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Dear Dr. Nurjanah Mohd Jaafar,
thank you for giving me the chance to revise my manuscript. I have carefully considered the comments I received and would like to thank the reviewers for their close reading of my paper and helpful suggestions. Below, I have summarized each comment and described how I changed the paper accordingly.

Sincerely,
Agnieszka Stępkowska

	Reviewers’ comments
	Revision

	Rev. A: The literature, with the exception of one paper by Stępkowska (2020), is somewhat outdated (the most recent paper being from 2013). 

	I added more updated sources to the list of References and highlighted them both in References and in the paper.


	Rev. A: I would strongly advise the author to include some recent references concerning the Polish context.

	I added most recent references concerning the Polish context – which also relates to the first comment of Reviewer A.
Following the Reviewer’s suggestion, I decided to add a paragraph in the “Theoretical framework” section, which has a focus on the latest research done in Poland and regarding Polish ethnic groups.


	Rev. A: Also, the author mentions Caduri (2013) in the text, but the source is missing in References.

	I removed this reference.

	Rev. B: I am not comfortable with the preposition in with this phrase: “communication in a couple”.  

	I changed the respective phrases throughout the article and highlighted them in colour.

	Rev. B: The topic is a bit off to me. My suggestion for a more accurate topic is: Language choices between couples or language choices between partners in a relationship or language choices between spouses.

	Communication patterns are obviously based on language choices. By referring to “patterns” I wanted to emphasise the regularity of these choices.
However, following the Reviewer’s suggestion, I changed the title into: “Language choices between partners in bilingual relationships”.
Also, in the text (where necessary) I changed “communication patterns” into “language choices” to fit in better with the article’s title.


	Rev. B: It is not a surprise that we would communicate in the language that both interlocutors would understand, most often English being the case, in a non-English speaking country. 

	I agree with this opinion and I understand that this is just a comment shared by the Reviewer, without any specific indication for the change in the paper. I write about it on page 12 (bottom), and also about other linguistic combinations, not only English.

	Rev. B: On p. 10:  The research question concerns the degree of language assimilation of the non-Polish partners being socialised into the Polish language and culture as adults via marriage to a Polish citizen. 
 both are novel items at this stage of the report.  I didn’t feel that this is the focus of the research at all.

	I reformulated the sentence indicated by the Reviewer. I removed the word “assimilation” as it, indeed, may be lacking in precision in the context of the focus of the article. Instead, I used the word “adaptation” which better refers to the verbal interaction between the bilingual spouses.


	Rev. B: Some proofreading required. There are some awkward sentences, for example (note the highlights):
p. 6: ‘Simone emphasises the rich German lexicon in Piotr’
p. 7  “The husbands in these couples do not learn their wives’ languages but rather dabble in them from contexts and situations that occur naturally in their joint lives in the couple.”

	The article was proofread. Following this, I changed the respective sentences to: “Simone appreciates the rich German vocabulary learnt by Piotr” and “The husbands in these couples do not learn their wives’ languages but, when necessary, tend to use single phrases in the everyday situations”. I highlighted the sentences in the paper.

	Rev. B: On p. 10:  “Communication of bilingual couples is often an agreed decision of both partners, yet the outcomes are as it happens less predictable.”
 this appears to be quite a grand conclusion, as author has not included one pertinent sociolinguistic factor, which is context, in this case, being in Poland. Surely, this would affect language choice. About half of the couples interacted using Polish, the other half had a few of the foreign partners understanding Polish, although not using it.  Perhaps this is a good point for the assimilation issue (however, as I mentioned, I didn’t read assimilation as being the focus of the paper. Data collected was not analysed for this end either).

	As the Reviewer argued, assimilation is not the focus of the paper. As the result, the indicated sentence might introduce unnecessary confusion. Therefore, I removed this sentence altogether.

	Rev. B: Last sentence: More generally, the findings bring out the impact of the host-country context that underpins the communication in bilingual couples.
 this is the most obvious factor for consideration, however, I felt that the author did not take up on this at all or did not offer much discussion on it.

	Again, I see the Reviewer’s point which relates to his/her previous comment. Consequently, I also removed this last sentence.

	Rev. B: Going back and forth with expressions that overlap in meaning sometimes hinders comprehension, for example partners, husbands and wives, foreign partners vs foreign languages. However, I think this is due more to the unfamiliarity on the part of the reader, if reading the article for the first time.

	I looked through the article for the expressions mentioned by the Reviewer. The phrases “partners” and “husbands and wives” overlap in meaning but – as it seems to me – without hindering comprehension (the Reviewer didn’t give specific examples).
I used “partners” where there was no need to differentiate between the sexes. For example: “an agreed decision of both partners” or “one of the partners” or “language of the partners”. As the result, I used more “partners” in Introduction and Methodology and Discussion. In turn, I used more “husbands and wives” in Findings to be consistent with the quoted phrases used by the participants of the study themselves.
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