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	1
	Reviewer’s Evaluation

The paper is interesting, but somewhat confusing and not well-sequenced. There are questions I have: Is the aim comparative or contrastive? It seems the writer wants to compare a new and an old parliament. Is this correct? The focus should, I think be on parliamentary language per se. I would not include details of legal/court-based, neither would I quote examples of school-based studies. It is not relevant.
	i. I am not too sure about what the Reviewer means by “confusing and not well- sequenced”. The paper follows the structure: Abstract-Introduction-Review of relevant literature-Theoretical lens-Methodology-Analysis and Discussion-Conclusion. This is a well-known structure for research articles.

ii. Yes, I compare aspects of the UK and Ghanaian parliamentary questions. I have modified the sentence that states the aim of the study (see page Introduction, 2nd paragraph, lines 8-12): 

“Thus, this study examines questions from a parliamentary perspective by exploring and comparing aspects of UK and Ghanaian parliamentary questions. It contributes to the ongoing debate that context-specific categorisation of questions has the potential for understanding pragmatic, contextual and institutional importance of language use.”

Under Methodology, first paragraph, I also state:

“Again, we are comparing English language use from an English-as-a-first-language setting (UK) with English-as-a-second-language setting (Ghana), which can give insights into the concept of new Englishes and nativisation.”

iii. Focusing on parliamentary language alone will be unfruitful for the purpose of the paper. One main assumption in this paper is that context is key for classifying and understanding questions. I have provided the following for my justification for not focusing only on parliamentary language (see section 2):

“The purpose of the review is to demonstrate that classifying questions is contextually-conditioned and the fact that there are overlaps among the question types. Recognising the overlaps helps to appreciate the forms and functions of context-specific questions. Thus, the review of literature offers grounds for the reader to appreciate the kind of question classification I provide in the analysis and discussion.” 


	2
	Grounding of Relevant Literature 

sound, but too much. Focus on defining your data selection basis.
	i. Based on Reviewer C’s advice/suggestion, I have deleted several examples from the literature review and reduced the length.

ii. The Abstract (lines 1-6) and second paragraph of the Introduction provide basis for this study and the subsequent review of literature on questions from other institutional settings informs our study of parliamentary questions. 

Under Methodology, I also state in a footnote that: 
“The data were part of a major study of UK and Ghanaian parliamentary discourse (see Author 2016, 2018) for a detailed description of the setting, that is, the UK House of Commons and the Parliament of Ghana, and the methodology of the study)”.
 

	3
	Fair and Adequate Depiction of Others’ Positions

not sure
	I think that I have fairly engaged literature in a very critical manner in both the Review of relevant literature and Analysis and discussion sections. Under Grounding of Relevant Literature, the Reviewer says it is “sound, but too much”. I therefore find it a bit strange that the Reviewer goes ahead to say that he/she is “not sure” about Fair and Adequate Depiction of Others’ Positions.

	4
	Precision and Clarity of Expression

Be very specific regarding what you are analysing. p2 says that you are only discussion and analysing 3 Main types of questions. If this is the case, define them here clearly. Mention, but DO NOT discuss anything related to the minor questions i.e. p5. echo question. Delete that paragraph, if the article is not about this. You said that is minor and that you will not discuss it. Also on p6eh, delete the paragraph on rhetorical questions. It does not seem relevant, as you said you won't focus on it. Please work on the logic of these concepts and how they are essential, or not, to your study. Section 2 should be headed 2.1 ' Theoretical lens and review of relevant literature related to main questions in parliament.' Add the bit under 'Theoretical lense' to 2. . This small section is very unreadable. Please revise and add to2. The 1st time you mention ' mental process', define and referencer there. Section 3 is now Methodology. Are you sure the methodology explains the next section of analysis, section 4.. It is hard to see the connection clearly, as the concepts become more and more.....Explain at end of 3 again what your categories for analysis are. What do you mean by form. Be clear.
	i. I have deleted the statement “For the purpose of this study, I concentrate on only the main three”. This is because I did not mean that I was going to discuss and analyse only the three main types of questions in the study as a whole. I meant only for the review.
Having deleted that statement and having regard to the justification I provide for the focus of the literature review (see response 1(iii) above), I think the rest of the review, including the minor question types should stay.

