[bookmark: _GoBack]Response to Reviewer B’s comments/suggestions/points of critique
1. Linking/connecting the “reconceptualization section” with the overall analysis: 
This was a well-made point. I have now moved this section to the end of the analysis section (and before the conclusion). This way it has made it easier to tie/link/connect the findings to the survey of the common conceptual thinking around “marginal journalism(s)” which, in turn, clarifies to the reader how I arrive at the concept of “third sector journalism”. This partly forms what I think is the unique contribution of this piece. Following on from this, I refrained from using the concept – third sector journalism - from the start which is why I replaced it with “marginal journalisms” – a term I describe in the very first sentence of the Introduction and provide an explanatory note at the end indicating the sense in which I use it.   
2. Making the socio-political function(s) more explicit in the analysis:
I feel I had done this initially to the best of my ability with as much conciseness as possible (and with a close eye on the word count) which might explain why Reviewer C too felt that the overall analysis was “very satisfactorily” executed and described. Nonetheless, I have gone over the analysis again but what I found more useful was summarising for the reader (and in the interests of clarity) the role the different values (or the lack of it) played where it seemed appropriate. I did this by adding concise sentences at the end of the corresponding points/paragraphs.
3. Elaborating on the methodology and data:
I have incorporated a whole new section on the methodology I used and expounded on why I chose the case study organisations. I made clear that although my analysis is not explicitly comparative, I found it useful to consider the similarities inherent in the contexts in Britain and Germany because these have been instrumental in shaping the trajectory of the respective marginal journalism(s). Because the central focus of this piece is concerned with day-to-day (innovative) journalistic practice rather than purely business models (although both are intricately linked and difficult to disentangle), I found it appropriate to study two newspapers and a radio station – the latter of which grew out of a newspaper. I had not made this clear in the initial submission but this has now been addressed as requested. I have also formulated two research questions for clarity in the Intro and articulated the perceived unique contribution of this piece much clearer.
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4. Applying theories of media innovations:
This is something I gave some careful thoughts to from the very outset but opted to use the different theoretical frameworks in the piece instead. To me, herein lies the novelty and innovativeness of this piece: using a blend of theories to make sense of evolving changes in a sector of journalism studies. I also opted against incorporating theories of media innovations because this would have led to an “overload” of theory leaving barely any space for a comprehensive analytical discussion.
5. All these changes now mean that it seemed best to alter the proposed title of the piece to reflect the changes made and that the word count has inevitably risen to 8,647.
