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Reviewer 1 | 09 Jan 2026 | 12:02 
EVALUATION 
Q1 - Please list your revision requests for the authors and provide your detailed 
comments, including highlighting limitations and strengths of the study and 
evaluating the validity of the methods, results, and data interpretation. If you have 
additional comments based on Q2 and Q3 you can add them as well. 
 Reviewer 1 | 09 Jan 2026 | 12:02#1 
 
Dear The Authors 
This manuscript proposes Corporate Spiritual Responsibility (CSpR) as 
atransformative extension of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR), grounded in 
Islamic ethical principles and applied to the Indonesian governance context. The topic 
is highly relevant to sustainability, ethical governance, and faith-based management 
studies, particularly in Muslim-majority contexts. However, substantial revisions are 
required to strengthen conceptual clarity, analytical balance, and scholarly 
positioning. 
Strengths of the Study 
1. Contextual richness; Indonesian setting is well justified, given its religious culture, 
legal CSR framework, and sustainability challenges. 
2. Strong ethical and philosophical grounding; The manuscript demonstrates deep 
engagement with Islamic ethical principles (e.g., amanah, khilafah, adl, ihsan, 
maslahah) and connects them coherently to corporate responsibility. 
 
Major Revision Requests 
1. Conceptual Clarity and Contribution 
The distinction between CSR, ICSR, and CSpR is not sufficiently sharp. Much of what 
is described as CSpR overlaps conceptually with advanced ICSR models already 
discussed in the literature. 
The authors should: 
a) Clearly articulate what CSpR adds conceptually beyond ICSR (e.g., governance 
mechanisms, accountability logic, managerial implications). 
Author's Response: 
We appreciate this important observation. In the revised manuscript, we have 
strengthened the analytical distinction between CSR, ICSR, and CSpR by clarifying 
their ontological foundations, accountability logic, and governance implications. 
CSR is positioned as a largely secular and instrumental framework grounded in 
stakeholder theory and compliance logic, where responsibility is primarily oriented 
toward social legitimacy and regulatory expectations. 
ICSR extends CSR by incorporating Islamic legal and ethical principles (e.g., zakat, 
maqāṣid al-sharīʿah), yet remains predominantly programmatic and outcome-
oriented, often mirroring the structural logic of conventional CSR reporting. 
CSpR, by contrast, is articulated as a spiritually grounded governance paradigm in 
which responsibility originates from transcendental accountability (amanah to God) 
rather than from stakeholders or institutions alone. 
To make this distinction explicit, we have added a comparative conceptual table and 
revised Section 2 and 4.1 to emphasize that CSpR is not defined by what companies 
do (activities), but by why and to whom they are ultimately accountable. This 
reframing clarifies that CSpR moves beyond enhanced ICSR practices by repositioning 
spirituality as the foundational logic of governance, not merely an ethical overlay. 
We have revised the manuscript to explicitly identify three original conceptual 
contributions of CSpR beyond ICSR: 
Accountability Logic  



While ICSR emphasizes accountability to society through Islamic norms, CSpR 
introduces dual accountability: 
horizontal accountability to stakeholders and society, and vertical accountability to 
God (divine trust / amanah). 
This vertical dimension fundamentally alters managerial motivation, reframing 
corporate action as ʿibādah (worship) rather than compliance. 
Governance Mechanisms 
CSpR advances the discussion by proposing institutional mechanisms absent in most 
ICSR models, including: 
spiritual or ethical supervisory boards, spiritually informed leadership development, 
integration of spiritual indicators into ESG and sustainability reporting. These 
elements are discussed in Sections 4.2–4.3 as concrete pathways for 
institutionalization. 
Managerial and Organizational Implications 
The manuscript now emphasizes that CSpR reshapes:  
leadership identity (from profit-maximizer to moral steward), organizational culture 
(embedding spiritual well-being of employees), decision-making horizons (long-term 
moral consequences beyond material outcomes). These clarifications strengthen the 
claim that CSpR offers analytical novelty, not merely moral emphasis. 
 
