.6). He referred to CSR as “the obligation of business to pursue those policies, to make those decisions, or to follow those lines of action which are desirable in terms of the objectives and values of our society”. Since then, the CSR concept has evolved from a philanthropic approach to a strategic business necessity that aids companies to attain competitive advantage more successfully (Latif & Sajjad, 2018). Therefore, nowadays CSR is understood as a strategy to accomplish corporate goals (Kim & Kim, 2016a) while minimizing the negative impacts of corporate activities on natural, cultural and social environments (Chan, 2011). CSR incorporates both societal and environmental obligations of companies towards their stakeholders (McDonald & Lai, 2011), including internal and external operations with direct effects on some or all of them (Reder, 1994). 

CSR research is dominated by the stakeholder theory (Latif & Sajjad, 2018). A stakeholder is an individual, group, or entity with which the company interacts while pursuing its goals (Wherther & Chandler, 2006). Clarkson (1995) suggested that business executives principally responded to stakeholders’ needs. Hence, focusing on stakeholders’ expectations and perceptions is imperative, since they can affect corporate performance directly and significantly. This being so, companies need to relate their CSR activities to their stakeholder’s preferences and undertake CSR activities that are relevant to the company’s strategy (Boesso et al., 2015). 

When doing so, prior literature suggests that engaging in CSR activities is associated with a number of affirmative outcomes, including enhanced perceptions of a company’s brand image and reputation among stakeholders (Dief & Font, 2010; Kang et al., 2016), positive word of mouth (Valmohammadi, 2014), and improved consumer satisfaction (Su & Swanson, 2017). Other reported benefits include increase in sales, cost reduction, less need for government to promote CSR activities, efficiency gains from environmentally friendly technologies, competitiveness, and reduced cost of capital (Bernal‐Conesa et al., 2017). The focus of this paper is on the customer-related benefits of CSR, especially customer loyalty.”
6. According to the measurable items for CSR, the first five items are only ‘responsibility for customers.’ They are ‘reflective’, but the last three items are about ‘environment’, ‘employee’, and ‘people’, they are ‘formative.’ The weightings for each stakeholder are not balance.
To propose our research scale to measure customer perceptions of CSR we based on the proposals of several previous researchers, especially Bigné and colleagues (2009 to 2010). In this regard, we think that it is important to highlight that different scholars have explained the concept of CSR differently and suggesting different dimensions and numerous items to explore customer perceptions of this construct. For instance, Dahlsrud identified 37 definitions of CSR that identified different CSR dimensions. Similarly, Latif and Sajjad (2018) identified a total of 43 survey instruments of which 7 were single-dimensional with items focusing on different issues that fall under the umbrella of CSR. This is the option that we followed for our research. 

The papers by Bigné and colleagues represent a clear example of this alternative. These researchers propose and test reflective one-dimensional scales of customer perceptions of CSR that include 4-6 items that are not distributed in a balanced way across different CSR issues either. More specifically, they include 3-5 items pertaining to the “social” dimension and 1 item pertaining to the environmental dimension. The most outstanding papers by these researchers, where the one-dimensional reflective scale can be checked, are:
Bigné, E., Chumpitaz, R., & Currás, R. 2010. Alliances between brands and social causes: The influence of company credibility on social responsibility image. Journal of Business Ethics, 96(2): 169–186.

Currás, R., Bigné, E., & Alvarado, A. 2009. The role of self-definitional principles in consumer identification with a socially responsible company. Journal of Business Ethics, 89(4): 547–564.

Based on the support that previous literature provides to the selection of a reflective one-dimensional scale to measure customer perceptions of CSR, we believe that our scale is still adequate for the purposes of our research. Therefore, we also hope that the reviewer accepts our apologies for not being able to adapt our scale to satisfy the suggestion that he/she has provided in this specific comment. We would also like to notice that our empirical tests demonstrated that our CSR scale presented good indicators for its reliability, convergent and discriminant validity. Therefore, the scale worked adequately in the context of our study using three independent and international samples.  
7. Authors claimed the items were borrowed from EI Akremi et al. (2015) and Kim & Kim (2016). In Kim & Kim (2016), no measurable items were printed. EI Akremi et al. (2015) were ‘employees perceive corporate responsibility.’ If so, authors were not borrowed the measurable items from them.

We apologize for the mistake. Actually, there were two papers by Kim and Kim in 2016. The items were taken from Kim and Kim (2016b). The reference has been corrected and added to the reference list. 
Kim, S. B., & Kim, D. Y. (2016b). The influence of corporate social responsibility, ability, reputation, and transparency on hotel customer loyalty in the US: a gender-based approach. SpringerPlus, 5(1), 1537.

