GENERAL VIEW OF THE PAPER

After reading through the entire document, I wish to state that the authors have good data and a nice working topic for the study, but it may have to undergo the following suggested MINOR revisions before the paper could be published. 

I observed that the title of the paper may require a change to directly link to its content. The paper is entitled: “Compounds and phrases in Kusaal” while the entire content basically tries to examine the appropriate criteria for distinguish between compound words from phrasal structures in Kusaal. I think the title should be revised to capture the content of the paper. I suggest a title like “Distinguishing phrasal structures from compounding: A criteria-based analysis in Kusaal”. Or simply put it as: “The appropriate criteria for distinguishing between compounding and phrase structures in Kusaal”. If this suggestion on a change in title is accepted, then the abstract must also reflect the same topic change. The abstract should also be revised to capture the method for gathering data, and what framework the analysis hinges on and a summary of any major findings of the work.

In my estimation, the introduction is too long and should be reduced to the very basic level, focusing on the scope of the study; and perhaps, what the study purports to achieve. The research statement as well as the major significance could also be discussed briefly. I suggest the literature could be captured as a subsection but not to record data and literature review in the introduction. Thus, I recommend that the introduction is reduced and should be specific to the core aspect of the study; or what readers expect to unveil in the work

The paper contains a nice content but I recommend that since compounding basically has to do with the combination of two or more bases, readers will appreciate the paper more, if the authors can always show the bases separate before the compound word. This will us to clearly understand the thin line between compounds and phrase structures in Kusaal. In terms of data presentation, the authors should reconsider the presentation of Kusaal data and interlinear glossaries in BOLD.  Eg see data in (24, 24, 27, 29), among several others

My candid opinion about the academic quality of the paper upon going through it is that; the paper is good with very interesting data and arguments, and should be accepted for publication for publication subject to the MINOR   revisions identified and suggested herein.
