Academic Review:

Overall, the article is interesting and clear. The qualitative survey looks well-designed. The quotes and examples illustrate the two mindsets in depth and detail.

Points to consider:

Abstract
The Table of Contents can be deleted.
In the abstract, I suggest separating these aspects: Semi-structured interviews were conducted with 30 managers... (etc.) Qualitative analysis of the interview results yielded 16….
(I did not make this change as it seemed too substantive if you did not agree, but you can see what I put in the cover letter as an example.)

Introduction/Literature Review
[bookmark: _Hlk112576147]On page 3, the phrase ‘our planet is suffering, and if we want future generations to inherit it,’ introduces larger topics (climate change, environmental damage), which is not quite aligned with the main argument of the article. Consider rephrasing this section to speak directly to your topic.  
In the Literature Review, there are many quotes from other authors that have been strung together, which makes the section seem a little awkward. The paper would be stronger and flow more smoothly if you mainly paraphrase the quotes in your own words, and only use quotes when they are strong enough to make a distinct point.  
Ensure to verify that every quote is accurate. By chance, I found one that is not precisely presented in the original words. In some cases, the wording of the quote seems problematic, but I cannot verify every quote, since many are not accessible online. It is essential to ensure that all quotes are in precisely the original words (or you can paraphrase, and include a reference). Quite often, quotes from secondary publications do not have the quote correct. Therefore, it can be helpful to examine their reference list and find the original text, then quote directly from this text. It also shows that you have examined seminal research/work, which adds to the credibility of your paper.   
It would add to your paper if The Logical Framework is explained briefly in the Literature review.
You write: This inquiry focuses solely on Innovation Management (IM). However, this isn’t quite accurate, as it compares IM and C&C management styles.
The text switches between the third person and first person (we). It would be better, and easier for the intended reader to keep it consistent.
It is not clear how the paragraph on limitations (p. 8) relates to the main point of the article, it would be useful if you went into a little more detail regarding this point. 

Methods
There are a few smaller details that can be added: How many interviewers were there? Were there interviewers other than the author? When was the study conducted? What qualitative data analysis approach was used to identify the categories?
The text switches tense, between first person “we interviewed” and third person “the interviewer asked.” This needs to be more consistent. There is also only one author, so the use of the “royal we” can be avoided.
The issue of the preliminary results which led to fine-tuning the study population should be explained in more detail. What were the results that led to the conclusion that the population had to be changed?
In the Results section, you mention in passing that you were presenting the results to the managers. Was that part of the research process? If so, it should be explained in the Methods section. 

Results
What were the results of the preliminary analysis that led to the change in the sample?
The 16 core mindset differences are not phrased in the same way in the table of contents, text, and Table 1. The main problem is with the two items regarding mistakes, which are in different orders in the Table of Contents and Table 1, and only one section on mistakes appears in the text. This needs to be clarified and standardized.
Overall, the table and text sections should correspond more closely. I tried to do that somewhat but began to feel I was making too many changes (apologies if I did). This is the core of the article and needs to be very clear.
I simplified some of the headings for these items.
How did you arrive at these categories?

Attributing quotes.
Quotes should be attributed, either with pseudonyms or numbers (Interviewee 1). 
Unless there is a reason not to identify which organization (business, IDF, municipality) the interviewee is from, I think it would be helpful to do so.
Are all the phrases in quotation marks exact quotes from a specific person? Some quotes are attributed to multiple people, which is not possible. Some sound like paraphrases or hypothetical (C&C managers would say…). Make sure all text in quote marks is an attributed quote, or else remove the quote marks. 
It should be indicated whether the quotes are from the interviews, responses to hypothetical situations, or observed during the meetings.

Categories
In several places (pages 18 and 19), you wrote: “The different mindsets were labeled accordingly” but did not give clear labels for categories.  

Discussion
There is no discussion of differences between managers in the business, municipality, and IDF. These are quite different types of organizations. Are the two types of managers the same in all three organizations? This seems like a rich topic that could be deeper explored.

Conclusions
The conclusion section is mostly suggestions for future research. Earlier it is said that the insights presented here can be used by organizations – this can be elaborated on in the conclusion.

Endnotes/references

There is some missing information in the references in the endnotes (the journal does not ask for a separate reference list). I filled in some of the information in other places for you, to note a few instances for you. I simply noted the information needs to be supplied. I marked some information that I added in green, to be verified.
[bookmark: _GoBack]These items were in the reference list but not in the text and therefore are not in the current endnotes. Some were marked with strikeout (retained here). The others were not. It should be verified if they are to be cited in the article:
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