Secondly, we took the items related to customer-related CSR issues from El Akremi et al. (2015) because, even though they measured employees’ perceptions, they proposed one specific dimension only related to customer-related CSR issues. We believe that customers will always be in a better position to evaluate CSR issues that affects them directly than employees. Therefore, for the purposes of our research we understand that the scale proposed by El Akremi et al. (2015) can be adapted to the context of our research easily and without causing content validity problems.  

8. Customers only can rate their perception. Therefore, in this study, it should be ‘customer perceived corporate responsibility’ not CSR.
We welcome the suggestion of the reviewer, and have now mentioned in the methodology that the focus is on customer perception of CSR. Kindly refer to pg. 10 ln 20 and 23. Based on this comment, we have also made necessary changes throughout the paper, especially in the introduction, literature review and discussion of findings.
9. For ‘customer perceived corporate responsibility’, however, is it still a question whether existing eight measurable items are appropriate.

As we have explained in our response to the reviewer’s comments #6 and #7, we used a combination of items from Kim and Kim (2016b) and El Akremi et al. (2015) to cover different aspects pertinent to CSR. The scales by these researchers have been empirically tested with no problems arising on the evaluation of their reliability, convergent or discriminant validity. We have also tested these issues in our study and we have confirmed that customers understood it well, the scale was reliable and it presented convergent and discriminant validity as well. 
As for the structure of our scale, we followed the original proposal by Bigné and colleagues (2009 to 2010), who also propose one-dimensional reflective scales with unbalanced number of items pertaining to different CSR domains. 

Bigné, E., Chumpitaz, R., & Currás, R. 2010. Alliances between brands and social causes: The influence of company credibility on social responsibility image. Journal of Business Ethics, 96(2): 169–186.
Currás, R., Bigné, E., & Alvarado, A. 2009. The role of self-definitional principles in consumer identification with a socially responsible company. Journal of Business Ethics, 89(4): 547–564.


10. Authors only listed six studies in Table 1. The reviewer tried to find Chen et al. (2012), Martinez et al. (2013), Liu et al. (2014), and Martinez et al. (2014), but there were not in the references. The studies related to CSR in hospitality industry should not only be six. Authors might miss important studies. Authors should make a full search and conclude ‘the research gap’ of previous studies.
We appreciate the reviewer’s point that has helped us improve the quality of our paper. An additional search was conducted on Web of Science and new papers were found in the hospitality industry that were closely related to the research purpose of our study. A total of 12 papers are now presented in Table 1. Missing references have also been made available in the end list of the paper.  The following references have been added to the paper: 
Cha, M.-K., Yi, Y., & Bagozzi, R. P. (2015). Effects of Customer Participation in Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) Programs on the CSR-Brand Fit and Brand Loyalty. Cornell Hospitality Quarterly, 57(3), 235–249.

Chen, F. Y., Chang, Y. H., & Lin, Y. H. (2012). Customer perceptions of airline social responsibility and its effect on loyalty. Journal of Air Transport Management, 20, 49-51.

Chubchuwong, M. (2019). The impact of CSR satisfaction on destination loyalty: a study of MICE travelers in Thailand. Asia Pacific Journal of Tourism Research, 24(2), 168-179.

Gürlek, M., Düzgün, E., & Meydan Uygur, S. (2017). How does corporate social responsibility create customer loyalty? The role of corporate image. Social Responsibility Journal, 13(3), 409-427.

Liu, M.T, Wong, I.A., Rongwei, C., & Tseng, T. H. (2014). Do perceived CSR initiatives enhance customer preference and loyalty in casinos?. International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management, 26(7), 1024-1045.

Martínez, P., & Rodríguez del Bosque, I. (2013). CSR and customer loyalty: The roles of trust, customer identification with the company and satisfaction. International Journal of Hospitality Management, 35(December), 89-99.

Martínez, P., Pérez, A., & Rodríguez del Bosque, I. (2014). CSR influence on hotel brand image and loyalty. Academia Revista Latinoamericana de Administración, 27(2), 267-283.

McCain, S. C., Lolli, J. C., Liu, E., & Jen, E. (2019). The relationship between casino corporate social responsibility and casino customer loyalty. Tourism Economics, 25(4), 569-592.

Palacios-Florencio, B., García del Junco, J., Castellanos-Verdugo, M., & Rosa-Díaz, I.M. (2018). Trust as mediator of corporate social responsibility, image and loyalty in the hotel sector. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 26(7), 1273-1289.

