AUTHOR MEMO
Dear Editors and Reviewers,
Thanks to each of you for the generous and engaging feedback on my manuscript. I’m both grateful for the recognition of the paper’s strengths, and excited to engage with the constructive and detailed feedback, which helped strengthen the argument and further clarify the paper’s contributions. What follows is a point-by-point response to the main issues you raised. 
1.     I have substantially revised the introduction and discussion to clarify that the paper speaks to broader processes of identity transformation beyond BDSM communities. I explicitly connect the analysis to gender identity more broadly and situate the argument alongside other literatures on identity transitions, such as Ebaugh’s Becoming an Ex. Perhaps most importantly, I stake a claim in the malleability of Bourdieu’s habitus, drawing explicitly from Wacquant’s elucidation of the concept, though acknowledging a disagreement on the issue of whether the “scene” can constitute a field. All of this culminates in an analysis of novel forms of self-articulation and what I term “articulate intimacies”.
2.     I have clarified the role of Bourdieu’s concepts in the paper and streamlined the theoretical framing. While I maintain sexual fields as a central analytic, I acknowledge embodiment literature in a footnote and explain how my concept of 'articulate intimacies' builds on and extends these traditions.
3.     I have added a footnote addressing the “why” question. The empirical analysis of the paper was never meant to provide an explanatory argument about why this identity acquisition happens; rather how it happens and to what consequence. As I point out in the footnote, sociologists of sexuality have, over the last half century routinely resisted the etiological impulse that often accompanies work on novel sexual experience. There are no answers to those questions, and indeed they tend to have normative rather than intellectual undercurrents.
4.     I don’t see this as a dualism. Submissives navigate embodied experience of social categories, and through that medium, engage in a recursive process of appropriation and rejection of various tropes and affects. I’m hopeful that the new draft clarifies this.
5.     I think I have clarified the idea of “articulate intimacies” in this draft.
6.     Reviewer #24395 rightly points out that the concept of habitus is often relegated to pre-reflexive and intransigent dispositions. This, however, is not the only way to read the concept. I have clarified that I side with Wacquant on this (and others, Burawoy, etc) in reading habitus as more malleable. 
7.     I think the discussion is now much clearly and more cleanly organized.
8.     I have added a clarifying footnote defining 'submissives,' 'switches,' and 'kinky' for readers unfamiliar with the terminology.
9.     Finally, I carefully reviewed and incorporated additional line-level suggestions from the reviewers where appropriate
Thank you again for your careful reading and excellent engagement. I believe the revisions have strengthened the paper, both empirically and theoretically, and I am excited to resubmit this work for your consideration. I look forward to hearing your impressions and appreciate the chance to try again.

DECISION LETTER
We have now received three expert reviews on your manuscript, “Becoming a Submissive.” All three reviewers find much to admire in your analysis, including beautiful writing, deft theorizing, and compelling ethnographic research. All three reviewers also make valuable suggestions on how the paper could be improved. While we cannot accept the paper for publication in its current form, we would be interested in receiving a substantially revised paper from you for consideration.
The reviewers appreciated your efforts to engage a broad range of social theories, but some editors reading this paper were concerned that the contribution could be interpreted as narrowly describing the experience of individuals in a particular subculture. To the extent you make it clear that this paper has implications not only for individuals in that subculture, but for the shifting terrain of gender identity more broadly, you avoid this narrow reading. Relatedly, there may be parallel conversations in other subfields that make similar observations about different contexts that would be productive to engage. For example, one of our editors mentioned Ebaugh’s Becoming an Ex, which also relies on Becker’s language of “becoming”, as possibly relevant for your argument. In general, we encourage you to cast your findings as broadly as possible.
In addition to this overarching comment, we would also draw your attention to several more specific considerations introduced by the reviewers. These primarily involve strengthening the core theoretical argument of the paper and elaborating the conceptual architecture this argument rests on.
1.        The most significant issue with the paper pointed to by reviewers is that the theoretical contribution of the paper has not yet fully gelled in this version. The paper draws on Bourdeusian notions of (sexual) fields, habitus, and illusio, but as Reviewer #24395 notes, the role these concepts play in advancing the paper’s argument about “becoming a submissive” merits clarification and elaboration. On a related note, Reviewer #24396 wonders whether the literature on embodiment might be a better foil than sexual fields for the paper’s theoretical argument. While we caution against adding another literature to an already complex paper, this too indicates to us that the central contribution of the paper is still somewhat up for grabs.
 

