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NOTE TO REVIEWERS


This is the revised version of the article I submitted in September 2013. It follows the recommendations formulated by the reviewers: 

1) Reviewer 1: “The theoretical framework applied to this material is overworked, overcomplicated, and ultimately stifling the analysis; it fails to allow the rich first-hand material to speak foritself. There is an unfortunate tendency here to overload the article with concepts and definitions, often for generic terms which should not require detailed explanation, in order to document the relevance of the source research to the topic of media innovation - this is especially problematic in the introduction to the article.” 

Reviewer 2: “text is characterized by what could perhaps be described as an awkward use of long quotes – it seems that the author should work more on integrating the sources s/he wishes to cite in the text in order to increase readability. The theoretical background is interesting and relevant, but needs to be contextualized further. One way to do so could be to expand the methods section.”

· The theoretical framework has been simplified, especially in the introduction but also in the rest of the article. A section of the article is specifically dedicated to presenting the theoretical framework in a very concise and clear manner (see section ‘Theoretical framework’).  Long quotes have been deleted, and the theoretical background has been contextualized further. Only concepts utilized in a significant way have been kept (such as bricolage, which is a central one when looking at the use of social media). 

2) Reviewer 1: “The material presented from the MEP staffer interviews is genuinely useful and should emerge as the centrepiece of this paper.he research from which these interviews stem is never clearly introduced - when and how were these interviews conducted; what questions were asked, and why; how were MEPs selected; who (country, party, age, political experience) are the MEPs and their staffers? - and the author thus fails to make effective use of this material, most frustratingly.”
Reviewer 2: “There’s almost no mention of the method employed  – this needs to be rectified. The author needs to reflect on some of the « pros and cons « of the adopted approach – for example, how does the fact that the study is mostly based on interviews with employees of politicians rather than the politiicans themselves come into play ? Furthermore, using interview data for purposes like these can be tricky as one could expect the interviewees to provide idealised stories regarding their practices. While this could be remedied by studying the actual uses at the hands of politicians, this would arguably be to large a task to undertake in the current study. I would suggest the author/s to discuss these issues – and other relevant ones – in a section on methodology.”

· Much more details are given on the methodology part as a methods section has been introduced (see ‘Method and data collection’, see also note 4). Hopefully the method is now outlined satisfactorily, with an emphasis on Internet ethnography. 
· Furthermore, as requested, the article has been rewritten focusing centrally on the interviews and the analysis of the use social media (messages and profiles). 
· In the methodology section, I hope to answer to the comments of reviewer 2 regarding the reason and the justification for interviewing staff and not politicians, notably in order to reduce the risk of hearing “idealized stories”. Furthermore, having been a parliamentary assistant for 3 years myself, participation observation was fairly intense and allowed me to go beyond interviews, as explained in the section. Finally, I also studied the profiles and messages on Twitter and Facebook of the MEPs’ staff I met, which was another strategy for distancing myself from the interviews. . 

3) Reviewer 1: “A considerable further polish of expression will be needed.” 

· Attention has been given to writing style, in order to make arguments clear and compelling. 

4) Reviewer 2: “The author suggests that « political actors drive media technology « but are restricted in so doing by constraints largely beyond their control. I would be interested to see some comparison with previous research performed here. As the bulk of scholarship has suggested that most politicians tend to be rather careful in making innovative uses of new technology, I would urge the author to reflect on the sample studied here. Are they to be considered an « ideal type« of sorts ?”

· As far as I know, there has not been such a type of research performed before, so therefore comparison is not possible. However, I have tried to give more examples of how political actors are restricted and to address how future research could contribute to the field (see the last section: ‘New technology, old habits: going beyond the discourse on innovation’). 
· I argue that the “bulk of scholarship” that suggest that “most politicians tend to be rather careful in making innovative uses of new technology” is driven by a certain understanding of innovation and new technology: innovation is understood as engaging with citizens in a certain way on social media. However, technology is not innovative by nature and innovation might be somewhere else, in the emerging practices of production of speech for instance. I have tried to make this case throughout the article. 

5) Reviewer 2: “The authors suggest that « Innovative users […] were those that started to uses SNSs in late 2009 ». Adoption is indeed interesting tostudy, but what about continued use ? Did these early adopters keep making use of the services at hand to any considerable degree ?”

· I decided not to differentiate between early and later adopters, as it did not seem to be relevant for the argument. So I deleted this element.
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