Multilingualism and Language Barriers in Health Delivery system in Ghana
The study explores language differences in health worker-patient interaction as a potential barrier to quality and safe healthcare delivery among urban populations in Ghana. This is a relevant and timely topic, and in keeping with the aims and scope of the Ghana Journal of Linguistics. The results suggest that issues pertaining to language have not been a priority for those in the healthcare delivery system in Ghana. The findings could potentially be very interesting to the Ghana Health Service (GHS), and other organizations interested in health communication. I believe the paper could be significantly improved by improving on the research background, methodology and discussion. 
The following comments may be helpful to improve the manuscript:
Introduction and Background
1. The introduction and background of the study is well written and easy to follow. The authors have managed to locate the studies within the African context, but failed to build on previous studies on health communication in the Ghanaian context. The authors could make references to current research on language and health communication to position their problem within the current discourse on the topic in Ghana.  
2. Second, in page 3, paragraph 1, line 3-4, the authors noted that  ”…. very little research has focused on language and health communication, particularly, language barrier in healthcare delivery in Africa (e.g., Belaskri, 2012) in general and Ghana (e.g., Amfo et al, 2018) in particular”.
3.  What are some of the findings of the little research within language and health communication in Ghana? What are some of the contributions of the previous research in the field to the work?  
4. The authors can highlight some of the findings of the previous research in the Ghanaian context, locate the research gap, and position their research problem in the research gap identified.
 Some relevant articles the authors might consider to  strengthen the background of the study:
· Abdulai et al. (2019).Exploring dialectal variations on quality health communication and healthcare delivery in the Sissala District of Ghana.
· Korsah, K. A. (2011). Nurses’ stories about their interactions with patients at the Holy family hospital, Techiman, Ghana. Open Journal of Nursing, 1, 1–9.
· Mensah, O. N. (2013). Understanding the nurse-patients’ interaction at Komfo Anokye teaching Hospital: the patients’ perspectives and experiences (Master’s thesis). Retrieved from http://ugspace.ug.edu.gh
Methods
1. In page 6, paragraph 2, line 8-9, the authors indicated that some “participants responded to the questionnaire via Google docs on line”. Why did some of the participants responded to some of the questionnaire via Google docs online? What are some of the advantages and disadvantages of responding to questionnaires via Google docs online? These issues are supposed to be clarified.
2. What category of people did not take part in the study and why?
3. How was the data generated via open-ended questionnaire coded and analysed?
4. An illustration of a map of the study area could help readers to better understanding the geography and background of the study area.


Findings, Discussion and conclusion
1. The findings and discussion are very comprehensive. However, both the findings and discussion are not supported with theoretical underpinnings on language and health communication. 
2. The authors could consider linking some of the key findings and discussion to theoretical underpinnings within language and health communication.
Typographical Errors
1. Page 9…socio-economic backgrounds which is.( could be replaced with “Socio-economic backgrounds which are”).
2. Page 11, paragraph 3, line 6, “ ..a amount of formal education” could be changed to ( “an amount of formal education”).
3. Page 11, paragraph 3, line 11….the patients we discuss did indicate…( Could be changed to “ the patients we discussed with did indicate”).
Advice to Author
1. This paper has the potential to be published. However, it will require a minor revision on the introduction and background, methodology and discussion sections of the paper.
[bookmark: _GoBack]2.   Corrections of the typographic errors.
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