2.        According to Reviewer #24395, it’s not clear why some individuals adopt the social identity of “submissive” and others fail to do so. The empirical evidence offered to describe this transformation is not leveraged effectively to build a convincing explanatory account. This part of the paper merits a substantial reworking, perhaps involving the introduction of additional empirical evidence, if available. Being clearer on the empirical claims here may help to strengthen the theoretical contribution of the paper, as well.
3.        Reviewers expressed some confusion about whether the paper’s empirical analysis most centrally concerned how submissives navigate embodied experiences of pleasure and pain or how racialized histories of exploitation/subordination are appropriated by different social groups in the BDSM context. These seem like distinct empirical foci for the paper (and again, point to different theoretical contributions).
4.        Multiple reviewers wanted more from the evocative idea of “articulate intimacies.” The concept itself needs to be better specified and its relationship to arguments about sexual fields/habitus should be spelled out more clearly.
5.        Reviewer #24395 observes that the author’s use of the concept of habitus to refer to the conscious and deliberate remaking of the self stands in some tension with Bourdieu’s use of this concept to describe the production of deeply embodied and largely pre-reflexive dispositions. This gap between the author’s use of habitus and the conventional usage of the concept in the literature should be acknowledged and addressed directly.
6.        Multiple reviewers noted that the discussion section was inadequate and didn’t serve to tie the various strands of the argument together
7.        Please define “submissives,” “switches,” "or just kinky" in a footnote for readers who are not in the know, per Reviewer #24396.
All the reviewers make other valuable suggestions and we urge you to attend to these closely, as well.
Please let us know your timeline for returning a revised manuscript to us. (The system automatically generates a due date, but please note that we don’t enforce these deadlines, as we care more about a successful revision than a speedy one.)
Thanks again for allowing us to consider your work at TSI.

REVIEWER #24396
This was a thoughtful and very much theoretically-grounded manuscript.  What I appreciated was how the author integrated a lot of social theory beyond the work of those who study BDSM.  This may seem like an obvious point, but a lot of texts that I read that deal directly with BDSM tend to focus more on the autoethnographic and/or stay within a narrow silo of BDSM/sexuality texts.  This manuscript, by contrast, adds a richness to the project, making it generalizable to authors who do not study BDSM, a common critique of those who study sexualities (i.e., "why would I, a scholar of [fill in blank] cite and care about this"?)
Your extension of Becker's "becoming" framework to submissive identity formation is compelling and theoretically rigorous. The three-step process (learning norms, recoding experience, developing self-concept) provides a clear analytical framework that moves beyond existing BDSM literature focused on "serious leisure" or marketplace dynamics. Your argument that only completing all three steps produces a "submissive" (versus remaining "kinky" or a "bottom") offers important conceptual clarity.
A few points to strengthen the manuscript and for future consideration:
1. Your sample includes submissives, switches, "or just kinky".  I would add definitions in a footnote.  I understand these definitions, but I am not sure if a non-BDSM scholar/reader would, especially the "just kinky" category.

2. Your opening vignette and the section "Recoding Experience" made me wonder if discussion of embodiment is needed for this paper.  When I re-read the literature review, it made me think about whether the Sexual Fields section or if a discussion of embodiment would be more productive.  So much of your data focuses heavily on the physical experience of your respondents that to not tie in that literature seems like a missed opportunity.

3. There were several areas where you had BDSM practitioners who were people of color, and you discussed the role of race in BDSM play.  I wonder if this should be a sub-section.  

