To the Editor and the Reviewers

Before addressing the comments, I would like to thank the reviewers and the Editor for engaging with the article in a constructive way. I find the comments to be highly relevant and it is my sincere opinion that they have contributed greatly to the article, not least by helping to make it clearer and more coherent. 

The changes are quite extensive and concern all parts of the article, why word tracking mode or highlighting changed sections would be of little help to guide the reviewers.  I therefore describe the changes in relation to the reviewers’ comments below, and make references to pages where possible. 

I will adress Reviewer 1 (doc no: 1489-3723) and Reviewer 2 (doc no: 1489-3774) separately where applicable.

1. A clarifying hypothesis has been added in the introduction as suggested by reviewer 1 (see page 3).

2. The purpose on page 3 has been reformulated in a more precise manner as suggested by reviewer 2, with a clearer focus on how the teachers handled tensions that arose from the reforms in practice.

3. Reviewer 2 asks for more details on changes in Swedish educational education policy in order to give a clearer account for the intrinsic/extrinsic dimensions in the analytical framework and enhance transparency. 

A more thorough description of the current policy changes has been added, starting on page 3 . Also, the discussion on an “Audit society” in the previous version has been shortened and merged with the policy description in order to strengthen the argument that these changes are part of a new governance logic (see page 4). 

The policy developments are then used to ground the intrinsic/extrinsic dimensions which are elaborated on page 5-6.  

The intrinsic/extrinsic dimensions are not, as reviewer 1 suggests, regarded as mutually exclusive categories in the study (although I certainly can see how the text made such an impression). Rather, they are two sides in a field of tension that is used to illuminate a process or a shift from one dimensions toward the other, why they have not been broken down into excluding subcategories. This has been clarified in the end paragraph on page 6.

4. Both reviewers call for an elaborated theory section that establishes a more detailed analytical framework that is more evident in the result and discussion sections. 

The “conceptual framework” section now more clearly describes how the concept of practical reason, via constraints and and meaning-making, have been used to focus on the teachers handling of tensions in pratice (on page 7), which corresponds to the more precise purpose of the study. Two paragraphs have been added on page 8 that describes how the conceptual framework was used in analysis, which is followed up in the methodology section on page.

The focus on how the teachers handle tensions in the conceptual framwork is more clearly used throughout the results and in the discussion sections in order enhance coherence.

5. Reviewer 1 suggests that the concepts constraints/structures need to be further elaborated and also makes a relevant point that “structures” can be a difficult concept to use. 

The concept of “structures” has been replaced with “meaning-making”  (see page 7), which is more congruent with the conceptual framework and the works of Ricoeur. The concepts are now more clearly derived from the conceptual framework. 

6. A more thorough account of data collection and analytical procedures has been added on pages 9-10, as requested by both reviewers. It is also made clear that the teachers’ names have been changed, as requested by reviewer 1.

7. The theory section (conceptual framework) has been placed before the methodology section on page 7, as requested by both reviewers.

8. The unclear reference to Bernstein on page X which is mentioned by reviewer 2 has been removed since it is not used in analysis.

9. The result section has been reworked in accordance with the focus in the conceptual framework. Also, the result has been shortened in order to emphasise such a focus and to enhance clarity.

10. [bookmark: _GoBack]The end section has been reworked into a discussion rather than into decisive conclusions in response to comments made by reviewer 2 (see page 18).

11. A few more headings have been changed
a. The main headings “constraints” and “structures” have been removed as a consequences of the changes in point 5 above.
b. “Auditing” has been changed to “Transparency” on page 10.
c. The sections “Framing cohesiveness” and “Distanced clarity” have been merged under the new heading “Clarity and meaning-making” on page 15.
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