b) Specify whether CSpR is intended as: a new theoretical construct, or a contextual 
reinterpretation of ICSR, or a normative governance framework. Claims that CSpR is 
a “transformative paradigm” should be supported by clearer analytical 
differentiation, not only moral positioning. 
Author's Response: 
We thank the reviewer for this crucial request for precision. In the revised manuscript, 
we now explicitly define CSpR as a normative governance framework with theoretical 
implications, rather than as a completely detached new theory. 
Specifically: CSpR is positioned as a normative governance paradigm that reorders 
existing CSR and ICSR elements around spiritual accountability as the core organizing 
principle. Its transformative character lies not in introducing new CSR instruments, 
but in reconfiguring the ethical hierarchy of corporate responsibility, where 
spirituality becomes the foundation rather than a complement. This positioning is 
now clearly stated in the Introduction, Theoretical Foundations, and Conclusion, 
avoiding over-claiming novelty while still demonstrating a meaningful conceptual 
advance. 
We have also refined the manuscript’s language to ensure that claims of 
“transformation” are grounded in explicit analytical distinctions concerning 
accountability structures, governance mechanisms, and institutional design, rather 
than relying primarily on moral or normative assertions. 
 
2. Methodological Transparency 
Sampling and Data Collection. The sample (N = 34) is appropriate for qualitative 
research; however: Participant selection criteria remain vague beyond general 
expertise; The use of open-ended questionnaires only, without interviews or focus 
groups, limits depth and interaction. There is no clear distinction between first-order 
(data-driven) and second-order (theory-driven) themes. 
The authors should: 
a) Provide clearer justification for relying primarily on written responses. 
b) Clarify how saturation was assessed. 
Author's Response: 
We thank the reviewer for the careful and constructive assessment of our 



methodological approach. We appreciate the opportunity to clarify our sampling 
strategy, data collection choices, and analytical procedures. In response, we have 
revised Section 3 (Research Method) to improve transparency and rigor. 
Response to Comment (a): Provide clearer justification for relying primarily on 
written responses. 
We acknowledge the reviewer’s concern regarding the reliance on written, open-
ended questionnaires. In the revised manuscript, we now provide a clearer 
methodological justification for this choice. The decision to rely primarily on written 
open-ended responses was intentional and context-driven. First, the study 
investigates normative, ethical, and spiritual interpretations of Corporate Spiritual 
Responsibility (CSpR), a topic that requires reflective and value-laden responses. 
Written formats allowed participants—many of whom are senior academics, 
practitioners, and policymakers—to provide considered, theologically informed, and 
non-reactive reflections, which might be constrained in time-bound interviews. 
Second, several participants were geographically dispersed across Indonesia and held 
institutional roles that limited synchronous engagement. The written format ensured 
accessibility, inclusivity, and consistency of data collection, while reducing interviewer 
influence and social desirability bias, which is particularly relevant when discussing 
spirituality and moral accountability. 
Third, the questionnaires were not brief survey instruments but structured qualitative 
prompts covering nine analytical domains (e.g., conceptual understanding, feasibility, 
obstacles, religious interpretation, and policy implications). This design generated 
rich narrative data comparable to interview transcripts and is consistent with 
established qualitative approaches using written elicitation for expert respondents. 
These clarifications have now been explicitly added to Section 3.3 (Data Collection 
Procedures). 
 
Response to Comment (b): Clarify how saturation was assessed. 
Author's Response: 
We thank the reviewer for highlighting the need to clarify our approach to data 
saturation. In the revised manuscript, we have explicitly addressed this issue in 
Sections 3.2 and 3.4. 
Saturation was assessed through an iterative thematic analysis process. During data 
condensation and coding, we observed that after approximately the 28th response, 
no substantively new conceptual categories or perspectives emerged. Subsequent 
responses reinforced existing themes—such as spiritual accountability, regulatory 
absence, and profit-oriented barriers—without adding novel dimensions. Moreover, 
saturation was evaluated not only at the level of surface themes but also at the 
interpretive level, where recurring moral logics (amanah, khilafah, ʿadl, ihsan, 
maṣlaḥah) consistently structured participants’ narratives. The final six responses 
served as confirmatory data, strengthening analytical robustness rather than 
expanding thematic scope. 
This process aligns with qualitative standards emphasizing meaning saturation rather 
than numerical thresholds, particularly in expert-based and conceptually oriented 
qualitative research. 
Clarification on First-Order and Second-Order Themes 
In response to the reviewer’s observation, we have now explicitly distinguished 
between: 
First-order themes: participants’ own expressions and descriptions (e.g., CSpR as 
amanah, business as worship, concern for employee spirituality); and 
Second-order themes: analytical interpretations informed by Islamic ethical theory 
and governance literature (e.g., transcendental accountability, spiritual governance 