Yu, C., & Hwang, Y. S. (2019). Do the Social Responsibility Efforts of the Destination Affect the Loyalty of Tourists?. Sustainability, 11(7), In Press.
11. For H1, according to the research model shown in Figure 1, it should be a direct effect. If so, H1 should be ‘CSR has a significant direct effect on customer loyalty.’ However, in the text, authors did not provide a support for developing this hypothesis. Sentences such as ‘when business undertake CSR practices, customers tend to show identification with the brand and their future choice of purchase of service is guided by the corporate actions towards the society.’ They are nothing with CSR and loyalty.

We would like to apologize for this flaw in the previous version of our paper. In the new manuscript, we have tried to improve the section “CSR and customer loyalty” in the literature review to avoid using confusing sentences and referring to other constructs that are closely related but are not synonymous to CSR or loyalty (e.g., brand identification). For instance, the sentence that the reviewer highlights in this comment has been removed from the new paper. The structure of this section and the sentences it contains have been further improved to make them focused on CSR and loyalty exclusively.
12. For the development of other hypotheses, authors have not provided sufficient supports. Many sentences were not related. For example, at the end of page 5, authors stated ‘public corporate image provides customers with understanding of a company’s value, which decreases customer uncertainty when taking purchasing decisions.’ If so, why the construct ‘value’ did not be included. Also, it is an indirect effect. Authors should re-write all with strong theoretical supports.
The literature review has been further improved and additional support has been provided to further emphasize on the relationship between the different constructs within our conceptual model. We have tried to remove any irrelevant material and we have focused on providing strong theoretical support only for the constructs that are integrated in our conceptual model. 
13. Did not like Lai (2019), the definitions of corporation image and corporation reputation were ambiguous. It was hard to distinguish the difference between corporation image and corporation reputation. Also, the research model has a great difference with Lai’s (2019) model. Authors should provide sufficient arguments to support the model development. For example, why satisfaction does not affect reputation.

Following the reviewer’s suggestion, in the new version of the manuscript we have adopted different definitions for corporate image and reputation. Definition of Arendt & Brettel, (2010) is presented for corporate image while for reputation the definition of Fombrun & van Riel (1997) and Fombrun & Shanley (1990) is presented:

“corporate image is defined as the body of feelings, impressions, experiences, beliefs, and knowledge that people have about a company (Arendt & Brettel, 2010). Companies try to design their own corporate images to act as relevant signs for stakeholders and make up public feelings towards it (Lai, 2019). The hospitality industry recognizes its social responsibility and considers it as part of its image, more specifically, as consumers perceive CSR in a company, they develop an affective attitude toward it, which is an image or overall evaluation of the company that includes feelings and emotions (Palacios-Florencio et al., 2018)” 
“On the other hand, corporate reputation is the collective and cumulative representation of a company’s activities held by external observers and that signal the company’s capability to engender valuable outcomes to all of them (Fombrun & Van Riel, 1997). Therefore, corporate reputation is defined as the customers' assessment of a company resulting from their interactions with it (Fombrun & Shanley, 1990). Corporate reputation differs from corporate image in that image is a desired perception stemming from the opinion of customers, whereas reputation is a real perception stemming from past experience with the company (Walker, 2010). Therefore, scholars have identified that corporate image is most frequently an antecedent of corporate reputation (Walker, 2010).”
We agree that our model is different from Lai’s (2019) model. Therefore, in the new version of the paper we avoid referring to the commonalities with the model tested by this researcher in order to avoid confusion. In doing so, literature on both image and reputation has been further enhanced and it has been elaborated in separate paragraphs to avoid any confusion. 
As for the link between satisfaction and reputation, the study does check the linear relationships between the mediators: the study assesses the inter-relationship between service quality, satisfaction, image, and reputation. Since the mediators are linked as that service quality is followed by satisfaction, which is followed by image and then reputation, the linkage is Service Quality ( Satisfaction, Satisfaction ( Image, and Image ( Reputation as hypothesized in H3, H4, and H5.
14. SAT2 & 3 ‘I would return to the hotel in the future’ & ‘I would recommend the hotel to others’ measured the loyalty not satisfaction. SAT4 ‘considering the hotel, the quality of service was excellent’ measured the quality.
The scales were taken from previous literature and papers that had already tested their content, convergent and discriminant validity. For instance, the scale for measuring satisfaction was taken from Andaleeb & Conway (2006) and it has already been utilized in existing research in the hospitality industry along with other scales to measure service quality (Liu and Jang, 2009; Kwun, 2011). In these papers, no problems emerged with discriminant validity between the satisfaction and quality scales. Our own study did not show discriminant validity problems either. Furthermore, in our study the satisfaction and loyalty constructs did not present problems related to their discriminant validity either. The loyalty scale was also taken from the original proposal by Zeithaml et al. (1996). Therefore, our findings confirmed that the satisfaction scale that we used was appropriate for the purposes of our research. This being so, we preferred to retain the original proposals of all these previous researchers to avoid losing content validity in our scales. 
Kwun, D. J. W. (2011). Effects of campus foodservice attributes on perceived value, satisfaction, and consumer attitude: A gender-difference approach. International Journal of Hospitality Management, 30(2), 252-261.

