Dear Editor
Please find enclosed our revision of the manuscript entitled “Noun-noun compounding in Esahie”.

First and foremost, we wish to thank you and the anonymous reviewer for the helpful remarks, insights and suggestions provided to our manuscript. We believe that, thanks to these comments, the version of the manuscript that we are now resubmitting has improved both in form and in substance.
As recommended, we revised the manuscript following the suggestions provided by the anonymous reviewer, paying special attention to the key issues bordering mainly on presentation (and analysis). All critical points raised by the referees have been addressed, as specified in detail in the point-by-point list of responses that follows below. 

We remain at yours and the referees’ disposal for any further questions or clarifications.

All the best,
Obed and Charles 

July 18, 2023 

Point-by-point response to REVIEWER 1

1. Too broad and vague definition of compounding in the Introduction.
Response: We reworked the definition by introducing Bauer’s (2001) definition, which is more poignant. 
2. Presentational issues
a. Reference to concepts/terminologies not properly introduced (such as distinction between syntactic vs. semantic head)
Response: All relevant concepts and terminologies have now been 

properly introduced.

b. Inelaborate discussion of pertinent issues (such as locus inflectionis, the structural input-output [X+Y]Y classification)
Response: Two (2) new examples have been added to elaborate the 

concept of locus inflectionis. the structural input-output [X+Y]Y 

classification has also been better explained.
c. Paragraphing issues
Response: All paragraphing issues have been resolved. 
d. Sectioning issues such as subsection 2.3 Compositionality being a standalone section, the absence of a section on Productivity and Recursion, unnecessary dedication of section 3 to discuss typological issues on Esahie language. 

Response: The subsection on Compositionality has been fused into the Headedness section. A new subsection on Productivity has been introduced to replace the earlier section 2.3. Section 3 which discussed typological features of Esahie has been expunged. 
e. Mix up of grammatical relations, semantics and the positions of the head constituent at a go in discussing Esahie compounds
Response: The new classification provided is much simpler because it is restricted Scalise and Bisseto’s typology of compounds. 
f. Interlinear glossing deficit.
Response: All such issues have been duly resolved. 
g. Improper use of bracketing to signal recursion. 
Response: All such issues have been duly resolved. 
h. Referring to examples so far removed
Response: Far removed examples have been reintroduced (and properly renumbered) to aid easy referencing.  
3. Analytical issues
a. Mischaracterization of data
i. Describing subordinate compounds as highly recursive.
Response: This description has been accordingly modified. 
b. Other analytical issues
Response: All other analytical issues have been duly resolved. 
