[bookmark: _GoBack]Answer to the Article	Comment by Susan: This reviewer also wrote the following: Some of the conclusions are not clear, e.g. but it is not clear how the the authors would conclude that the organizations had the desire to maximize their profits while deviating from quality and mentioned that this is on the way of quality engineers practicing their roles. 

Reviewer 1 also wrote that you did not defend the hypothesis well – this is not addressed in the table.

 Finally, Reviewer 1 mentioned some grammatical errors – we have not been asked to review the entire article, which has been changed substantially. I did edit the Abstract.  

Points 1 and 2 in your table are additional critiques.	Comment by Susan: 
	Page
	Answer
	Not	Comment by Susan: Reviewer 1 also suggested that you: It will be a good idea to list your hypothesis and defend the findings in the discussion/conclusions section of the paper.

	
	

	P.17
P.18
P.19
	Updated the
Findings
Reference to the quantitative part
	Statistical analysis of results are weak, need to be more robust!
	1
	Reviewer 1


	P.27
	Added references
	Most of the references are outdated with the exception of two 2016 and 2017 papers. Need to update the references.
	2
	

	P.15




	Topic Add Article 	Comment by Susan: Some of the new language in the article nearly mirrors that of the reviewer
	If this is so, then institutional theory’s concerns with coercive or normative isomorphism might suggest why quality engineering spread (governments mandated it and “good organizations” had them as a result). Then, in order to shelter the core activities of organizations from these institutional pressures, quality engineering was only loosely coupled with everything else – hence the relative lack of authority.
	3	Comment by Susan: This reviewer specifically asked for a better discussion of how quality engineers developed as a semi-professional group. In fact, this reviewer emphasizes this point – this does not appear in this table, nor does it appear to be adequately addressed in the paper on p. 15.


	Reviewer 2

	P.23

	Topic Add Article 
	[bookmark: _Hlk68343905]The other possibility the author(s) resort to near the end of the paper is Giddens’ concept of structuration. This could work but it is also might be less effective. Quality engineers could be structurally stuck in roles peripheral to actual organization activities and that would be “structuration”. They could also be totally integrated into the organizational apparatus, etc. and that could be “structuration.” Presumably, the occupational group would prefer the latter.	Comment by Susan: Here, too, some of the new language in the article nearly mirrors that of the reviewer.
	4
	

	P.17
P.18
P.19
	Updated the 
Findings
Reference to the quantitative part of the research
	you have seven interviews and surveys from 90 quality engineers, but there is no quantitative analysis actually presented. Even if the results could be presented as simple descriptive statistics, that would be worth knowing. As it stands now, it isn’t clear exactly what is being analyzed and what isn.t
	5
	

	P.24
	Added sections Practical Implications and	Comment by Susan: This has been separated for clarity in the paper.
Limitations

	If the first and second points above could be cleared up, the conclusion could focus on what the next steps are for the professional group
	6
	



  