Liu, Y., & Jang, S. S. (2009). Perceptions of Chinese restaurants in the US: what affects customer satisfaction and behavioral intentions?. International Journal of Hospitality Management, 28(3), 338-348.
15. Authors should explain how and when questionnaire were distributed. Also, what language(s) were used for the questionnaire survey. How to ensure the content validity? Furthermore, authors should justify the sample size. There is little information about the respondents. Authors should justify the sample can represent the whole tourists’ population.

Information related to the sample, questionnaire distribution, language and other relevant details are now presented in the methodology section of the paper as follows: 
“To test the research hypotheses of the study, we used a cross-sectional survey implemented in the three countries. The study applied the Partial Least Square Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) technique using Smart PLS-3. PLS-SEM represents a well-substantiated method for estimating complex cause-effect-relationship models in management research (Gudergan et al., 2008). 

The study sample comprised customers who had recently visited a hotel. Data was collected from September 2018 to January 2019 through personal visits. In each country, 450 questionnaires were distributed across different cities to get a more representative sample of the population in each country. In Pakistan, 343 questionnaires were returned (response rate = 76.22%). Due to missing data, 28 of the questionnaires returned were not taken into consideration. Finally, 315 questionnaires were found usable. The demographic characteristics in the sample from Pakistan show that 189 respondents (60%) were men while 126 respondents (40%) were women. The age mean was 28 approximately.  In China, 305 questionnaires were returned (response rate = 67.78%). Due to missing data, 27 of the questionnaires returned were not taken into consideration. Finally, 278 questionnaires were found usable. The Chinese sample show that approximately 147 (52.9%) of the 278 respondents were women while 131 (47.1%) were men. The age mean was 29.  227 questionnaires were returned in Italy (response rate = 50.44%). Due to missing data, 46 questionnaires were not considered. A total of 181 valid questionnaires were finally analyzed. The Italian sample show that approximately 94 (51.9%) respondents were men while 87 (48.1%) were women. The age mean was approximately 31.  In PLS-SEM, the guideline is that the sample size should be ten times the number of arrows pointing at a variable (Hair et al., 2014). In the present study, there are in total 10 arrows pointing to the variables in the conceptual model. Hence, the requirement for representative would be 100 valid surveys. As shown in this paragraph, the sample size in the present study is well-above the required level in each of the countries. 

The questionnaires were distributed in English language in Italy and Pakistan, while for China the questionnaire was distributed in both English and Chinese. The questionnaire was translated into Chinese language by a Chinese language expert and it was further validated by a senior professor of Northwestern Polytechnical University, Xian. In the first part of the questionnaire, demographic questions were asked including country, age, and gender. In the second part, items for measuring customer perceptions of CSR, service quality, customer satisfaction, corporate image, corporate reputation, and customer loyalty were included. Items were measured with 5-point Likert-scales where 1 meant strong disagreement and 5 meant strong agreement. Customer perceptions of CSR were measured with eight items, based on the work of El Akremi et al. (2015) and Kim & Kim (2016b). Service quality was measured with five items, adapted from Vlachos et al. (2009). Customer satisfaction was measured with five items, adapted from Andaleeb & Conway (2006). Corporate image was measured using five items that were based on the work of Ladhari et al. (2011). Corporate reputation was measured using five items that were based on the work of Weiss et al. (1999). Customer loyalty was measured using five items that were adapted from Zeithaml et al. (1996). Table 2 shows the items in each variable.”
16. There was no descriptive analysis.

We have incorporated this section to the new version of the manuscript. A descriptive analysis is now presented in the findings section. Also a summary of the descriptive analysis is presented in table 5. 

17. Authors have not tested the mediating effects by using direct, indirect, and Sobel test.

We appreciate the input of the worthy reviewer. Nonetheless, Sobel test was not performed in this study because the SMART-PLS technique does not specifically require it. SMART-PLS already provides significance of each of the mediators using other indicators, especially providing specific indirect effects, as shown in Table 7. 

