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	PART 2:
	

	FINAL EVALUATOR’S comments on revised paper (if any)
	Authors’ response to final evaluator’s comments

	I regret to state that except the changes suggested in the abstract, no other change has been made to the revised manuscript.
1.The term Generation Z to be declared in the beginning of the manuscript as Gen Z and thereafter o be used as Gen Z, this uniformity in usage of the term needs to be maintained. 

2. Table 1 is neither labelled correctly nor, has been referred/cited in the text. It has not been crafted clearly. The categories should not be duplicated. The related opportunities/threats can be shown in single cells rather multiple cells. 

3. The research methodology does not explain any research questions. The sample size is too less comparing the applicability of the geographical area of the study

4. Figure 1 has also not been cited in the text anywhere, neither the variable IP1,IP2… been declared anywhere. 5. The findings also needs to be refined clearly stating each finding.

6. The literature review is missing to set the need of the research basis the older research done in the area.


	I do not agree with reviewer Sha on:

•
point 1 (that's a matter of style and no general rule)

•
point 4 (I explained in my answer thatI P1...IPn are not variables but short for "interview Partner", which is clearly explained in the Text

•
and on point 5 - I reserve the right to structure Our findings as I see fit, in this case along the categories/themes - which is also explained in the Text.

Also:

•
I do not understand point 6, or if I understand that it means I need to go deeper back in time, I disagree.

•
I do not understand point 2 either: what does "not clearly labelled" mean? I followed the instructions on your web site. Not referenced is untrue: it is explained that it is an overview, a wrap-up, of the chapter ending with this table. What does "duplicating the categories" mean? And if that refers to staing the Information in the left column in each line - again a matter of personal style and as such of no import to me.  I cando it, OK...

•
An when it comes to point 3: because of this reviewers' comments, I added clearly labelled research questions (which is by no means a must in Journal articles, as opposed to theses, but this is personal belief). So, it's in.

•
And when reviewer Sha Talks about too small a sample size - it is clearly impossible to redo it all again with more people, or not worth the bother. Standard saturation control, namely how many new codes additional Interviews generated, suggested we were fine. This is qualitative content analysis, not a piece of quantitative research, thus statistical significance is of no matter.
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