Notes of the editor, and basic points that need to be followed:
[bookmark: _GoBack]
I read the revised version with much interest, and have conferred with Huda on how best to move the article toward publication. 

I’m attaching a track-changes version of the article here. There is quite a bit still to do, on the one hand around developing and pushing forward the argument and insights based on the excellent close readings of the plays. On the other, the paper needs some work on structure, so that readers can best engage with what is being put forward. A short overview of problems/possible solutions below, with more detailed notes in the attached:


The central argument needs clarification. 

There is the introduction of a host of terms that all seem to overlap, and then the use of Bhaba and his 'third space,' but nothing is really done with the term later on, so it is not totally clear why it is being used. Also, 'arab theatre identity' seems a very awkward phrase... perhaps simply 'aesthetics' would do? 

The scope of the paper’s findings also need to be clarified. As it stands, the paper proposes a very limited and not particularly groundbreaking hypothesis: there was hybridity and this hybridity made new things. This sells the close readings and the actual engagement that the author has made with the texts short. What seems crucial, and what some of the readings and introductions to the various sections hint at, are what these new things are, which would be a real contribution. At one point the paper proposes that aesthetic pairings and experimentation create a doubling of the self as the hybrid--this is proposed and tossed about but never really 'demonstrated' or come back to. It is relationship to the larger critical debates at the time of its writing or to what comes from the playwright's hybridity is also never returned to. 


So, what the paper needs is to hone its argument, to refine the connections between the findings of the close readings and the frame of analysis put forward. 

