I have edited the manuscript. The actual body text is 7160 words, but with references and appendix it still comes out at 8500. I have addressed the need to get it down to 8,000 words. I could cut the appendix, perhaps and pare back the findings more, but I'm interested in what a reviewer things should stay or go. I'm at the point where I've looked at it too many times and can't really tell what is going to resonate best with an audience.

This is a much tighter paper, per the advice of reviewers, at any rate. 

I went back through the data to see what was missing that would clarify points throughout the Findings section and made substantial changes to improve structure and clarity and to be sure to reference the theoretical framework more systematically. 

I cut the literature review quite a bit and tightened it a few times after making cuts. The method section is more brief than it was. I am curious to know if you think it could be cut more while maintaining necessary explanation.

Part of the issue with this manuscript is that there are several concepts being juggled. I want introduce each concept to readers without dwelling on any concept, diffusions, social shaping, mutual shaping, hierarchy of influences...too much.

I built a separate discussion section relating to mutual shaping in response to reviewers' concerns that the paper lacks a discussion section. Previously I had attempted to cram discussions in with the Findings. Obviously that did not work well.

I first rewrote each section of the findings. Then I related each section to the theoretical framework at play. Then I moved those pieced to the Discussion section. Perhaps it needs one more concluding statement, but perhaps the article is too long as it is.

I cut the tables because they ultimately did not add much. Formatting them in Word was ridiculous, and they won't play well in 3-column design anyway. The concepts underlying the tables are included in the Findings section, and this helps to streamline things because I was relying too much on the tables to explain the findings.

Part of the challenge of this paper was that the diffusion of this innovation did not come from an outside source. This is what made it an interesting framework to employ, but at times the back and forth between designer and user was going on internally in participants. I did my best to explain this dynamic, to couch this paper in the larger context of media innovations, particularly difficulty in developing successful innovations in journalism.
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