Reviewer Comments:

I have taken the liberty to number the bulleted comments/suggestions in order to make it easier to refer to particular notes and explain how I have addressed each. You will see my comments and additions explained in red text for each of the comments/suggestions below.
1. Concerning the literature on socialization in physical education, the reviewers noted that several key scholars are missing from the paper. Although reference is made to Lawson’s (1983) classic work in the field, the paper would make a greater contribution if it drew upon occupational socialization theory in physical education more broadly. The reviewers also recommend a significant restructuring of the introduction section with reference to the three phases of occupational socialization: acculturation, professional socialization, and organizational socialization, based on Lortie (1975), Templin & Schempp (1989), Richards & Templin (2012), Richards et al. (2013), and numerous studies conducted by Curtner-Smith and colleagues. In addition to this research, case studies using occupational socialization theory, such as those conducted by Richards & Templin (2011) and Curtner-Smith (2001) provide examples of papers similar in structure to the current work. Grounding the research specifically within occupational socialization theory would help to better structure the front end of the manuscript and provide more explicit theoretical connections to the points made by the authors in the discussion.
I have included a broader section on socialization with specific references to many of the above authors. A recent article by Pike and Fletcher (2014) synthesizes much of the literature on socialization in physical education (and teaching, in general) which has guided my revisions in this section. You will find additional references in the paper.
2. In addition, it was noted that the body of literature capturing socialization into physical education is not included in the introduction or discussion of results. The manuscript appears to primarily rely on research in nursing and would greatly benefit from including the research conducted on socialization into physical education.
See comment for #1 related to physical education socialization. Further, you will notice the addition of Lawson’s (1983a) concepts of subjective warrant and orientations to teaching, which are both in the context of socialization in physical education.
3. The literature review also seems to embrace a functionalist approach to conceptualizing socialization, which ignores teacher agency and dialectics. The reviewers encourage a consideration of these concepts.
I strongly agree. I have added some dialogue about teacher agency both in the review of literature section and later on in the paper in the discussion section. 
4. Further comments concerning the literature review were that it should include research on the teaching of PE, rather than just reviewing the tensions of teaching and the curriculum. It is thus suggested to discuss PE teaching in the context of the tensions in teaching in general