18. Authors just repeated the results of study in the discussion section and have not provided theoretical contributions of the study. Many sentences quoted were not related to the results of the study. They were literature review. For example, the sixth paragraph, ‘it seems that CSR is increasingly gaining importance in every culture’. 
We appreciate the reviewer’s input as it has helped us in further improving the quality of the paper. The discussion section has been made more concrete by removing the repetitions and it has been reviewed diligently to improve the quality of our discussion. 
As far as the theoretical contributions of the study are concerned, we have followed the paper structure used by numerous papers previously published in the International Journal of Hospitality Management, where scholars primarily present theoretical contributions in the introduction of their papers. Based on this idea, we have improved our discussion of the contributions of the study in the introduction section” (pg.3, ln 12-43 and pg.4, ln 1-9). 
19. Some arguments were lack of references such as, the seventh paragraph, ‘a similar study in the neighboring India revealed a significant relationship’ which study?
We apologize for this omission in the previous version of our manuscript. In the new paper, we have included the require reference: 
Pratihari, S. K., & Uzma, S. H. (2018). CSR and corporate branding effect on brand loyalty: a study on Indian banking industry. Journal of Product & Brand Management, 27(1), 57-78.

20. Authors have not explained the results of PLS-SEM and MGA well. For example, Table 5, it is hard to understand why overall, CSR has a direct significant effect on CL but does not have significant effect on CL for Pakistan, China, and Italy. 
Table 7, why there were no differences between China vs Pakistan, China vs Italy, but there is a difference in CSR affects CR for Pakistan vs Italy. Although authors have tried to explain that ‘Pakistani companies have only recently started to move towards CSR and few of them are disclosing these activities to their customers’, this is not the reason why ONLY a difference for CSR on CR. Also, why no difference between China vs Pakistan?

We understand the point raised by the worthy reviewer in table 5 (now table 6). In order to further explain this point, we have added the details in the discussion section where the author have highlighted that 

“The difference of impact of CSR on CL from the overall sample in the each of the sub-sample shows that overall impact of CSR on CL aggregates the small impacts in each subsample. Therefore, it makes the impact significant when all the responses are taken together.”
As for table 7 (now table 8), ascertain the differences in significance of relationship between difference variables. 
This shows that with changing national settings, the significance of relationship between difference countries do not changes, this was also found in descriptive analysis that revealed some differences in the means of different constructs, the differences in significance of relationship between different variables were found insignificant.
 Showing that the hold equal importance in different cultures. 
21. Authors should provide solid commendations for companies Authors stated that ‘companies need to acknowledge the global trend towards implementation and communication of CSR’ but not stated HOW in details.
The “Implications” section has been further improved. Theoretical implications have been added, whereasthe managerial implications have been significantly improved:
“Concerning managerial implications, it is evident that CSR initiatives help the international hospitality industry in leading to positive customer outcomes. This way, the hospitality industry can act in a smarter way and be part of the “solution” rather than adding to the “problems”. Besides traditional marketing strategies such as advertising, price and public relations, CSR is also an effective way to enhance CL in today’s consumerist society because the consumer is paying increasingly more attention to social issues and he/she responds more intensely each day. To increase customer intentions for repeated behavior, hotels’ involvement in CSR activities tend to increase favorable customer attitudes, which results in the required customer behavior. CSR activities can serve as a strategic tool that hotels can use to manage their relationships with customers, because these activities -especially initiatives in the social area

- help them send the right signals to stakeholders and shape their reputational perceptions. Managers should also closely monitor the CR, given that it plays such a critical role in the overall assessment of hospitality companies. The CR can be significantly improve through CSR. These perceptions may in turn influence customer responses and aid in improving CL. It is therefore extremely important for today’s hotels to recognize the importance of CSR and their impact on customers to shape their reputational perception. (…)”

	REVIEWER 2




1. Theoretical and practical contributions of the paper should be clearly presented in the abstract/research highlights sections. 

Thank you for your worthy comment. A brief summary of the main contributions of our paper is now mentioned in the abstract and highlights sections. Also, the discussion of the contribution of our paper to previous literature has been significantly improved in the introduction. 

Abstract:

“This paper contributes to previous literature by ascertaining the mediating mechanisms through which customer perceptions of CSR impacts customer loyalty in the hospitality industry. Second, the research also provides comparison among countries, which could be useful to demonstrate the outcomes of CSR in different cultural settings.”
Research Highlights:
· This paper contributes to previous literature by responding to the numerous calls from academics/researchers to ascertain the mediating mechanisms through which CSR affects loyalty in the hospitality industry.
· The research also provides comparison among countries pertinent to the relationships among CSR, service quality, customer satisfaction, corporate image, corporate reputation and customer loyalty in the context of the hospitality industry, which could be useful to demonstrate what the outcomes of CSR in different cultural settings are.