mechanisms, normative institutionalization). 
This distinction is now clarified in the Data Analysis subsection, strengthening the 
transparency and analytical structure of the study. 
We believe that these revisions significantly enhance methodological clarity by 
providing stronger justification for the data collection strategy, a transparent account 
of saturation, and a clearer articulation of the analytical process. We are grateful to 
the reviewer for prompting these improvements, which have strengthened the 
credibility and rigor of the manuscript. 
 
3. Interpretation and Claims of Validity. The manuscript frequently uses strong 
evaluative language (e.g., “essential,” “imperative,” “transformative”) that exceeds 
what the data alone can support. 
The authors should: More clearly distinguish participant perceptions, author 
interpretation, and normative recommendations. 
Author's Response: 
We acknowledge this concern and have taken several concrete steps to address it 
throughout the manuscript. 
1. Distinguishing Participant Perceptions from Author Interpretation 
In the revised version, we have explicitly differentiated between: 
Participant perceptions, which are now clearly framed using attributional language 
(e.g., participants perceived, respondents emphasized, informants described), and 
are grounded directly in empirical data; and Author interpretations, which are now 
positioned as analytical syntheses informed by Islamic ethical theory and governance 
literature. 
This distinction has been strengthened particularly in Sections 4.1–4.3 (Results) and 
4.4 (Discussion), ensuring that empirical findings are not conflated with theoretical 
interpretation. 
2. Moderation and Reframing of Evaluative Language 
We have systematically reviewed the manuscript to moderate evaluative terms such 
as “essential,” “imperative,” and “transformative.” Where such terms are retained, 
they are now: explicitly attributed to participants’ normative views, or reframed as 
analytical propositions rather than empirical conclusions. 
For example, statements previously presented as definitive claims are now expressed 
as contextual interpretations or theoretical implications, thereby aligning the 
strength of the language with the qualitative nature of the data. 
3. Separation of Empirical Findings and Normative Recommendations 
We have also clarified the epistemic status of normative recommendations. Policy 
and governance implications are now explicitly framed as: normative 
recommendations derived from the analysis, rather than direct empirical validations. 
This separation ensures that readers can clearly distinguish between what the data 
show, what the authors interpret, and what the study proposes as a forward-looking 
governance framework. 
 
Minor Revision Requests 
a) Reduce repetition across Introduction, Discussion, and Conclusion sections. 
b) Ensure consistent terminology (e.g., CSR vs. Islamic CSR vs. ICSR vs. CSpR). 
c) Tighten language to reduce rhetorical emphasis and enhance analytical tone. 
d) Some references are repeated or insufficiently integrated into argumentation; 
citation use could be more selective and critical. 
Response to Reviewer – Minor Revisions 
We thank the reviewer for these helpful and precise suggestions. We have addressed 
each point carefully to improve clarity, coherence, and scholarly rigor across the 



