REVIEWER’S REPORT ON ‘Lexical Nominalization in Ewe: A morphosyntactic view’ 
The paper is an exposition of lexical nominalization in Ewe in the context of morphosyntax. The study shows that Ewe has different morphological processes by which nominals in the language are formed. Additionally, the author illustrated with examples how the output nominals may encode different semantic attributes including agent, instrument, locative, manner and time. The author did well by providing examples that reveal the underlying forms from which morphological processes are subjected to derive the output nominals with the various semantic attributes. Formalising the argumentation within the framework of Comrie and Thompson’s (2007) categorization of nominals, the author argued, with examples, that the various categories of nominals can be found in Ewe, even though their formation processes are often different. In the end, the author has adequately provided an answer to the research question that underpins the study.
In spite of these, there are certain issues that the author needs to address. First of all, the researcher did not reveal the source of the data. There was nothing said on the methodology of the study. Secondly, Ewe is a tone language, but the writer in his/her exposition on Ewe, did not talk about the types of tones in the language, even though there were observable tonal pattern changes in some of the processes described. Thirdly, the author used some inappropriate symbols for low and high tones in the data; tones were not marked on some of Ewe words in the data. Fourthly, the author exhibited a great challenge regarding interlinear glossing, which makes many of the data difficult to analyse because the morphemes and their gloss do not properly align. In addition, there are some examples of intext citation where the author exhibited inconsistency in the use of the ASA referencing style. Issues of grammatical errors and clarity of sentences have also been identified. Some of these issues have been given in the form of comments, in great detail, on the manuscript. Changes have been tracked for easy understanding. The author needs to take time to work on these issues.
Overall, the paper is well-written and provides a good description and analysis of the phenomenon of nominalization in Ewe, something that no other author has done. It makes a needed contribution to the study of Ewe morphosyntax. I therefore recommend that the paper be accepted once the above issues as well as others that have been stated in the manuscript are addressed.




