


Response to Reviewer 2 Comments

Point 1: The author puts forward three contributions. But in fact, points 1-3 can be integrated into one. 
Response 1: The authors agreed with this comment and intergrated the three contributions into one main contribution which is to advance the use of BERT embedding model in sentiment analysis. The authors expounded on how the advancement is achieved by use of sentiment lexicon and further presented an argument why they thought the advancement was important. The section now reads,
 “The main contribution of this paper therefore, is to advance utilization of BERT pre-trained word embeddings model for sentiment analysis. We noted that BERT is one of the state-of-the-art models for building word vectors for NLP tasks such as sentiment analysis. The novelty of the proposed model is in the use of sentiment lexicon with N-grams to identify a section of input text such as a review where sentiment is likely to be found. This approach proactively reduces feature dimensions of word vectors in the embedding layer of deep learning models such as CNN.” 
2. The related work is too redundant and should be divided into two categories: traditional algorithm and deep learning algorithm. Or according to other classifications, rather than a whole chapter. At present, this is not very friendly to readers.    
Response 2: The authors appreciated the reviewer’s suggestion and divided the related work section into two sub-sections namely;  2.1 Lexicon-Based Techniques, N-grams and Natural Language Processing  and 2.2 Word Embeddings-Based Techniques and Deep Learning Models. The two sections were introduced in the first paragraph of the section. (Page 3)
3. Most of reference need to be updated. In addition, two articles about NLP are recommended to the author. 10.1155/2022/8660828 10.3390/ijgi10100653  
Response 3: The authors checked the references and updated those found to have errors. They include reference [5,6,13,15,17,27,28,32,36]. The two articles recommended by the reviewer were accessed and read. However, the authors cited the first article(10.1155/2022/8660828) in the related work section as reference [37]. This is because it was found to be more relevant to the study than the second article (10.3390/ijgi10100653). The reference list was consequently updated. 
4. The specific parameter settings should be placed in the Experiments section instead of the Results and Discussion section.  
Response 4: The authors agreed with the reviewer and moved the parameter settings for the experiments from section 5 to section 4. The three tables were introduced and numbered accordingly. 
5. Figure 5 should use professional software to draw  
Response 5: The authors used microsoft excel to draw the line graph. To make it more professional the y-axis was set to start at 0%. The old graph was replaced with the new one as shown in page 15.  
6. The conclusion should be discussed in combination with the result
 Response 6: The authors agreed with the recommendation of the reviewer to combine conclusion with the results. However, the authors did not delete section 6 of the conclusion. We included summary of the results in the conclusion section by adding a discussion of the results in the conclusion in page 17. 


2
