
Reviewer’s Evaluation
This article provides a thorough and insightful analysis of Professor Kwesi Yankah's discursive strategies in his Occasional Kwatriot columns, employing Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) as the theoretical framework. The study is well-structured, methodologically sound, and contributes significantly to the understanding of how language mediates cultural identities and societal critiques in media discourse. The findings are robust, supported by detailed textual analysis, and offer valuable insights into Yankah's unique rhetorical style.  

Overall Importance of Question/Issues Addressed
The research addresses a timely and relevant topic, exploring the intersection of language, ideology, and media discourse in Ghana. The study sheds light on how discursive strategies can challenge societal norms and influence public opinion. This study fills a notable gap in the literature on Ghanaian media discourse and offers a model for similar analyses in other postcolonial contexts.

Grounding of Relevant Literature
The article is well-grounded in relevant literature, drawing extensively on Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA) frameworks, particularly van Dijk's socio-cognitive approach.  The references to Fairclough, Wodak, and other CDA scholars provide a solid theoretical foundation. However, the discussion might be strengthened by including a more detailed synthesis of prior studies mentioned in the introduction, explaining their focus and relevance to the current research.

Fair and Adequate Depiction of Others’ Positions
The article fairly represents the positions of other scholars and adequately contextualises Yankah's work within existing research. However, the critique of Glover-Meni's (2017) assertion about Yankah's target audience could be more nuanced. While the article acknowledges the specificity of Yankah's readership, it might also consider how his strategies could resonate with broader audiences, including those unfamiliar with Akan language and culture.  

Precision and Clarity of Expression
The writing is generally clear and precise, with well-defined terms and logical progression of ideas.  

Soundness of Arguments and Argumentation
The arguments are sound and well-supported by textual evidence and theoretical frameworks. The use of van Dijk's socio-cognitive approach effectively demonstrates how Yankah's discourse mediates between language, cognition, and societal structures.  However, the article could strengthen its argumentation by engaging more critically with the existing literature, particularly in linking the findings to prior studies.

Originality
The study demonstrates originality in its focus on Yankah's unique discursive strategies and their socio-political implications. The integration of indigenous linguistic elements into CDA is innovative and contributes to the broader field of discourse studies. The findings offer fresh insights into how traditional oral forms can be adapted for contemporary media discourse, making the study a valuable addition to the literature.


Recommendations
1. The introduction effectively situates the study within the Ghanaian socio-political context by emphasizing the role of political commentary in the media and referencing Kwesi Yankah’s contributions. It further notes that numerous linguistic studies have explored political and social discourses in Ghana, citing examples from pragmatic (Gyasi, 2023), conversational (Addy & Ofori, 2020), rhetorical (Ofosu & Washew, 2024), and stylistic (Mpotsiah et al., 2021) perspectives. However, this discussion might be considered somewhat brief and descriptive, as it does not provide sufficient details about the focus, findings, or relevance of these studies. Simply listing works without synthesising them may make it difficult to fully situate the present study within the broader scholarly landscape. It could therefore be helpful if the author considered expanding the review of prior literature within the introduction or perhaps creating a separate section titled “Related Studies.” Such a section might go beyond enumerating sources and instead offer a synthesised discussion that demonstrates how the current research aligns with, builds on, or differs from existing scholarship.  
2. The author might consider adding research questions at the end of the introduction, as this could help clarify the focus of the study and provide readers with a clearer sense of its direction.
3. The author may consider checking the use of the ampersand in citations where “and” might be more appropriate, such as in “Eze & Amoniyan (2022) opine…” and “According to Afful & Mwinlaaru (2010)…”, unless the journal’s style requirements specify otherwise.
4. The author could provide the code for Extract 2 to show which discursive strategy or theme it represents in the analysis. Additionally, the author(s) might consider reviewing the use of the terms “extract” and “excerpt” and ensure consistency by selecting one term and applying it throughout the paper.
5. The Data and Method section is clear in explaining the qualitative approach, dataset, and analytical framework, and the coding system (KYC) is well described. However, this section could also include details on the data collection procedure. While the dataset and selection criteria are described, it might not be entirely clear how the commentaries were accessed, downloaded, and organized for analysis. For example, the author(s) might specify whether the texts were manually retrieved or extracted using a digital tool, the time frame within which the data were collected, and any steps taken to ensure completeness and accuracy of the dataset. Including these details may make the methodology more robust and replicable.
6. The Presentation of Findings section is well organised, with clear subheadings such as 5.1 Linguistic Features and Rhetorical Strategies of the Columns and 5.2 Discursive Strategies, which makes the structure easy to follow. The findings provide valuable insights into Yankah’s unique linguistic choices and rhetorical techniques. However, in the analysis, the author(s) could consider relating the discussion to existing literature to show how the findings align with or differ from previous studies. This connection could also underscore how the examples presented reflect a broader pattern of Yankah’s discursive strategies, thematic diversity, and rhetorical styles, thereby strengthening the scholarly contribution of the study.
7. A minor revision could be to standardise spelling throughout the text, as it alternates between British (e.g., “victimisation”) and American (e.g., “victimization”) forms.
8. Another minor revision could be to ensure consistency in the labeling of tables and figures, as there seems to be a difference between Table 1 and Figure 2.
9. The reference section of this study is comprehensive, well-organised, and largely aligned with academic standards, demonstrating a strong engagement with relevant literature in Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA), and media studies. The author should consider that the reference Wodak (2002) is listed in the references but does not appear to be cited in the main text of the study.
10. Finally, a few infractions have been highlighted in the comment section for the author(s)’ attention and possible correction. 


