Dear JVWR editors and reviewers, 

Thank you immensely for your constructive criticism. We’ve attempted to clarify many issues mentioned and revise our paper in a way that you hopefully see fit. Below you’ll find our answers to each comment.
 
Reviewer 1 – Point 1:  Any sentence, let alone the first of an abstract, should not start with a number, i.e, 360. Is there another way to begin the abstract? In regards to the introduction, again, this should not start with a number. In the first paragraph is a sentence that doesn’t make sense… The abbreviation ‘VE’ is used without indicating what that is an abbreviation of. Though it is commonly used, the author/s can’t assume reader knowledge.
· We have rewritten any titles and paragraphs beginning with 360 to Three-Sixty degrees. Additionally, minor issues have been edited to clarify statements better. The use of the abbreviation VE had been stated earlier (now highlighted). 

Reviewer 1 – Point 2:  The author/s need to take care with the use of ‘immersion’ and ‘presence’. There is a considerable literature around both…If the author/s are following a particular schema, this needs to be emphasized. 
· The use of immersion and presence is no longer interchangeable. The term presence is only used once to describe the subjective feeling of immersion. Moreover, while we acknowledge that there are more types of immersion, our intention has been clarified that we are particularly following this scheme of narrative vs. technical immersion. Social immersion, while interesting for various other research pursuits, is not relevant for observing 360-degree videos, since social interaction is not possible; there is only the illusion of interaction, similar to when characters break the fourth wall in classical video formats. 

Reviewer 1 – Point 3:  The last part of the paragraph under the heading “theoretical Framework’ needs to be tidied up a bit. The author/s intends to do more than compare the 360° format to other video types and this intent should be made explicit here.
· The last paragraph of the theoretical framework has been cleaned up and edited for clarity. Our intentions have also been expanded by stating more than one question that guides our research interest. 

Reviewer 1 – Point 4:  The methodology is appropriate. In the description, however, there are a number of unreferenced statements. Though the author/s may be very familiar
with this methodology, it would be useful to ground this in the literature. A fair bit of the detail is glossed over in this section and the paper would benefit from some more detail in regards to the methods. 
· Any unreferenced statements have been amended with the correct references. Additionally, we have made some minor adjustments to clarify the steps in the methodology. However, we did not go into detail since we are limited by the word count. 

Reviewer 1 – Point 5 / Reviewer 2 – Point 1: it would have been useful to have some idea as to how long the videos were, to what purpose were they created, and so on…Strategies for minimizing bias is a selection of cases are not described. The table needs ordering information.
· We have corrected the table, setting it in alphabetic order based on the video titles. Additionally, we’ve added a column that indicates the runtime of each video. We did not want to add another column describing the reason for creation as we are not sure of authorial intent and do not want to assume it. Moreover, a small statement is made about minimizing bias for our purposive selection. 

Reviewer 1 – Point 6: In the Results section, it is difficult to determine if the examples given under the different aspects of narrative immersion are examples to illustrate the concepts or if they are from the 360 degree videos were examined. If they are just examples, there needs to be some referencing throughout this section.
· We have added the correct citations for videos from our sample. Videos outside of the sample are not mentioned. We initially had removed the citations because we were limited by the word count but now they have been added again. 

Reviewer 1 – Point 7 / Reviewer 2 – Point 2: The paper needs a conclusion which elaborates on the significance of this work. This is partly done in the ‘Discussion’ section. What are the possible uses of 360-degree videos with a narrative structure? Why do we care?... Currently, the paper includes the section related to “Discussion” but unfortunately omits “Conclusion”. Strengths and limitations of the study may be more clearly described.
· We have split the discussion into two sections. First, the conclusion discusses our results and study overall. We have also made some minor statements about what these findings mean and how they are important for communication scientists. Furthermore, the limitations and future work section discusses the limitations of our study in detail and the way forward for this research pursuit. 

Reviewer 2 – Point 3: While the figure is unclear regarding the direction of positive and negative influence (please read comments on the manuscript)
· The figure has been corrected. The relationship arrow between spatial and temporal explorability now has two heads to reflect the two-way influence on these aspects. 

[bookmark: _GoBack]In addition to these points we have also addressed some smaller mistakes in punctuation and grammar. All changes are either tracked or highlighted. Thank you again for your constructive criticism and we hope that you find that the revisions have improved the paper and increased its scientific contribution. 

Kind regards, 
The Authors 








