Dilemmas – Response to reviewers.

I would like to thank the reviewers for their comments. I found all of the comments very useful in restructuring the paper. Please see below the comments and my responses to them:

	Reviewer A (Recommendation: Revisions Required)

This paper treats an important topic, and the paper does a good job of theoretically framing the case study. The use of Derrida’s work on hospitality and other (hooks, Foucault …) is apropos and illuminating.

	Comment
	Response

	Rewrite the abstract: remove citations and the footnotes. (Place the content of Footnote #1 in the main text somewhere appropriate
	Abstract rewritten to more accurately reflect the structure of the paper. 

Footnote#1 removed and placed in the introduction.

	On page 5, the author states “In the next section of this paper I provide further detail on the complexities that exist between a foreigner and a host. I then illustrate some of the ways …” This is good, except that the next section (“Foreigners and Hosts”) does not contain the promised illustration as it does not contain the case study/story. It turns out that this next section is most/all about Derrida’s notion of hospitality. The section after this, “RESTLESS NEGOTIATIONS”, does contain the case study/story. Given this, it seems that the latter section “RESTLESS …” should come before the “FOREIGNERS AND HOSTS,” should it not?
	I reversed the order as suggested by this reviewer. However, the section “FOREIGNERS AND HOSTS” then appeared to provide the theory for analysis “after the event”. A colleague provided the following feedback on the initial revision:
“As I read the story of Caroline's encounters I felt I wanted to have more explicit articulation of the key concepts/ways of seeing that you were mobilising,. eg host, agent of the host,  in-betweenness etc. you do this, I found, after the story of Caroline. In this order I think there is a risk that some of the interpretive power of the host/hospitality frame could be lost in Caroline's story and then when you come to the more explicit discussion of Derrida it is as if we have already glimpsed bits of this on the way thru.

 so one suggestion would be to consider moving the Derrida story forward , to just before the section 'restless negotiations'.

The section' Foreigners and hosts' could be placed there.”

The section “FOREIGNERS AND HOSTS” is now located directly after the “Introduction”. In this way it provides the reader with an introduction to the theory used in analysing the teacher’s - “Caroline’s” – negotiations. The section on page 5 referred to by the reviewer now appears later in the paper under as the final part of a new section “Dangerous Visitations”

	Another suggestion, I think that the case study/story section could start out with a more straightforward, descriptive account of the school, programs, Caroline’s class, what she teaches, what the issues and problems are that rose in her class, etc. After giving an account, then the section can evolve to contain more analytic and interpretive accounts. This way, the reader can have a clearer picture of what’s going on in this school for religious education. Also perhaps some accounts given in CONCLUSION could be moved to the aforementioned description section. In tact, I thought that Conclusion was the clearest part of the paper, and I thought that if I could have read this part early in the paper, I would have had a better time comprehending the paper. At least, that’s my own experience in reading this paper! 
	More detail about the social, cultural and economic context of the class has been provided. A brief description of the rationale behind teaching about Buddhism in this context has been given.
The Conclusion included a “postscript” entitled: “IMPLICATIONS OF THIS STUDY IN CHANGING RELIGIO-POLITICAL TIMES” which attempted to outline the importance of this work. This section was removed and placed in the new section “Dangerous Visitations”.



	Reviewer B (Recommendation: Accept Submission)

We urgently need more papers that attempt to theorise the nature of (anti)racism in Australia, and especially in the field of education. And this paper makes an innovative contribution to our thinking about that issue. I think the paper is innovative in a number of ways. Firstly, the author sensitively introduces Derrida’s notion on infinite hospitality and its (im)possibility as an horizon for thinking about the role of the religion teacher. The opening paragraphs provide a very insightful imagining of the ‘teacher’ in general: all teachers have to negotiate in that space between ‘host’ and ‘hostage’ but then the aporia is more intense for those whose curriculum involved cultural/religious difference. Secondly, the author engages her reading of Derrida with actual empirical ‘data’ which provides a case in which to apply/develop her theorising. I think this bit was courageous but I’m not convinced the author actually succeeded in using the case in question to make the point. I had trouble finding the exemplar of a teacher struggling with the aporia outlined in the opening move of the paper. Having said that, I’m not sure that would be possible in a paper of this length. I’m not sure how the example was a case of a teacher struggling with/against ‘white colonial tropes’.

	Comment
	Response

	 I had trouble finding the exemplar of a teacher struggling with the aporia outlined in the opening move of the paper. Having said that, I’m not sure that would be possible in a paper of this length. I’m not sure how the example was a case of a teacher struggling with/against ‘white colonial tropes’.
	I revisited the ‘case’ and incorporated a more explicit discussion of the ways in which “Caroline’s” struggles could be understood in terms of the aporia of hospitality.

	The concluding comments under … Implication for this study … might be better incorporated into the introduction.
	As above, this section was moved forward and is now included in the “Dangerous Visitations” section.

	There was a very long footnote for the abstract. Obviously needed, but perhaps repositioned in the text of the paper or as a footnote in the opening move rather than the footnote.
	As above, footnote removed and placed in introduction.

	The paper needs a bit of an edit for commas. This is subject to personal preference but I think it reads better with more commas in appropriate places. (eg. See first sentence under heading, Foreigners and hosts … put a comma after … In Of hospitality, …).
	I recognise the reviewer’s preference for more commas. However, my own preference is for fewer commas. The manuscript was checked by an English specialist who assures me that the commas are correct.

	The example had a lot of complexity and I would have appreciated a bit more contextual information (what’s a co-educational dominational school? And what year level is she teaching? … not sure who the ‘Others’ are in her class .. this seems quite important given the opening move in this paper.
	See above, more detail about the social, cultural and economic context of the class has been provided. A brief description of the rationale behind teaching about Buddhism in this context has been given.



	The paper was arguing for a particular complex form of reflexivity; maybe this could have been fore-grounded as the main theme of the paper.
	While I do not use the term “reflexivity”, I do argue for teachers to “restlessly negotiate” the “two contradictory and equally justified imperatives” that being positioned as “host” and ‘agents of the Host/s” demands. I argue this throughout the paper. However, in re-writing the abstract I have included a note to this effect in the last sentence. This should signal to readers that this is a key argument of the paper.