2. CSR is a dynamic concept and has varied dimensions/conceptualizations. I suggest that the 'CSR concept' should be defined in the introduction section. Specifying early how CSR is perceived/conceptualized in this paper would benefit the subsequent discussion. 

We agree with the reviewer comment and, in light of it, the CSR concept has now been defined in the introduction: :
“A CSR strategy incorporates the societal and environmental obligations of companies towards their stakeholders (McDonald & Lai, 2011). Thus, CSR is an all-encompassing notion that refers to both the way a company conducts its internal operations, including the way it treats its workforce, and its impact on the world around it (Reder, 1994).”
We have also included a new section at the beginning of the literature review, where we define the CSR concept more in detail. This idea emerged when the reviewer #1 suggested his/her comment #5:
“Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) 

The CSR concept has been discussed for some time now (Turker, 2009). However, according to Carroll (1999), identifying its precise origin is difficult. One of the earliest definitions was proposed by Bowen (1953, p.6). He referred to CSR as “the obligation of business to pursue those policies, to make those decisions, or to follow those lines of action which are desirable in terms of the objectives and values of our society”. Since then, the CSR concept has evolved from a philanthropic approach to a strategic business necessity that aids companies to attain competitive advantage more successfully (Latif & Sajjad, 2018). Therefore, nowadays CSR is understood as a strategy to accomplish corporate goals (Kim & Kim, 2016a) while minimizing the negative impacts of corporate activities on natural, cultural and social environments (Chan, 2011). CSR incorporates both societal and environmental obligations of companies towards their stakeholders (McDonald & Lai, 2011), including internal and external operations with direct effects on some or all of them (Reder, 1994). 

CSR research is dominated by the stakeholder theory (Latif & Sajjad, 2018). A stakeholder is an individual, group, or entity with which the company interacts while pursuing its goals (Wherther & Chandler, 2006). Clarkson (1995) suggested that business executives principally responded to stakeholders’ needs. Hence, focusing on stakeholders’ expectations and perceptions is imperative, since they can affect corporate performance directly and significantly. This being so, companies need to relate their CSR activities to their stakeholder’s preferences and undertake CSR activities that are relevant to the company’s strategy (Boesso et al., 2015). 

When doing so, prior literature suggests that engaging in CSR activities is associated with a number of affirmative outcomes, including enhanced perceptions of a company’s brand image and reputation among stakeholders (Dief & Font, 2010; Kang et al., 2016), positive word of mouth (Valmohammadi, 2014), and improved consumer satisfaction (Su & Swanson, 2017). Other reported benefits include increase in sales, cost reduction, less need for government to promote CSR activities, efficiency gains from environmentally friendly technologies, competitiveness, and reduced cost of capital (Bernal‐Conesa et al., 2017). The focus of this paper is on the customer-related benefits of CSR, especially customer loyalty.”
3. While the literature review justifies the need for present study, I suggest that hypotheses development should be further improved (particularly, H2 development - the connections between CSR and service quality, customer satisfaction, corporate image, and corporate reputation - needs some refinement). Please cite some more evidence (preferably recent literature) that explored the relationship between CSR and the stated constructs - corporate image, reputation etc. 

Literature to support H2 has been significantly improved. The changes are now highlighted in yellow in the new version of the manuscript. Please refer to pg. 6 of the paper for further information on the changes made to this section. Some new references that we have included to justify our arguments are: 
Choi, S., & Lee, S. (2018). Revisiting the financial performance–corporate social performance link. International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management, 30(7), 2586-2602.

González-Rodríguez, M. R., Martín-Samper, R. C., Köseoglu, M. A., & Okumus, F. (2019). Hotels’ corporate social responsibility practices, organizational culture, firm reputation, and performance. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 27(3), 398-419.

Iglesias, O., Markovic, S., Singh, J. J., & Sierra, V. (2019). Do customer perceptions of corporate services brand ethicality improve brand equity? Considering the roles of brand heritage, brand image, and recognition benefits. Journal of Business Ethics, 154(2), 441-459.

Kim, S.B., & Kim, D.Y. (2016a). The impacts of corporate social responsibility, service quality, and transparency on relationship quality and customer loyalty in the hotel industry. Asian Journal of Sustainability and Social Responsibility, 1(1), 39-55. 

Lai, I. K. W. (2019). Hotel image and reputation on building customer loyalty: An empirical study in Macau. Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Management, 38(March), 111-121.
Lane, A. B., & Devin, B. (2018). Operationalizing stakeholder engagement in CSR: A process approach. Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management, 25(3), 267-280.

Palacios-Florencio, B., García del Junco, J., Castellanos-Verdugo, M., & Rosa-Díaz, I.M. (2018). Trust as mediator of corporate social responsibility, image and loyalty in the hotel sector. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 26(7), 1273-1289.