ii. I think a two-page explanation of the theoretical lens is enough. Adding it to the Literature review section will make the reading of the review section too complex, long and unhelpful. Note that already, I have been asked to reduce the Literature review section by the two Reviewers.

iii. The first mention of “mental process” is the subtitle and the introductory paragraph of section 3 (page 9). I think it will not be the best option to define it here. The introductory paragraph previews what goes into the section, viz: 
“This section describes the theoretical approach employed in the study. It looks at how questions have generally been identified and indicates the approach adopted in this paper. It also explains mental process and why it is adopted as an additional theory.”

Thus, the reader can easily identify where the term has been defined – that is page 10.  

iv. I define “form” as “structure” (see last sentence under Methodology, page 11). 

	5
	Soundness of Arguments and Argumentation

It is not explained clearly WHY these two parliaments were chosen for data. The aim of the study is not defined enough. It says the aim is point scoring discourse analysis, then at the end it is defined as a lot of other things, see p24 'discrediting political opponents ', yet elsewhere, the aim is again redefined differently. If it is all of these, they must be clearly defined. Which are which, or are they all the same? What about propaganda? persuasion? What about self-positive representation vs negative other representation. Be more specific.
	i. Under Methodology, I state that:

“The UK parliament is said to be the oldest in the world, whose practices and Hansard publications date back to the 18th century (Harris, 2001), while Ghana’s parliamentary practice and Hansard publication were only about 25 years old at the time of my data collection. Again, we are comparing English language use from an English-as-a-first-language setting (UK) with English-as-a-second-language setting (Ghana), which can give insights into the concept of new Englishes and nativisation.”

I again give a footnote that: 

“The data were part of a major study of UK and Ghanaian parliamentary discourse (see Author 2016, 2018) for a detailed description of the setting, that is, the UK House of Commons and the Parliament of Ghana, and the methodology of the study).”

I think this should be enough for justifying the use of the two parliaments.


ii. I did not state that the aim was “point scoring discourse analysis” (in fact, there is nothing like that). What the Reviewer says here is misleading. This is what I stated: 

“This approach is employed to account for the complex levels of interpretation, especially how parliamentarians use questions for political manoeuvring and the exposure of hidden agendas as well as ideological and tactical bias and political point scoring.” 

I do not see how this translates into doing “point scoring discourse analysis.  

What I try to do in the paper is to demonstrate that the MPs use questions for various purposes, which include political manoeuvring, exposure of hidden agendas, ideological, tactical bias and political point scoring, etc. 

Propaganda, persuasion, self-positive representation vs negative other representation suggested by the Reviewer are outside the scope of the paper. Remember that the paper deals with “aspects” of parliamentary questions. 


	


6
	Originality
interesting and worthwhile, but needs more work to clear up definitions and to make it flow more logically.
	
I have catered for this. See my responses above: 4(i), 4(iii)  

	7
	Additional Comments

p2 'This study examines.....'. This sentence does not make sense. Make sure you have the main aim for the study as consistently defined throughout. 

The analysis section (now 4) is too technical for me. I cannot comment on it. Sorry.

But, what you have as section 6 at present, needs to be he Section 5, the Findings section. Section 6 will be a conclusion, maybe recommendations or pointers for further studies which you have not got yet.
	i. To make the sentence “This study examines…” clearer, I have divided it into two as:

      “Thus, this study examines questions from a parliamentary perspective by exploring and comparing aspects of UK and Ghanaian parliamentary questions. It contributes to the ongoing debate that context-specific categorisation of questions has the potential for understanding pragmatic, contextual and institutional importance of language use.”

ii. As I have noted earlier, re-organising the sections as suggested will distort the argument of the paper, including the analysis and discussion.
I think a combined Analysis and Discussion section is more fruitful for the purpose of the paper than splitting them into Findings and Conclusion. 
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