Dear reviewer,
Thank you for your feedback on the second version of our paper. We are pleased that you liked the way we worked with the first round of revisions and hope that you find that this second round of revisions has improved the paper further. We truly appreciate your profound feedback that we believe has significantly improved the paper. 
Overall, we have introduced the 3R in the introduction and related to them in the analysis when discussing Karl’s reaction to the surgical error. We have also highlighted further that presence and availability to be affected by animals are aspects of nearness and that protocols and institutional contexts influence these practices of nearness.
As suggested, we have added that institutional setting, context and division of labor are important for closeness and distance in killing, and for how killing plays out as an ethico-emotional practice. We argue that protocols don’t remove emotional and ethical friction but times it and make killing doable and bearable for the humans doing it. Thank you for this important suggestion. 
Regarding the first story: 
We have added the point about distribution of responsibility and the position of animal technicians as suggested with reference to the great article of Greenhough and Roe (2017). We have also explained further how we interpret Niels’ special relation to the pig, and how he maintains physical distance to the pig while it is suffering. 
Regarding the second story: 
We have clarified how we see the role of protocols and ethical procedures as a timing of emotional and ethical friction and how this enables our interlocutors to kill and do it in a way they consider proper. 
We have clarified how killing is a skill and a skill that some professionals consider so important that they prefer to kill themselves instead of letting less skilled other professionals do it. 
We appreciate the suggestion to see protocols as enabling killing to become a ritual but hope to have clarified what we mean without applying yet another concept with ritual theory. 
Thank you for highlighting that Karl’s disliking of “waste of pig” may be misunderstood. We have clarified that he dislikes “waste of pig” for ethical reasons, that may involve an instrumental relation to pigs but honors an ethics of making the most of each animal, both as an internalized reduction logic (3R) and as a personal experience that killing needs a purpose and justification for him to live with doing it. 
We have attached a bit more of interpretation to Denise’s explanation of honoring the pig’s life. We hope this illustrates that private reflection and pausing to honor a life may happen, at least under the right institutional and contextual conditions. This small and private act exists outside of protocols and ethical guidelines – and could never be governed by such protocols and guidelines. 
Regarding the third story: 
Thank you for calling our attention to the need for explaining the slaughterhouse as a context of killing better. We have done this by adding some sentences comparing the context and practice of killing in this context to the previous two. 
Unfortunately, we did not have a chance to talk to Miguel at the slaughterhouse. Miguel does the shadow work of killing pigs for research and is a precarious migrant worker that first author was not in a position to approach in the situation. This illustrates that both the medical researchers and the ethnographer travel to his context to extract what they need. We think the best way to respect Miguel’s precarity is to anonymize him fully as well as the location and exact time of visit to the slaughterhouse. We have concluded that it would require too much space to compare a small-scale slaughterhouse with Blanchette's extensive ethnography of a much more extensive meat production in all its aspects. However, following the issues you raised, we have pointed out that Miguels perspective could have added valuable insights on the emotional considerations of killing pigs in a small slaughterhouse. 
We have highlighted how distance to the actual killing and division of labor enables nearness to be dislocated to the pig organs and to the human clinic.       
Furthermore, in the final discussion, we have underlined the paper’s contributions more explicitly. 
Overall, we are very appreciative for this valuable feedback which has without doubt helped us refine our arguments and contribution and improve the article altogether.
We hope the reviewer finds that this round of revisions have strengthened the paper.

Sincerely
The authors
