Table of Reviewers criticisms - comments and actions.
We thank all of the reviewers for taking the time to give us their detailed comments which were very useful and informative. We feel we have addressed them in this revised version resulting in a much-improved article and we hope you think so too.

R1 Com
	R1 Comment
	JC Comments

	The authors have considered a great deal of relevant literature, but not, perhaps, works that take a more critical stance toward the politics of the Robben Island Museum. Ugochukwo-Smooth Nzewi’s scholarship comes to mind, for example. Similarly, works that have been critical of pop-ups are lacking. Many argue that pop-ups are a poor substitute for larger, more permanent exhibits because they are one-off and do not signal any commitment on the part of the exhibiting body toward under-represented populations.

	Nzewi’s work focussed on the wider history of Robben Island, what was interesting to us was the reference to “the Mandelization of Robben Island”. I have included Nzewi’s comments as appropriate to Mandela27 in the End Notes.
More research has been added about attitudes to Pop-Up Museums.

	· Level of scholarship

I wanted to accept this article because of the timely and interesting topic; however, it would need to be rewritten and tightened up to qualify for publication. The writing and organization are just too weak.

	The article has been re-written and re-organised to enhance the structure and signposting of the argument. Special attention was paid to ensure consistency of ideas throughout the different sections of the text through the use of uniform key vocabulary. Additionally, the Introduction has been revised to outline more clearly the background, gap and focus of the study and to ensure correspondence with the conclusion. 



	Contribution to the field of museum studies (or related topics) and to current debates about the topic

	More background research has been added

	
The topic has potential to make a fascinating contribution to the discourse on accessibility of exhibits to audiences in far-flung or disadvantaged communities. 

This potential contribution is greatly reduced, however, by the author’s neglect of an essential question until the very end of the article: Was the emphasis on access and digitization at the Rijksmuseum achieved at the expense of efforts to improve racial and ethnic inclusion? The Rijksmuseum’s delay in addressing its involvement with a racist and colonial history is well-known and stands out in a context in which other major Dutch museums have been addressing these issues for years. The author’s comments on this question appear to be an after-thought, whereas an extended and integrated focus would greatly strengthen the paper. 


	Thank you.




We are rather confused about this comment as our emphasis was not on colonialism. We are particularly confused as to where the Rijksmuseum is referenced. It is not mentioned in this article and we wonder if this was a copy and paste mistake.

	· Matters of clarity, style and presentation

The level of writing and organization simply aren’t up to our professional standards. Topics come up, are dropped for something else without a transition, and then resurface again and again. The opening is extremely disjointed, and the article seems to begin again a few pages later with the paragraph beginning, “As we will describe . . . .” The comments evaluating the exhibit come up in the middle of the piece, and then there are several more sections on the exhibit’s planning and travels (ie, reverse chronology). The author(s) promise of self-criticism is poorly fulfilled – it is a brief gesture at the end rather than a sustained engagement with the details of the project. The conclusion is repetition with little that is new, instead of showing the broader significance of the work or pointing in future directions.

	

The authors have paid special attention to textual coherence and cohesion in this revised version of the article, specifically on a paragraph and sentence level. Firstly, we have revisited and (where necessary) re-ordered the sequence of points within individual sections and supplied additional meta discourse (such as linking and emphasis vocabulary) to increase readability. Secondly, we have edited thoroughly the use of punctuation and replaced instances of comma splices with colons and semicolons, and have marked out more clearly embedded (parenthetical) phrases through the use of dashes and round brackets, rather than commas. 

	The prose is difficult to read because of recurrent grammatical errors, particularly in the use of commas for semi-colons. A more specific vocabulary would provide a clearer picture of the author’s accomplishments, as would removal of the passive voice. A reliance on “were” (example: nine illustrative posters were designed) does not tell us who is doing what.

I have marked up a couple of pages (attached) in order to give the author examples of the problems and possible solutions. The pages are thoroughly marked up since I wished to concentrate the examples in a short sample. Please do not think that everything needs such extensive rewriting!