4. I appreciate the section "Developing a Submissive Self-Concept".  Does your data show that the overwhelming number of practitioners identify as a submissive, switch, etc.?   I would be interested in know if there were respondents who did not see BDSM as a part of their identity but rather something that they do.  

5. The Discussion lacked clarity.  I found myself losing the key arguments and findings. Maybe it was the front-loaded theory that began the section.  I also did not know if you wanted to highlight limitations of the research and future questions/directions.

REVIEWER #24395
Thank you for the opportunity to read this important paper. The author draws on interviews and participant observation with participants in BDSM communities to reveal the social learning process of “becoming a submissive,” which involves coming to participate and invest – through deep learning – in a sexual field. The author carefully traces three processes through which participants transform into “submissives,” the last of which involves narrating one’s core identity, rather than just their sexual practices, as “submissive.” I found this paper rich and insightful, and it mobilizes an impressive array of social theory in an interesting way. To me, some of the concepts offered, as well as the link between the theory and the data, are still a little fuzzy. My comments are meant to help the author sharpen their explanatory apparatus in the paper.
I struggled to follow exactly the role that sexual fields and the notions of habitus and illusio were playing in the explanations of social phenomena offered in this article. As a minor point, when the concept of sexual fields is introduced on page 6 (“if we accept sexual field theory whole cloth”), the reader hasn’t actually yet been introduced to the idea of sexual fields, so it feels jarring. A smoother introduction would help the reader follow why sexual fields is being introduced and what role its going to play in helping the reader understand the social learning process of “becoming a submissive.” In my reading, the author wants to extend the sexual fields approach by using it to understand not just which sexual partners someone might choose because of their value in a sexual field, but also how they have sex and define themselves in relation to others in the sexual field. But then the author does not clearly articulate their answer to this question. The way I read it, the author is making the case that the resources of the field give participants the ability not only to learn BDSM practices, but also to define themselves as submissive in terms of identity. As such, the explanation, in my reading, would be: the illusio of this sexual field is that “submissive” or “dominant” is an inherent, lifelong feature of the self – as such, participants learn to narrate their selves through these terms, covering over what is actually a process of social learning. If I’m reading this correctly, I think this argument could be stated much more clearly throughout the paper. If I’m not reading it correctly, then I think the relationship between the third step in the process of “becoming a submissive” and the notion of sexual fields and habitus needs to be dealt with more clearly.
Relatedly, I understood that some participants complete step 3 and others do not. What is the explanation for this difference? To me, the third empirical section of the paper was the thinnest of all of them, and the least convincing. We get the fewest examples, and they feel more descriptive than explanatory, even though this section seems to be striving for an internal comparison that would result in some explanatory power. But in its current form, I’m not following the sociological explanation for why some participants narrate submissive as their core identity, and others might become “switches” or just emerge as full participants in this field who are nevertheless not tied to the language of identity or selfhood. I wasn’t quite sure why this section (which primarily describes Neda’s experiences) was called “turning points” – is this language of turning points supposed to offer us some insight into what’s different about this group who doesn’t adopt identity language? I think clarifying empirical section 3 and its ties to the sexual fields/habitus explanation would really help this paper tie together its theoretical and empirical aims.
About habitus: does the author feel any tension between the largely pre-reflexive and subconscious learning process that habitus is meant to capture, and the very deliberate and conscious process of social learning that the participants in this study articulate? It strikes me that BDSM practitioners take up a very self-conscious relationship to their sexualities in a way that might actually challenge some of the ideas surrounding habitus, even secondary habitus (which could be better explained – does this suggest a more conscious version of habitus than the primary habitus, in general?).
I think I understand the concept of “articulate intimacies” to describe the ways in which participants – especially those from subordinated social groups – tie their social identities to their erotic play in complex ways. I see how this helps us understand the depth of identity work going on through BDSM practices, and the importance of intersubjectivity in the field. However, to me, this concept remained fuzzy throughout the piece and wasn’t quite linked to the sexual fields/habitus argument in the paper. It was introduced on page 9 in the middle of a paragraph, and I wasn’t sure if this was meant to be a central offering of the paper or not. The author comes back to it in the Discussion, but again, I had a hard time linking it to the other theoretical arguments in the paper. I also think I understood this concept to refer mostly to the data in the Step 2 section, but I’m not actually sure if that’s correct. I think either offering this as a core way to understand the habitus argument of the paper, or at least a clear way to understand what’s going on empirically throughout the sections, would really help the whole paper hang together better. Alternatively, the author could scrap the use of this concept and save it for another piece, instead further developing the habitus and fields intervention.
On pages 12-13, when we get the story of slave lizzie, might it be important to introduce the racial identity of her Dominant? If the claim here is that these identities are developed interrelationally, shouldn’t this be part of the explanation?
In general, the section empirical section is complex because it both tries to explain how experiences like pain translate into something desirable or erotic, but it also – I think – is trying to explain racial differences in the appropriation of histories of subordination and exploitation. I see how these are related but I think they’re also both empirically rich enough that they shouldn’t be collapsed. And in general, it felt like the section started off more focused on the first point and then switched over to focus on the second point, without much help for the reader in understanding the links between these points. I think this should be clarified.
The Discussion section felt a bit unfocused. There are a lot of ideas introduced, including some from Weber, that I think are only loosely linked to the argument of the paper, and at the end of the Discussion, I think I left feeling more confused about the core contributions of this piece. I think tidying this section and clarifying its aims would help the paper hang together better, as well.
Overall, I think this is a well-written, promising piece with rich data and exciting potential theoretical contributions.