manuscript. 
(a) Reduction of Repetition Across Sections 
Author's Response: 
We have systematically reviewed the Introduction, Discussion, and Conclusion to 
reduce conceptual and rhetorical repetition. Overlapping explanations of CSR, Islamic 
ethics, and CSpR have been streamlined so that: 
the Introduction focuses on problem framing and research positioning, the Discussion 
emphasizes analytical interpretation and engagement with prior literature, and the 
Conclusion is limited to synthesis, contribution, and forward-looking implications. 
Redundant descriptions—particularly regarding Islamic ethical principles and 
Indonesia’s contextual relevance—have been consolidated or removed to improve 
narrative efficiency. 
(b) Consistency of Terminology 
Author's Response: 
Terminology has been standardized throughout the manuscript. We now consistently 
use: 
CSR to refer to conventional, secular Corporate Social Responsibility, Islamic CSR / 
ICSR to denote faith-informed CSR frameworks grounded in Islamic law and ethics, 
and CSpR (Corporate Spiritual Responsibility) exclusively for the proposed 
governance-oriented framework developed in this study. 
All abbreviations are defined upon first use and applied consistently across sections 
to avoid conceptual ambiguity. 
(c) Language Tightening and Analytical Tone 
Author's Response: 
We have revised the manuscript to reduce rhetorical emphasis and strengthen 
analytical precision. Emotive or normative phrasing has been replaced with more 
measured academic language, particularly in the Discussion and Conclusion sections. 
Where evaluative terms are retained, they are now clearly framed as analytical 
interpretations or normative propositions, rather than empirical assertions. 
(d) Reference Use and Integration 
Author's Response: 
We have reviewed and refined the reference list to address repetition and improve 
integration. Duplicate citations have been removed, and remaining references are 
now used more selectively and critically. Citations have been more explicitly linked to 
specific analytical claims, theoretical debates, or points of comparison, rather than 
serving as general background support. This revision strengthens the manuscript’s 
engagement with the literature and clarifies how prior studies inform and contrast 
with the present findings. 
In response to the reviewer’s guidance, we have substantially revised the manuscript 
to sharpen conceptual boundaries, clarify scholarly contribution, and strengthen 
analytical rigor. We believe these revisions significantly enhance the manuscript’s 
theoretical positioning and its contribution to sustainability, governance, and faith-
based management literature. 
Once again, we sincerely thank the reviewer for their valuable feedback, which has 
greatly improved the clarity and robustness of this study. 
We sincerely thank the Editor and Reviewers for their insightful, constructive, and 
detailed comments. We highly appreciate the opportunity to revise and improve our 
manuscript. All comments have been carefully addressed, and the manuscript has 
been substantially revised to enhance conceptual clarity, methodological 
transparency, analytical balance, and scholarly positioning. Below, we provide a point-
by-point response to each comment. 
We hope that the revisions satisfactorily address all concerns and that the manuscript 



is now suitable for further consideration. 
 

 

Author's Response for Reviewer 2 

We sincerely thank the reviewer for the thoughtful and principled feedback. We 
appreciate the recognition of the manuscript’s relevance and the opportunity to 
clarify the conceptual positioning of the study. We respectfully address the reviewer’s 
concerns below. 
We respectfully submit that the issue raised reflects a conceptual positioning 
disagreement rather than a fundamental methodological or theoretical error. 
Nonetheless, we fully acknowledge the importance of clearly distinguishing 
spirituality and religiosity, and we have clarified this distinction more explicitly in the 
revised manuscript. 
This study explores Corporate Spiritual Responsibility (CSpR) as an ethical and 
governance-oriented extension of corporate responsibility that emphasizes spiritual 
accountability grounded in universal moral values, such as integrity, justice, 
compassion, and stewardship. Rather than equating spirituality with formal religiosity 
or the implementation of specific religious doctrines, CSpR is conceptualized as an 
inclusive moral orientation that transcends institutional boundaries and can be 
meaningfully interpreted across diverse cultural and faith contexts. This research 
does not propose Corporate Spiritual Responsibility (CSpR) as a universal or religion-
based governance model. Rather, it offers CSpR as a normative ethical framework that 
highlights how spiritual awareness understood as moral intentionality and 
accountability may enrich corporate responsibility practices. The Indonesian case 
illustrates one possible articulation of this framework, shaped by local ethical 
traditions and cultural values. 
The Indonesian context is employed as an illustrative case, where spiritual and ethical 
values are socially embedded and actively shape organizational behavior. Islamic 
ethical principles are used in this study as a contextual moral vocabulary to interpret 
spiritual accountability, not as prescriptive religious regulations. In this sense, the 
study does not advocate religion-based governance, but rather contributes to 
broader discussions on how spirituality understood as ethical consciousness and 
moral intentionality can inform responsible and sustainable corporate conduct. By 
framing spirituality as a source of ethical reflection rather than religious enforcement, 
the study contributes to ongoing debates on responsible governance in pluralistic 
societies. CSpR is therefore presented not as a doctrinal prescription, but as an 
analytical lens for understanding the role of spirituality in fostering ethical, 
sustainable, and socially responsible corporate behavior. 
 