Please see comments #1 and #2
5. More generally, an outline of the scope of the literature review would help focus it and make it easier to follow for the reader. 
I have added headings and subheadings to help the reader follow the literature review as well as an overview at the beginning to help focus the review.
6. One reviewer suggested the following re-structuring of the introduction: 1) general introduction to the topic perhaps discussing the micropolitics of schools and their implications for student teachers; 2) an overview of the three phases of occupational socialization theory with a focus on professional socialization; 3) a discussion of tensionality, particularly how it relates to the current inquiry; and 4) a clear statement of the purpose of the study and research questions.
I have restructured the introduction to follow the suggestions listed above as closely as I could in order to help readers understand what might be considered an unconventional methodology (which does not necessarily conform to traditional formatting). I have found this aspect of organizing the paper very challenging because narrative inquiry work does not follow a traditional ‘question,’ ‘review of literature,’ ‘methods,’ ‘analysis,’ ‘discussion’ format. Rather, the natural progression of NI is a review of literature, biographical writing and exploration, leading to the naming of a research puzzle (which shifts over the course of the study as new questions arise), time spent in the field collecting field texts, co-composing research texts (analysis) with participants, and the writing of final research texts. No conclusions or findings are named, but rather, we are left with further questions and wonderings for the future.  See also comment #16.
7. The reviewers also noted several instances where a citation is necessary in order to support a claim or belief that has been presented. In several of these instances, the literature related to occupational socialization theory will be helpful. 
I have attempted to clarify some of the instances I believe you are referring to. As well, I have added references to occupational socialization in the expanded literature review.
8. Some concepts and terms such as “curriculum-as-plan” and “curriculum-as-lived” were introduced, but should be sufficiently defined or explained. There are several other instances in the paper that the reviewers commented on, such as “tensionality,” “research puzzle,” and “work education.”
At the start and throughout the paper I have attempted to be more clear with the terminology used in narrative inquiry work. I have also checked for consistency in terminology. Further, I added a short section that defines curriculum-as-plan and curriculum-as-lived with appropriate references.
9. The method section of the paper (“The Inquiry”) would benefit from some reframing as well. The initial overview of narrative inquiry is very much appropriate, but additional information needs to be presented about the two participants. Who are they? What are their backgrounds? What were their experiences in teacher education? This information will better help to frame the inquiry. 
This suggestion was addressed by keeping the overview of narrative inquiry (moving it earlier in the paper) but adding more information about the two participants. See also comment #11.
10. Moreover, the choice of narrative inquiry as a research method should be justified.
In the introduction section I have attempted to justify more clearly the reasons for choosing narrative inquiry as a methodology. I moved this information to the introduction section (from ‘The Inquiry’) so the reader will have some context about the research puzzle and what this term means. 
11. Then, while relevant and important, the reviewers were concerned that too much space is used discussing ethical considerations. It appears to be more appropriate to dedicate 2-3 sentences or a paragraph to this information while the rest of the space in the context, participants, and ethical considerations section could be dedicated to describing the participants and the contexts in which they taught.
See also comment #9’s response. I have minimized the space/length used discussing ethical considerations and, rather, used this space to explain in more detail some information about the participants in the study.
12. While the data collection procedures are described with an appropriate amount of detail, the data analysis section (creating research texts) would benefit from some revisions. Specifically, the reviewers would like to see reference to constant comparison and inductive analysis (Patton, 2002) as methods of data analysis. Based on the current state of this section in the manuscript, these procedures were likely used. Further, steps taken by the researchers to increase trustworthiness (Lincoln & Guba, 1985) should be introduced and discussed. For example, sharing the narrative accounts with the participants is a form of member checking.
A similar comment also came up in the defense of my dissertation so I have added a paragraph that describes/explains how traditional terms/concepts for evaluating qualitative resaearch (credibility, dependability, and confirmability) might fit into narrative inquiry work, and this paper in particular.
13. The reviewers also noted that the results section focuses on only one of the three “threads of narrative connection.” The abstract, introduction, and method section make it sound as if there would be three. Therefore, they encourage the inclusions of all three threads in the results section of the paper. If space limitations were the reason for this exclusion, one reviewer commented that certain elements of the introduction, method, and discussion sections could be shortened or removed completely in order to create space. 
I have included all three threads in the paper. However, restricted space was an issue so the discussion of each feels limited.
14. Currently, the results section is relatively short (six pages) compared to the rest of the paper, especially given that this study represents a narrative inquiry, and the reviewers think that the paper would greatly improve by providing/presenting and discussing more data. 
I have attempted to present more data (and also include all three threads of narrative connection) in the ‘results’ section (titled: Threads of Narrative Connection). It is now 16 pages long.
15. The reviewers also see benefits in re-structuring the discussion section. Specifically, stronger connections to occupational socialization theory and how the results of this study fit within this theoretical framework would be helpful. For example, while most of the research related to socialization that is discussed assumes a functionalist model in which individuals are passively socialized, both of the teachers in this study exercised their sense of agency by resisting or questioning the practices of their cooperating teachers. This is an excellent example of dialectics at work. 
Some of this discussion was presented in the ‘results’ section because it fit more naturally alongside the ‘data’ or stories of experience. In narrative inquiry work, often the best place for making connections with the literature (added at the start of the paper) is in this section, alongside stories (data). Therefore, you will see that the ‘discussion’ section appears similar to what it did before (named Discussion and Further Wonderings)
16. The manuscript would also be strengthened by discussing the the practical implications of the study, i.e., by addressing what messages it sends to researchers and practitioners. In its current form, the discussion poses several questions for consideration, many of which are important, but it falls short of providing a critique of the study and the findings. 
I am finding it difficult to create conclusions and report on ‘findings’ in this sense because this does not align with narrative inquiry and the paradigm through which the study was conducted. The purpose of NI research is to present the reader with stories of experience, some discussion relating to wonderings and literature (and perhaps one’s own stories of experience), allowing the reader to place their own experiences alongside the participants’ and reflect on how their practices might change as a result. There are many practical implications that one can draw, but depending on the reader/context, these may vary greatly. At this point I believe that by providing conclusions, I would not be honouring the methodology and my own ontological and epistemological commitments.
17. A further caveat was expressed concerning the vocabulary used in the narrative, which by one reviewer was described as “unconventional.” For example, questions are called “wonderings,” the study is termed the “research puzzle,” instructional method and professional identity are called “teaching their way,” etc. While the reviewers found the choice of language intriguing they were also skeptical about its appeal for a larger audience. 
In the introduction and throughout the paper, I have attempted to clarify particular terms that might be unique to narrative inquiry and help make connections to more traditional methodologies/paradigms so readers will be able to better understand the research. 
18. The reviewers were also concerned about the study’s findings essentially reflecting conventional wisdom among student teacher supervisors and encourage a stronger argument for the novel contribution of the study to the literature in the field.
Please see comment #16. 

19. A stylistic concern was brought up as well: While there certainly are parts of the paper that should be presented in first person, this perspective should be avoided when possible.

I made an effort to change the presentation away from first person where it seemed applicable/appropriate while keeping some portions in first person.
20. Finally, a clearer and more focused conclusion would help summarize the paper and explain its contribution to the field.

The final section summarizes some of the larger questions and considerations that the paper/study brings forward. See also comment #16.