REVIEWER #24336
This beautifully written article traces the sexual careers and self-understandings of 93 individuals, 23 Dominant, 31 submissives, and 39 who self-described as “switches” or “kinky.” The focus on the article is on identifying how “novel erotic encounters that one might understand as transient experience come to structure an individual’s identity.”
The author integrates Adam Green’s Bourdieusian approach to sexual fields with Howard Becker’s theory to describe how erotic tastes are acquired and internalized as a distinct self-concept. The author argues that “Switches and kink-inclined BDSM practitioners with submissive preferences (so called sexual “bottoms”) all (1) learned the techniques of BDSM subcultural space sufficiently to attract and engage a “dominant” partner, and (20 recognized a certain constellation of bodily sensations that would be intolerable in other contexts as “painful pleasure” or, in the absence of pleasure, came to derive articulate appreciation for experiences they distinctly did not enjoy, what practitioners call being in “bottom space.” … But some subsection of bottoms also: (3) develop a self-concept that translated these receptive bodily and affective experiences into a durable self-identity, one that often encompassed that individual’s subjective position the in the social order more generally.”
The author’s familiarity with and integration of the literature is state-of-the-art. The review on pages 5-9 could be a roadmap toward a qualifying examination in the field. 
I appreciate that this paper is informed not only by interviews but with participant observation in BDSM social spaces, as the embodied nature of this practice and the dynamics of the social world cannot be fully captured through interviews online
The Results section is organized around describing the process of becoming a submissive – 1) Learning the Norms; 2) Recoding Experience, and 3) Developing a Submissive Self-Concept. 
The results get more interesting and challenging as the section progresses. At the bottom of page 14, the section on beau is very interesting, as he describes the way the reinterpretation of receiving pain is related to a reinterpretation of his life in general. That’s just fascinating. (Although it could be clarified a bit. I think beau was heterosexually married before getting involved with Jax, but it isn’t clear as he could have been married to a man and newly out as a submissive. I think this is important to be clear as it seems that the intensity of the meaning for him of submission is related to the complete transformation of his life.)
The discussion of “bottom space” is very interesting – but kind of pushes at the limits of language to convey sensation. Is it possible to go even deeper into what this feels like for the participants? 
The Rachel example about needles is a great example of the reinterpretation of experiences that are distinctly not enjoyed.