Author's Response for Reviewer 3 

We sincerely thank the reviewer for the thoughtful and constructive assessment of 
our manuscript. We appreciate the recognition of its ethical grounding and contextual 
relevance, and we are grateful for the critical observations, which have helped us 
significantly strengthen the paper. 
Regarding conceptual distinctiveness, we acknowledge that the initial version did not 
sufficiently clarify how Corporate Spiritual Responsibility (CSpR) differs from CSR and 
Islamic CSR. In the revised manuscript, we now define CSpR explicitly as a normative 
governance framework and analytical lens, rather than as a new set of CSR practices 
or a rebranding of Islamic CSR. The distinction is clarified early in the manuscript by 



emphasizing differences in accountability logic, level of analysis, and conceptual 
function. 
Based on the manuscript’s empirical and theoretical development, CSpR is now 
positioned explicitly as a normative governance framework and analytical lens, rather 
than as a new operational CSR model or a terminological rebranding of Islamic CSR. 
The distinction is clarified along three dimensions already present in the manuscript 
but now made explicit: 
Accountability orientation: While Islamic CSR emphasizes compliance with Islamic 
ethical norms and social obligations, CSpR emphasizes spiritual accountability and 
moral intentionality as the underlying logic shaping corporate decision-making. 
Analytical level: Islamic CSR in the manuscript is discussed primarily at the level of 
programs, reporting, and institutional practices. By contrast, CSpR operates at the 
level of ethical consciousness, governance orientation, and leadership meaning, 
shaping how responsibility is understood rather than prescribing specific activities. 
Conceptual function: The manuscript now clearly states that CSpR is not proposed as 
a standalone governance system, but as an interpretive framework for analyzing the 
role of spirituality in corporate responsibility, particularly in culturally embedded 
contexts such as Indonesia. 
 
The revised manuscript now recognizes that spirituality, like CSR, may be symbolic, 
performative, or instrumentalized for legitimacy if not accompanied by reflexive 
governance mechanisms. We also address concerns regarding who defines spiritual 
responsibility within organizational hierarchies and how alternative interpretations 
may be marginalized, particularly in plural or heterogeneous organizational contexts. 
We accept this critique and have undertaken a systematic language and style revision. 
The revised manuscript reduces rhetorical emphasis, compresses repetitive 
theological exposition, and foregrounds analytical insight over moral affirmation. 
Evaluative claims have been moderated or clearly attributed to participants’ 
perspectives. 
We also appreciate the reviewer’s concern about the strongly normative orientation 
of the manuscript. In response, we have moderated the tone and expanded the 
Discussion to more explicitly address potential risks, including symbolic or 
performative uses of spirituality, definitional authority within organizations, and 
challenges in pluralistic contexts. Spirituality is no longer presented as inherently 
positive, but as ethically meaningful yet requiring reflexive governance safeguards. 
To address concerns about analytical structure, we have strengthened the separation 
between Results and Discussion and reduced repetition across sections. The 
Discussion now more clearly examines how CSpR might alter governance practices, 
as well as potential trade-offs and implementation dilemmas. 
Finally, we have tightened the language throughout the manuscript, reducing 
rhetorical emphasis and theological exposition in favor of clearer analytical 
argumentation. 
We are grateful to the reviewer for these insightful and rigorous comments. 
Addressing them has led to substantial improvements in conceptual clarity, critical 
engagement, empirical analysis, and analytical tone. We respectfully submit that the 
revised manuscript now offers a more precise, reflexive, and analytically robust 
contribution to the literature on corporate responsibility, spirituality, and governance 
in contextually embedded and pluralistic settings. 
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