| Examining the Perceived Influence of U.S.
News about China on Western Audiences and the Support for Chinese
Government’s Global Public Relations Campaigns".
#6929
List of minor issues to revise (Second round of revision) 

Reviewer A:

This version of the manuscript is much improved, and I commend the authors for the careful revision. I have a few minor points for the authors to address before publication. Most importantly, I think the authors could make a starker transition from TPP to IPI, and keep the focus on IPI after that. My detailed comments are below.
 
1. Literature Review and Hypotheses
 
-The section entitled “Goals of the Study” switches back and forth from TPP to IPI in a way that is confusing. In my view, this section could be reorganized and streamlined to keep the distinction between the two theories clear.
Revision: Following the suggestion, we made a complete transition from TPE to IPI in revision (p. 5). In addition to revise the title and abstract. The revision reads:
[bookmark: _GoBack]“To shed lights on those questions, we propose a theoretical model in which attention to U.S. news on China is theorized to enhance the evaluation of influence of such news on others; the projected influence onto others in turn leads to support for government action. The model was inspired by the “influence of presumed influence” theory (Gunther & Storey, 2003), which suggests that an individual’s belief about media power on others can lead to projected media influence onto others, and they change their attitudes or behaviors accordingly. The proposed model was also enlightened by past research (e.g., Lambe & McLeod, 2005; Merrick, 2004; Reid & Hogg, 2005), which reveals that the extent to which others were believed to be influenced by powerful media is subject to people’s feelings about who is with them (“us” as in-group) and who is not (“them” as out-groups) ...”

-The section entitled “The Influence of Presumed Influence” also switches back and forth between TPP and IPI. In fact, the section ends with H1, which is the classic TPP hypothesis. I would make two sections. 1) A section on TPP that ends with H1 and 2) a section that distinguishes IPI from TPP and ends with H2. I think it is important to leave TPP behind once the transition is made — focus more on IPI after H1.
Revision: The revision followed closely this suggestion on breaking the section into two and tie them to H1 and H2 respectively (see pp. 6-8). 
 
-p6/ln19: “Research on the influence of perceived influence specifically investigates the real life outcomes of perceived media influence and is used interchangeably with the behavioral component of the third-person effect” — This is not true. IPI and TPP are not used “interchangeably.” In fact, TPP is a specialized case of IPI (see Gunther & Storey).
Revision: We addressed this issue in revision, which reads:
“Parallel to the behavioral component of the Third-Person Effect, research on the influence of presumed influence explores the practical real-life outcomes of perceptions of media effects on others (Gunther & Storey, 2003; Tsfati, Cohen, & Gunther, 2010).” (p. 10).  
-Also, this section focuses too much on the behavioral component, only to return to this topic later on. This has introduced some redundancy in the discussion of corrective action. I would discuss perceived effects on others first, then save the behavioral component for last after discussing attention and emotions.
Revision: The lit review on the behavioral component was streamlined (see pp. 10-12).
-The sections on attention and emotions focus too much on TPP, when they should be focused on IPI. Please revise.
Revision: The sections on attention and emotions were revised to focus on the influence of presumed influence (see pp. 8-9).
 
-p11/ln12: “How people acted upon” — The behavioral component has
always been a part of TPP and IPI from the earliest studies (e.g., Davison; Gunther & Storey).
Revision: Revised as suggested (see pp. 10-12).

-H4: Watch for typos. Also consider streamlining the wordings.
 
-RQ1 is unnecessary. I would remove it. 
 
Revision: H4 was shortened. Also, RQ1 was dropped.

Minor Edits : all revised as suggested

· p3/ln9: “after the Soviet Union disintegrated.” — This makes is sound like you mean directly after the collapse of the USSR. Perhaps try something like “in the post-Cold War Era.”

· p3/ln19: “The perceived hostile media toward China” — Awkward. Trysomething like “The perceived media hostility toward China”

· p4/ln10: “However, the Internet has made …” — This sentence is a
runon. Break up in the two sentences.

· p4/ln12: “western media led by the U.S.” — Does the U.S. “lead”
all western media? Perhaps try “western media, particularly U.S. media.”

· p5/ln5: “Setting in this background,” — Try “Set against this
background,”

· p6/ln6: “this study will demonstrate” — This line makes it sound like the results were known before the study was conducted. Please rewrite.

3. Analysis and Results
 
-Please drop credibility from the OLS regression models, since it is no longer a focus on the study.
Revision: To address this point, we dropped media credibility and reran the regression analyses. The new results are stable, which were updated in Tables 1 & 2. 
 
-Clean up the Figures — I’m not sure if this is a result of converting
the manuscript to the older Word format, but the figures look a bit
distorted in the manuscript I received.  

Revision: We fixed the Figures.

Reviewer B:

The manuscript has greatly improved from the previous version, and the
authors were able to address most points raised by the other reviewer and me appropriately. Therefore, I am happy to recommend accepting this manuscript for publication in the International Journal of Communication pending some minor revisions elaborated on below.

Measures

The authors have explained in their revision response why they chose their items for measures for negative emotions. It is still not very clear in the paper from where the authors derived their items. The authors said in their revision response their measures for negative emotions based on e.g. Kim, 2015; Nabi, 2003. Since Kim and Nabi addressed as well anxiety resp. fear, I think it is important for the readers to explain them too what the authors responded to me.

Revision: We added the following in conclusion accordingly. 
[bookmark: _Hlk484480855]“Limitations of the study need to be acknowledged. The sampling of this study relied on opt-in panels, which typically result in non-probability samples. The less heterogonous sample may limit the generalization of the key findings. In addition, due to limited space, we used no more than three items in measuring negative emotions, which are most common and applicable to the Chinese residents (for example, angry; the Chinese are unhappy (about being demonized by the West), the title of a popular book in China)” (p. 20).”

Figures

The arrows in figure 1 are a little bit mixed up.

Revision: Figure 1 was revised. 

Figure 2: To be consistent, the authors should provide explanations for all significance levels.

Revision: To address this point, we provided explanations for all significance levels. 
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