	Thank you for the sample mark-up. We have taken note and amended the section, and the grammatical errors in general. The article has been thoroughly checked for grammatical errors.



	I recommend that the author first come up with a new and logical organizational system. Everything that is not critical to the central point should then be deleted. This will leave more space for a sustained description of the project’s impact, with lots more of the interesting quotations and additional critical analysis.

	The authors have tightened the focus of the article throughout the length of the argument by removing parts of the text where tangential points were mentioned, and have enhanced further points where key ideas or logical links were given. Furthermore, we have drawn more explicitly on the literature discussing the issues at hand to strengthen the critical elements of the discussion. 




R2
	Comment
	JC Comments

	Grasp of relevant literature
The author does acknowledge that there have been prior publications and exhibitions of a similar nature (pop-ups/participatory exhibitions/traveling exhibitions) – but indicates that there is a gap in information specifically about DIY, low cost, ‘hackable’ exhibitions such as theirs. However, the paper could benefit from an expanded discussion about these other similar works/exhibitions. There is also a need for a more concise/transparent discussion about the theoretical underpinnings of the paper. A greater emphasis could also be placed on literature surrounding cross-cultural exchanges and the importance of representation of previously disadvantaged histories/cultures in museum exhibitions.

	Research of other Pop-up museums has been referenced including critical reviews and we have expanded the discussion. 
We have included some discussion of cross-cultural exchanges.


	However, there could be better contextualisation of the project and the specific purpose of the exhibition. There are many questions left unanswered such as: Why was the project undertaken? What was the link between South Africa and the EU? Who was the target audience(s)? What was the intended message/output of the exhibition? How long were exhibitions encouraged to stay up for?
	Answered and addressed in the edited version of the paper, in the introduction. We have also discussed the use of digital media to attract younger audiences to museums.


	The paper also stated another aim: ‘to know if providing the guidance and open-source digital resources to create your own installation can make the content more accessible, affordable and more meaningful to the communities it has been designed by.’ There was little discussion around gaging how ‘meaningful’ the exhibition was and the paper could benefit from a focused visitor/user feedback section. Along with the statistics of the exhibition’s reach, this would also help to support the paper’s conclusion that the pop-up exhibition was successful and its recommendation for other museums to consider a similar space for future exhibitions. It is also necessary to provide a definition of the use of the term ‘communities’ within this paper.

	We cannot revisit places where Mandela27 was exhibited, but I have included several quotes from visitors at the time. We have justified our claim that it reached over 180,000 people across Europe and South Africa by including a table of the venue and visitors.

	Matters of clarity/style and presentation
The material is delivered in a clear and understandable way. There are instances, however, where emotive language is used (e.g. in the first paragraph of the introduction) and this should be removed. There are sections that could be combined as they are repetitive – such as ‘The Project…,’ ‘Pop-Up Heritage,’ and ‘Accessible and Affordable DIY Exhibitions’ – and sections where there should be expansion – such as to discuss theoretical perspectives more thoroughly and visitor/user feedback on the exhibition and its structure. The objectives, aims, and question of the study all need to be more clearly stated at the beginning of the article . There are also some minor grammatical errors that an editor should fix. 

The title should be amended to be more descriptive. It should definitely include the term ‘pop-up’ as that is a core element of the exhibition and article. The abstract also needs to be more informative. It should clearly state the objectives, aims, and question of the article along with the theoretical perspectives and briefly touch on the conclusion.


	The paper has been reorganized to provide clarity about the aims.
The title and abstract have been amended to take account of this critique.
Quotes have been added and more detail of the structure.
The aim has been stated at the beginning of the article.

	R3 Comments 
	JC Comments

	Matters of clarity / style /presentation
The writing is clear and accessible, even if it tends to be a little repetitive. On a general level, it would benefit from some editorial interventions. I want to stress that it is only on this level that I recommend revisions.

	The paper has been reorganized and thoroughly edited to take out repetitions and grammatical errors.



