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	1. 
	[bookmark: _GoBack]In the original review, I made the following comment on page 4:
"The method of analysis is not detailed enough. The author should give a point-by-point description of how to manage and read concordances, including a description of collocation, with a sample concordance shot of some of the pronouns, so that the reader will be able to relate the pronouns to their collocates."

	The steps have been provided in the methodology section 
	See p. 4.

	2. 
	The author has responded to parts of the above comment, leaving others, yet he/she does not state why he/she left the others un-responded to: (1) the author has satisfactorily responded to the point-by-point description (see p. 5 of the manuscript); (2) the author fails to respond to the request to provide "sample concordance shot of some of the pronouns". If he/she sees this as not necessary, he/she should explain why.
	This has been done in the methodology section 
	See p. 4.

	3. 
	I also asked the author to provide the formula for the normalisation of the corpora (see page 4 of original manuscript), but he/she has not done so. If he/she finds the comment/request unnecessary, he/she should offer a rebuttal. I refer the author to the following citation for the formula for normalising the corpora.
Lorenz, G.R. (1999). Adjective intensification: Learners vs native speakers. A corpus study of argumentative writing. Amsterdam-Atlanta, GA: Rodopi B.V.


	The formula and details on it have been provided in the methodology section. 
	See pp. 4-5.