Yuen, K. F., & Thai, V. V. (2017). Corporate social responsibility and service quality provision in shipping firms: financial synergies or trade-offs?. Maritime Policy & Management, 44(1), 131-146.

4. Table 1 is relevant, however, I would suggest including some more references to it to further strengthen the need for exploring CSR-loyalty linkages. 

We appreciate the reviewer’s point that has helped us improve the quality of our paper. An additional search was conducted on Web of Science and new papers were found in the hospitality industry that were closely related to the research purpose of our study. A total of 12 papers are now presented in Table 1. The following references have been added to the paper: 

Cha, M.-K., Yi, Y., & Bagozzi, R. P. (2015). Effects of Customer Participation in Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) Programs on the CSR-Brand Fit and Brand Loyalty. Cornell Hospitality Quarterly, 57(3), 235–249.

Chubchuwong, M. (2019). The impact of CSR satisfaction on destination loyalty: a study of MICE travelers in Thailand. Asia Pacific Journal of Tourism Research, 24(2), 168-179.

Gürlek, M., Düzgün, E., & Meydan Uygur, S. (2017). How does corporate social responsibility create customer loyalty? The role of corporate image. Social Responsibility Journal, 13(3), 409-427.

McCain, S. C., Lolli, J. C., Liu, E., & Jen, E. (2019). The relationship between casino corporate social responsibility and casino customer loyalty. Tourism Economics, 25(4), 569-592.

Palacios-Florencio, B., García del Junco, J., Castellanos-Verdugo, M., & Rosa-Díaz, I.M. (2018). Trust as mediator of corporate social responsibility, image and loyalty in the hotel sector. Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 26(7), 1273-1289.

Yu, C., & Hwang, Y. S. (2019). Do the Social Responsibility Efforts of the Destination Affect the Loyalty of Tourists?. Sustainability, 11(7), In Press.

5. In the discussion section, the authors refer to an Indian CSR study but unfortunately no reference was cited in support of this argument. See for example (p.11): On the contrary, in the Pakistani case, although there are no studies that have previously assessed the impact of CSR on CL, a similar study in the neighboring India revealed a significant relationship. 

We apologize for this omission in the previous version of our paper. In the new manuscript, we have included the required reference: 
Pratihari, S. K., & Uzma, S. H. (2018). CSR and corporate branding effect on brand loyalty: a study on Indian banking industry. Journal of Product & Brand Management, 27(1), 57-78.
6. Theoretical implications can be further improved. While the paper discusses the issues that are consistent with the previous, how about inconsistencies and dissimilar findings. Theoretical implications must be clearly specified. How the present study contributes to the literature (while you discussed the theoretical contributions of the paper, I suggest that the contributions should be more specific).  

As required by the reviewer, we have tried to improve the theoretical contributions of the paper in the section “Implications”. In doing so, we have included a new paragraph that reads as follows: 

“As far as the theoretical contributions of this paper are concerned, the study contributes to our understanding of some related constructs that have not been explored in-depth in previous literature relating CSR and CL in the hospitality industry. Hence, helping in developing a better understanding of the mechanism of impact of CSR on CL through SQ, SAT, CI and CR is the key theoretical contribution of our research. The significant impact of CSR on different outcomes provide a strong business case for the implementation of CSR in the hospitality industry. Additionally, the study is one of the first to assess the role of CSR in improving CL across different cultures in the hospitality industry. The findings supplement a small research base of studies empirically examining the impact of CSR on CL in the hospitality industry. Furthermore, by expanding the study beyond individual countries that mostly focus on developed countries, the findings of this study are particularly important as scholars have called for researchers to further study how and under what conditions CSR benefits the hospitality industry. This requires an international body of research and the results here should give scholars additional confidence in predicting whether –and how– CSR benefits companies in the hospitality industry.”.
We have also extended our discussion of inconsistencies and dissimilar findings in our paper, providing theoretical support for them. Some new paragraphs that we have incorporated to the discussion section are: 

“(…) On the contrary, the effect of SQ and CR were contradictory to the findings of existing research where SQ and CR has been found to impact CL positively and significantly (Lai, 2019). The insignificant findings concerning SQ and CR may be explained by the fact that there are high risks of losing customers and receiving complaints because of poor service quality (Um & Lau, 2018). This shows that SQ and CR may not always guarantee CL. This was also found true in the study by Shi et al. (2014), who found an insignificant impact of SQ on CL, as they found that increased focus on SQ may intervene with customers privacy. Additionally, these findings showed that SQ and CR are by no means the sole indicator for enhanced CL (Moreo et al., 2019). Overall, further research is needed on the linkage between CSR, SQ, CR and CL to conclude how the relationships among them are constructed.”

