REVIEW REPORT
Overview
This is my second time reading the paper titled Issues in the study of Compounding Dagbani. As remarked in my earlier review, the paper is interesting and presents rich data on a topic yet to be fully explored in Dagbani. As a general remark, I would suggest that the title of the paper be revised to read Issues in Dagbani Compounding. Overall, the current version constitutes an improvement in the paper although there are still some outstanding issues to be ironed out. In what follow, I point out some of the strengths and weaknesses of the paper. 

Strengths 
1. The paper engages relevant literature in discussing pertinent issues in Dagbani compounding. 

Weaknesses
1. Problematic claims:
a. As grammatical constructs, compounds constitute an anomaly because, although they are words, they exhibit a type of invisible “internal syntax” and
Comment: The description of compounds as constituting as an anomaly is strange to me since, according to Guevara and Scalise (2009), compounds are the morphological constructions which are closest to syntactic constructions, to the point that it is sometimes difficult to distinguish between phrases and compounds. The latter part of the sentence describes compounds as having an invisible “internal syntax.” This is a point I raised in my earlier review which has yet to be addressed. 
Question: What do the authors mean by “invisible internal syntax?”
b. …. in order to interpret compounds, there is the need to add a syntactic relation between the two constituents (subordination, coordination and attribution)….
Question: Are the authors aware that these same relations (subordination, coordination and attribution) are exhibited in phrases too? For example, in the VP drink water, there is a head-dependent or head-subordinate relation between drink and water. The question here is how come phrases do not constitute an anomaly too? Syntactic relations are also useful in interpreting phrases just as much as they in compounds.
c. ….. provide strong evidence for adopting a constructional view of grammar
Question: What is a constructional view of grammar?
In many (NA) compounds, the second word has a nominaliser, often transforming a verb into a noun …….. 
Question: If that is the case, why do you call them Noun-Adjective compounding? Aren’t they rather to be analyzed Noun-Noun compounds? It is either so, or there is something wrong with the authors’ claim on the status of the (nominalizing) suffix.
d. The data in (19) above show V-N compounds with a verb and a noun as its constituents. It shows that when a verb occurs in initial position of a compound as in the data, it can be realised with an overt nominaliser or without one (e.g.  baɣɨsɨ-kʊɣɨlɨ ‘griding stone).
Question: If this is possible, why would the authors call it a case of V-N compounding? Wouldn’t the presence of the nominalizer affect the syntactic category of the V?
e. 


2. Data formatting issues 
a. Poor and (sometimes) unavailable interlinear glossing. This is a point I raised in my earlier review. After a second read, I still feel the authors have not paid enough attention to it. 
b. Tone marking: Tones are also not marked for some data. Considering that tone is crucial in defining a phonological word in Dagbani, this is unacceptable. 
c. Why do the authors prefer to compare Dagbani with Akan, a genealogically and geographically unrelated language?
3. Methodology: Authors do not provide any justification for their choice of sociolinguistic interviews for a morphology paper?  
4. Ambiguous constructions. Some sentences in the paper are ambiguous and confusing. Please clarify. Examples include:
a. Suffix nouns

