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	1.	Are the title and abstract appropriate for the paper?

	Comments: The running header is ambiguous. Mention three types of presence in abstract.
116 word abstract can be lengthened.  State what type of research you perform in the abstract

Thank you for your comments. We have used the comments to help improve this paper.
The running head has been changed, three types of presence are mentioned in the abstract. The abstract has been lengthened, and the type of study is stated in the abstract. 

	2.	Adequacy of the introduction (background and/or context of the study including topical discussions, scenarios, etc.)

	Comments: 
A visual chart to explain the participants and the results would have been more engaging and explain rational for choosing the age group. 
Introduce PAX and PAR acronym meanings in the introduction.  Purpose defined as well as why avatars are important, which connects to the purpose of the research study.

We believe that the visual chart suggestion is a stylistic preference, but would also suggest that our tables are an appropriate/standard way of reporting these types of results. We are willing to change at the editors’ discretion, however, if asked to do so. 
We have added PAX and PAR acronym meanings in the introduction. The purpose of the study, why player-avatar connections are important, and how it connects to the purpose of the current study have been addressed in the introduction now as well. 


	3.	Adequacy of literature review, or if a practical paper, adequacy of examples. (Does not preclude some literature review. Please provide your opinion as to whether or not the references used in this paper are sufficient, appropriate, and up-to-date, or suggest additional references.)

	16 references were over 10-years old with an additional references over 5-years old out of a total of a total of 30 references (21 of 30 references over 5 years old).  With the emerging nature of the video game industry, there should be more current and relevant research to pull from.
Can you find some up to date references to replace some of the older ones?

We have replaced older literature with recent citations as appropriate. 


	4.	If this is an empirical paper, is the methodology appropriate?

	Comments: Please make sure you declare some of your limitations based on the methodology you used, such as limitation from:
1) Recruitment on social media . This means people not on social media were excluded.
2) Exclusion by gender, age, hobby. Older people within the 60 to 70 age bracket are most likely not to be on facebook. It is more targeted to include  younger people who understand what an avatar is and are on facebook. Communities of seasoned professionals and developers are not mentioned here.
3) Sample size was not broad and inclusive enough as a result of the recruitment method.
4) Different incentives for the cultural groups would have different influences on their responses.
5) Time lag in remembrance of participants experiences would have influenced the quality of recall needed to complete established metrics to capture PAX and PAR experience.
Methodology appears appropriate, and concern I had when reading through the methodology of the Americans being incentivized while the Chinese not being incentivized was addressed in the limitations.  Thorough discussion of procedures of language translation was excellent.  Although addressed in limitations on recruitment messages only be posted on selected social media sites, American’s only had 1 social media site, which was Facebook, with an average mean age of 40 (significantly higher than mean age of participants in the study).

Thank you for the comments. All the five points have been discussed in the limitation section. 


	5.	Thorough analysis of the issues addressed in the paper (in the context of the existing literature)

	Can you add any discussion of results related well to the Literature Review topics and language.

We have enriched the discussion section by connecting the findings in the current study to previous literature more. 


	6.	Clarity of the arguments presented (Logical consistency, flow of argument, reasons/examples/proof for all points, etc.)

	

	7.	Language issues (Word choice, appropriate language registers, grammar, etc. We plan another round of copy editing, but please state your impression here).

	
Some minor grammatical issues found in paper ( strongly agree vs. strong agree).  These should be caught in final round of copy editing.  Self presence was found multiple times in the paper.

We have worked to fix grammatical errors. 


	8.	Are the references sufficiently complete throughout? (Please indicate significant omissions)

	

	9.	What is your overall assessment of the paper?

	Few concerns:
1) “175 participants, reported age ranged from 18 to 70”.  Yet Chinese participants reported age ranged from 14 – 50 while American participants reported aged ranged from 17 to 70.  So reported age range from 175 participants should be from 14 to 70.
2) When comparing ages between Americans and Chinese, American’s M age was at 28.9 with a wider SD @ 10.4 while Chinese M age was at 22.4 with a narrow SD at 4.4.  Should the age comparisons between American and Chinese participants be listed as a limitation of the study? 
RQ3 was a yes/no question.  Consider revising the question.

[bookmark: _GoBack]All of the three concerns have been addressed in the revised manuscript. Specifically, for point 1, there was a reporting error earlier. Chinese participants reported age ranged from 18-50, American participants reported age ranged from 18-70. So, the overall age range is 18 – 70. This has been corrected in the manuscript. For point 2, the age difference has been added to limitation section. RQ3 has been revised to an open-ended question. 

Thanks again for all these valuable comments!