“(…) Although existing research on CSR and CL in the hospitality industry has largely ignored the role of these potential mediators, our findings reveal that, in order for a hotel to improve CL, CSR initiatives shall be more focused towards improving SAT and employing practices that help foster positive CI among this stakeholder group.” 

“(…) Therefore, the findings of this paper were contrary to the previous literature that argued that the implementation of CSR can differ between nations and cultures, because the specific institutional framework could shape diverse overall business systems (McDonald & Lai, 2011). On the contrary, the findings confirmed that there is universality in certain features, virtues, and traits across cultures and they are equally relevant in both domestic and global context (Bandsuch, 2009). This shows that CSR is increasingly gaining prominence in different cultures and hence not only companies identify with its needs, customers are increasingly cautious about utilizing service of companies that are socially responsible (Ailawadi et al., 2014). This fact implies that the understanding of CSR among customers in different regions is increasingly aligning, which can be directly attributed to globalization and the increased homogenization of customer preferences worldwide (Ailawadi et al., 2014).”

“Nonetheless, a significant finding that differs from the overall sample refers to the weaker relationship that was found between CSR and CL in the three subsamples from Pakistan, China and Italy. For instance, this relationship was found insignificant in the samples from Pakistan and Italy, while it was found only partially significant in China. The partial significance in this country could be attributed to the fact that in China there is an increasing stakeholder pressure, and companies in this emergent economy-initiated CSR activities more than a decade ago (Li et al., 2010). Therefore, the findings from China aligned with social identity theory and the findings of existing research in the hospitality industry (Kim and Ham, 2016; Kim and Kim, 2016; Yu and Hwang, 2019), just as it was the case for the overall sample. On the contrary, in the Pakistani case, although there are no studies that have previously assessed the impact of CSR on CL, a similar study in the neighboring India revealed a significant relationship (Pratihari & Uzma, 2018). In this regard, the development level of Pakistan in comparison to China, India or European countries may justify the difference in significance in the CSR-CL link. More precisely, it is well known that Pakistani companies have only recently started to move towards CSR and few of them are disclosing these activities to their customers. Therefore, customers are still not knowledgeable about corporate CSR activities and this fact may justify the absent of a direct impact of CSR on CL in this country. Finally, the insignificant result from Italy was contrary to the previous expectation argued by the authors in the literature review of this paper. However, it was in line with another European sample (Spain) where García de los Salmones et al. (2005) found that no direct relationship existed between CSR perceptions and CL either. Therefore, findings of this and previous studies reveal that CSR in southern European countries is not deeply rooted in the business culture yet (Mio et al., 2015). For instance, Maignan & Ralston (2002) found that European companies were less likely to use codes of ethics and they revealed that CSR did not receive the same level of attention across different European countries.”

7. Some referencing errors. Please follow a consistent style and remove inconsistencies.

We are sorry for the mistakes that the reviewer identified in the previous version of our manuscript. We have gone over the reference list carefully and we have tried to correct all the referencing errors throughout it and the rest of the paper. If any error persist, please let us know. We will try to correct it accordingly.  
�We can add this explanation with MGA, what do you reckon to make it clearer. 


(I will add it once you approve)


�This is the only specific suggestion that I can see in this response to the reviewer… I feel you need to add more SPECIFIC RECOMMENDATIONS to hospitality companies based on the findings of the paper. How should companies manage their CSR to be successful? This is the specific question that the reviewer is asking for: HOW! (investing in social activities? Investing in environmental activities? Should they invest equally in every single country or should they pay attention to different issues in each country?) You only seem to say that CSR is important, but that has already been said in the introduction of the paper… Therefore, this idea in the implications section does not add any value to the paper. Here the reviewer is expecting to see more personal input on our part: what do you think companies should specifically do when designing their CSR activities in Pakistan, China and Italy? In western vs. eastern countries? Etc. 


�Since we failed to find much differences across cultures we can make some overall recommendations not specific to the countries. Here we can following statements





The research shows that implementing CSR is no longer optional but is considered mandatory today.


Practically, the hotels must re-identify the key CSR activities, and place more weight on customer, people, and environment. The hotel industry can benefit from these findings by understanding how CSR initiatives may enhance customers’ attitudes and their connection toward the hotel and, in turn, increase customers loyalty. Hospitality managers need to pursue better CSR strategies in terms of improved environmental initiatives, increased focus on customers by providing them with quality services through constant inquiry on how to improve the service and what was missing, additionally customers do take into consideration the treatment of the staff and this can significantly influence their reputation, hence, the hotel should be considerate of the employees that work for them. 


























