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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

The article discusses a very current, actual and interesting topic at the same time. When we talk about
community, in general, we automatically think of people who share interests, beliefs or norms of common
life. In the same manner, the communitarianism is a political current that emerged as a reaction to the
individualistic perspective of liberalism. Starting from this thinking manner, the communitarians are
followers of capitalism and the capitalist state, with the amendment that the state must not be the
capitalist itself, but only act so that the market obeys the needs of society and not the other way around.

Minor REVISION comments

| believe that the title chosen by the author(s) does not sufficiently reflect the content of the article. The author(s)
practically make a thorough analysis of Sandel's philosophy regarding the community and the principle of
communitarianism developed as a result of this philosophy, but, on the other hand, the subject goes even further,
often making substantial connections between Sandel's conception and that of other authors in the field (such as
Rawls, J.) In other words, | think that another title would be more appropriate, in which there is also this "detail" of
the comparison between the theories.

The Conclusions box is missing. Perhaps the author(s) included this aspect into the paper’s background and
forgot to differentiate it.

The References box is too short. | understand the author(s) consider this paper as an original one, and after the
titles from this section, which are very old, | believe the author(s) has right. Still, | suggest having at least 15 titles.

Optional/General comments

Would be great if the author(s) will try to make a more deep analysis on the subject described in the paper
for further and looking for more carefully at the paper’s structure.
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Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?

(If yes, Kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)
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