The discussion of the way participants who were people of color described the complex ways their racial identities functioned in BDSM spaces is incredibly interesting. (I thought about Carrillo’s work here).
The discussion on page 17 of what it is like to walk into a BDSM event as a person of color was very interesting and a little unclear. This could be developed more. Morgan Purrier’s dissertation – see https://deepblue.lib.umich.edu/ -- *might* be helpful.
The discussion at the bottom of page 18 of play with fantasies of self in relation to others is interesting. Personally, I thought the most interesting and original of the findings was on the top of page 19. I wanted more on “white inarticulacy”—that is, on how dominant men and white people of all genders struggled with articulating investments in domination. I realize the paper is primarily about acquiring submissive identity, but I found this very interesting. That may be a different paper. BUT more relevant to this paper is unpacking this amazing sentence: “Respondents of color and women in subordinate positions to male partners understood their difference play as either reformatting objectification into recognition, reversing the terms of subjectification by either consenting to it (thus not fully being a subject of it), repeating it to gain mastery, or spinning the iconography to subjective whiteness or maleness.” I think this could unpacked for another page and could go a long way to explaining what submissive sexual play does in terms of pleasure and meaning for people.
In the discussion section, I *loved* the sentence: “These reflexive projects are only as articulate as the culture they reflect.” This seems to connect to the “white inarticulacy” point. I like the pointing out that submissive identity (and arguably sexual identity more generally) is inextricable from one’s social position. Intersectional theory could possibly be used more here, as feminists of color have long argued that one’s identities mutually constituted and inseparable from each other. 
It seems the concept of “articulate intimacies” is central to the paper. What would it mean to highlight this even more? What is the difference between articulate and inarticulate intimacies?
Methods
Table 1. Please include age distribution of the sample.
Please mention age in all interview quotations, instead of just some.
Terminology Throughout
Perhaps more accurate to refer to psychological experience than psychic experience, which smacks of reference to the supernatural?
Unclear Sentence
Page 5. “Understanding the reflexive imbrication of social position and erotic desire moves sociological analysis past the if of sex (its current preoccupation) and toward the how and why of sexual action.”
Relevant Citations
P. 4. On the diversification and particularization of sexual identities, see Gayle Rubin, “Thinking Sex,” Elizabeth Armstrong, Forging Gay Identities
P. 5. John D’Emilio, “Capitalism and Gay Identity”
P. 17. Morgan Purrier dissertation may be relevant to the discussion of race and walking into BDSM events as one of the only people of color
P. 24. Throughout, Amber Hollibaugh and Cherrie Moraga, “What We’re Rollin Around in Bed With” seems important to the discussion of race, gender, sexuality, and desire. It seems like it would be useful to go back to Hollibaugh and Moraga, as for me, at least, this generation of lesbians of color moved us far in our thinking about the ways that desire is shot through with messy real world politics, and how if we waited for sex to be pure and egalitarian, we’d both be waiting forever, and perhaps losing what made sex hot.
Hector Carrillo, Pathways of Desire, might be relevant on intersection of race, gender, power, and desire
Typographical Errors and Minor Corrections
Page 2. Replace “bot” with “but”
Page 2. Replace “capacity or receive” to “capacity to receive”
Page 3. Replace The “ around “AFAB” is ” instead of “
Page 5. “freedom from some” instead of “freed some”
Page 5. Perhaps cut “increasingly” which suggests the need for evidence of change over time
Page 7. Space missing at the bottom of the page between “reality).My aim”
Page 9. Extra period “articulate intimacies..”
Page 10. Replace “a psychic experiences” with “a psychic experience” or “a psychological experience”
Page 11. “As she spent more time with the group, some of the boys” instead of “As she spent more time with the group Some of the boys”
Page 13. “shackled” instead of “shacked:
Page 13. “totalizing” instead of “totalic”
Page 22. Replace “giver” with “give”
Page 24. No need to capitalize sexual fields
Page 24. “conversation of gestures” instead of “:conversation of gestures”
Page 25. What does (Id at 240) refer to
Page 27. “masculinity” instead of “maleness”
Page 27. Reference to Hacking is pretty abstract to come up in the discussion
Page 28. “Tripartite” instead of “tripartitie”
Page 33. “The Black Body in” instead of “The Black Body ion”
References. Inconsistent italicization of journal titles


