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	1. 
	The methodology must be elaborated in a distinct section 
	This has been done. Please, refer to section 3. (Corpus and procedures)

	2. 
	The fact that the pronouns are metadiscursive is a forgone conclusion 
	It is not true that all pronouns are metadiscursive. This is established in metadiscourse literature (Refer to Hyland, 2005; Adel, 2006, 2010). A pronoun is said to be metadiscursive only when it is related to the writer or the reader of the ongoing discourse. Hence, the distinction between text/discourse-inter and text/discourse-external worlds (Adel, 2006, 2010). So, a pronoun that refers to an entity or a person in the text/ discourse-external world is described non-metadiscursive. 

	3. 
	Did you study the concept in an L2 context or an ESL context?
	The work is in the L2 context and this has been stated in the title and the abstract. 

	4. 
	The problem of study is not elucidated (i.e. what is the issue with the three pronouns?)
	This has now been captured in the introduction section. Please, refer to the last paragraphs of the Introduction and the Literature Review Sections  

	5. 
	The aim and objectives of the study are also missing 
	This has now been introduced into the Introduction. 

	6. 
	There is no justification for this undertaking.
	The justification for undertaking this research has been explained in the Introduction and further reiterated in the Literature Review.

	7. 
	Why is English classified as a humanity?
	English is considered as Humanities because it meets the parameters established by Hyland (2009), and there is also a general consensus among scholars who adopt the tripartite (rather than the dipartite) view to disciplinarity. 

	8. 
	The relevant literature has been reviewed but mainly used for comparative purposes. However, previous studies have clearly addressed the referential use of the three pronouns and there is nothing new emerging from the classroom discourse targeted by the study. /Is there any unique usage of the three pronouns different from what is already existent in the literature?
	The issues about originality in the current work has been now addressed in the Introduction and the Literature Review Sections. The originality of the current study concerns the L2 context, the view on disciplinarity adopted, and the fact that there’s a paucity of a theory on the references of I, we and you in spoken genres such as lectures. 

	9. 
	 The concept of proximal and distal (Kamio 2001) implies that the author should have considered using a discourse deixis approach.

	The study did not adopt the discourse deixis approach, so any information that makes reference to it has been revised in the paper. 

	10. 
	The positions of previous scholars has been mentioned but they do not add value to the present analysis because there are no new patterns of usage of the pronouns that have been detected.
Whereas the author has reviewed relevant literature and presented data from contexts of lectures, there is no significant new knowledge created.
	It is generally established that studies either confirm, contradict, or contrast the findings of previous studies. The present study has confirmed previous findings, on one hand, and also generated a ‘theory’ on the reference of the three personal pronouns. Hence, there is something theoretically original about the present study. 

	11. 
	The notion of context and co-text is not effectively depicted. It is only mentioned in passing.
	These have been now explained in the methodology (Corpus and Procedures), and the analysis. The context, among other things takes into account the number of lecturers that taught the courses recorded, while the co-text- takes into consideration some verbs that the pronouns collocated with. 

	12. 
	The presentation is monotonous and repetitive in content.
	The work has now been edited and the observed issues of monotony and repetitions have been revised. 

	13. 
	The introduction should not consist of such a dense literature review.
	A separate section for Literature Review has now been created. Kindly refer to section 2. 

	14. 
	The patterns should have been condensed in form of a table instead of repetitive prose.

	I am not sure what the focus of this comment is but in the work all patterns on distribution of the referents of the three pronouns are presented in Tables 2, 3 and 4. 

	15. 
	Need to edit the whole article for errors of grammar.

	The work has been thoroughly edited 

	16. 
	The figure on page 14 should not appear in the conclusion.
	The Figure appears in the Conclusion because it is introduced to support the theoretical implications of the findings. 

	17. 
	There is little original argumentation. The author has simply presented data and compared it with previous findings.
	The interpretation and argumentation part of the analysis has been tightened. Kindly refer to the analysis and discussion section. 

	18. 
	What has been presented under conclusion is essentially a summary of findings.
	In the conclusion, I offered a summary of key findings and the theoretical implications of the findings. This explains why the Figure is in this section but not the body as has been suggested by one of the comments. 

	19. 
	-Conclusions should be categorical statements that answers the research questions or resolve the issues raised in the statement of the problem.
	The study concludes that ‘core hypothesis’ view on  disciplinarity underpins the referents of I, we and you in university lectures. Again, it is concluded that I, we, and you in lectures can be metadiscursive or non- metadiscursive, and the theoretical implication of this has been discussed. Please, refer to the Conclusion section.  

	20. 
	-Without research questions and a statement of the problem, it is not possible to have a logically derived conclusion.
	The objective of the work and the statement of the problem are integrated into the introduction and the literature review as it pertains in a number of RAs in Applied Linguistics, Linguistics and other language related domains of research. 

	21. 
	Additional Comments: -Do not introduce examples and new arguments in the conclusion
	This is noted and corrected 

	22. 
	Would the usage in lecture discourse be any different when used in other contexts e.g. in courtroom, medical or church discourse?
	Certainly, because of the context which includes the speaker (s), the setting, the participants, the subject matters, the purposes of the interaction, etc. This supports why the approach adopted in studies of this nature are considered pragmatic. 

	23. 
	What is not known/unique about the usage of these three pronouns does not emerge./There is no unique knowledge gap established and addressed in this study.
	The gap addressed in this research is both based on knowledge and theory. Currently, theories on the references on pronouns do not specifically address the fact that the common core hypothesis on disciplinarity results in ‘multireferentiality’ as explained in this study. 




