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Reviewer A:
       
One weakness is that it misses out on other recent literature about the importance of intra-organisational collaboration between editorial, business and IT personnel at legacy news media as a means of encouraging innovation. Research by Doyle (2014) considers the perceptions and attitudes towards collaboration between editorial staff, commercial managers and IT specialists at UK newspapers including FT Group, Telegraph, what the impediments to collaboration are and how this has changed over time.  Based on her findings she points out that ‘[i]ntegration across these groups is seen as essential in encouraging experimentation and innovation on digital platforms’ (2014: 11).  Doyle argues that, even though managers clearly acknowledge the crucial importance of getting journalists to work more closely with IT specialists as a means of developing strategies that will bring success on digital platforms, in practice they find it difficult to
achieve such integration within newsrooms because of the ongoing supremacy of the culture of traditional print journalism. Given the obvious proximity between the above published findings and the focus of the survey work reported in this article, there ought to be some explicit consideration of and engagement with this earlier work.
Authors’ revision/response: In the revision we have now included acknowledgement of Doyle (2014), and also many other related works, both the suggested articles and additional work. The reasons we had not included Doyle (2014) and many of the other works added in this expanded version related to these being qualitative studies (which we already referred to relatively extensively), and that we adjusted to targeted word count. 


Related to this, the author puts forward an interpretation of earlier literature which is looks extremely questionable.  It is suggested (in first paragraph of the section on ‘Perceptions on intra-organizational
collaboration (RQ2)’ that earlier research indicates that ‘established tensions between the editorial and business departments have dissolved’. It is not clear what earlier research is being referred to in this instance
– none is actually cited - but, quite contrary to this, a number of earlier studies have highlighted the potential for clash between the embedded cultures and routines of traditional news production and the emergent contingencies of digital publishing (Domingo, 2008; Spyridou et al, 2013).   Recent work, for example, by Bennett and Strange (2012) highlights clashes between traditional production culture and IT specialists as an
impediment to development of digital strategies in the television industry. And the aforementioned work by Doyle highlights clashes between the supremacy of traditional journalistic culture and that of IT and business departments as impeding collaboration in the newspaper industry and preventing media organisations from ‘achieving the improved levels of integration between IT, commercial and editorial functions which UK managers are apt to regard as being ideally conducive to processes of innovation
[such that] adjustment remains, in practice, a complex challenge’ (2014: 12)   So this interpretation of the earlier literature needs to be corrected and, likewise, the suggestion in the concluding section that the survey
findings run ‘contrary to expectation’ – an assertion that appears very questionable - needs either to be properly explained and supported or else removed.
Authors’ revision/response: We have now acknowledged these scholarly contributions in our discussion.


Another deficiency to be addressed is the need for a strengthened account of what this article adds in terms of originality and value.  Although there are many references to the author’s earlier work, there needs to be a more lucid and convincing explication of what this survey adds to a similar one in 2011 and of the wider contribution this particular research is making.
 Authors’ revision/response: We have attempted to make clear that our survey of three intra-organizational agents makes a unique contribution to the field, through its broad inclusion of agents and its quantitative approach. The findings from 2011 presented in this article have not previously been published. 








Reviewer B:

The article shows clear command of the field, with relevant literature referenced and discussed. However, the creative cycle model needs to be explained in more detail. The theory is outlined on page 4. Here, the tree
main problems of the adaptive cycle model should be explained more thoroughly when first listed. What are these problems typically about? The author(s) go more into the three problems below but this could be made
clearer. In this section, the article would benefit from stating a more explicit direction to which the theory will be used in relation to the findings. As it stands now, the threshold is quite high for readers unfamiliar with the theory. It is not clear if the article deals equally with all three problems, or if it deals more with the administrative problems than the others. If so, why? It is also unclear to an unfamiliar reader the extent to which this cycle is a process of innovation that moves through the three problems or if they are simultaneous obstacles. Ideally, the author(s) could use the theory outline as a structuring tool for the following analysis of findings.
Authors’ revision/response: We have elaborated on the theoretical framework and explained why the administrative problem is the most relevant focus for the article. 


Also, the adaptive cycle model should be mentioned in the very first paragraph of the article, to help guide the reader and give the article a clear direction. Major findings (technologists central for triggering adaptation) should also be mentioned in the first paragraph to give direction to the reader and set up context for the theory. That would also help to clarify the aim of the article.
Authors’ revision/response: Theoretical perspective and main findings are now mentioned in first paragraph.


The so-what question should be addressed in the first paragraph and at relevant stages in the analysis. What is the relevance of the findings? What is at stake? The article identifies where perceived bottlenecks for
innovations lie, and where innovation is more welcomed and initiated. The analysis could therefore benefit from coming back to the issue of intra-organizational collaboration as condition for innovation in the last section to more thoroughly highlight the significance of findings. The author(s) clearly identifies the gaps in research but it could be made clearer in the discussion and conclusions how the research actually fills the gap. Also, the author(s) could be more clear in the findings section about the three groups surveyed – editors/managers are questioned about the three departments, but the article also reports findings about perceptions of innovation interest in the editorial department – so to what degree is this a report on self-perceptions among editors? Perhaps a few reflections or clarifications on the relationship between who is asked and what groups they answer questions about would add an interesting dimension.
Authors’ revision/response: The so what-question is now clearly stated in the last sentence of the first paragraph, and this issue is elaborated on in the discussion section. We have attempted at clarifying how this study help fill voids in the research gap, most importantly that it is a quantitative study addressing a broader range of social actors within news media organizations. The informants are all top executives, and it is quite clear that they are all answering question on their perceptions of all the three departments. Our literature review do not give us any reason to suggest that the Editor-in-Chief should be any less able to evaluate various sides of the operations than the General Manager. This is reinforced by the findings, as there are no significant differences in how the two main groups of executives score the editorial department. We do not see how this “clarification” would benefit the quality of this publication.


The aims should be stated more clearly in the first paragraph. The theory is somewhat inaccessible to unfamiliar readers, so this should be more clearly explained, also its relevance for the analysis and significance for findings. As for argumentation, the article has a clear focus, but an explication of the theory would help improve the arguments. The findings are well explained and are expressed clearly. 
Authors’ revision/response: First paragraph edited, as addressed above.


The article is well structured but the carrying element of how the findings are related to the theory should be made more explicit in the introduction, where main findings should also be mentioned to establish context.
Authors’ revision/response: Introduction has now been edited to accomplish this, as addressed above.




The article has some issues with language and flow. Some grammar issues, and a few examples of incomplete sentences (for instance first paragraph page 5 under study rationale).
Authors’ revision/response: The article has been proofread and edited. 


A few minor issues that need clarification:
-       What is the Bleaker report (page 2)?  
-       Page 7 paragraph 1 under methods and materials, the “three professional
groups” could be listed again as a reminder
-       Page 9 first paragraph there is reference to literature without there
being any reference to literature.
Authors’ revision/response: We have explained Bleacher Report, spelled out the three professional
groups, and added references to the discussion on page 9. 
