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Dear Editor/Editorial Team,
Following your recent decision on our manuscript submitted to the Ghana Journal of linguistics titled ‘Interrogative Pronouns in Dagbani and Likpakpaanl’ we have addressed the various comments of the two reviewers of Ghana Journal of Linguistics on our manuscript, and outline herein, the issues raised and how they are addressed in the revised manuscript. Note that all revised sections are put in RED colour in the main document of the revision.  We present ONLY the issues raised by reviewer 2 since reviewer 1 had no review recommendations. 
     Reviewer B: List of comments and issues raised and answers. 
Reviewer 2  identified three main weaknesses of the paper. The first is organisation, the second weakness is the need for more rigor, and the third is the data.  In our submission, the queries/issues raised by the reviewers  are in RED and my responses are in GREEN.   
1. I also think the quality of the paper can be greatly improved if the instrospective data is supplemented with naturalistic data colled from the field.
Authors’ Response: We have addressed this by  augmenting the introspective data with text-based data in both languages. 
2. For instance, the authors can first present some relevant typological features so as to allow the reader properly understand the discussions that follow
Authors’ Response: We thank the reviewer for this suggestion. However, we assume such a presentation WOULD make our paper repetitive. This is because after the typological features, we would later have to repeat those issues under our analysis of Dagbani and Likpakpaanl data for readers to appreciate the coherence of the work. That is why we thought it prudent to first discuss our data and then put our findings in the context of typological claims. 

3. Secondly, the list of abbreviations used can be brought forward.
Authors’ Response:  This has been addressed and the list of abbreviations have been brought to page 1 and indicated in RED. 
4. Thirdly, number marking on the interrogative forms can be discussed as part of the morphological features
Authors’ Response: There was probably something the reviewer did not get here. We have not discussed the morphological features of interrogatives elsewhere in the manuscript. In section 2, we only focused on the internal structure of the interrogatives, but not the inflectional characterizations. Thus, we did not address this concern because we have assumed that the current organization where the number marking is discussed under section three presents the reader with a better picture.  have addressed this concern by 
5. Also, I am of the view that discussions in section 2. are done in a very cumbersome manner. I think the authors should concentrate on the morphological features and properly present them. 
Authors’ Response: We point out that the section 2 is not meant to discuss the morphological features of interrogatives. Rather, it was meant to discuss the inventory and morphological structure of the interrogatives bearing in mind the typological claims that have been made in the study of interrogatives. We only slightly modified the heading so as not to confuse readers into thinking that the section is meant to discuss the morphological features (the reason for which the reviewer assumes that we should focus on morphological properties of the interrogatives). To address the orgazational challenged that was raised by the reviewer, however, we have separated the discussion on the inventory, section 2, from the discussion on the internal structure of the interrogatives now section 3. 

6. Discussions relative to the typological relevance of the data, in my view, should be done in a dedicated sub-section.	
Authors’ Response: The authors had a challenge implemting  this  request of the reviewer. The reason being that we want to have the typological discussions carefully intergrated into our empirical findings on the two Mabia languages. Accordingly, we assume it will be faulty to dedicate a separrate section to this aspect as we will later have to intergrete the claims into our own findings. This will potentially result in repetition. This explains why we consider the cureent organisation rather appealing.
7. I also am of the view that marking the tones on the forms should greatly improve the paper, and could help clarify, especially some of the morphological analysis presented.
Authors’ Response: We have addressed this problem by marking tones on all the data used in the manuscript. We do note, however, that tone does not have an influence on the discussion at hand. 

8. The arguments are thus to a large extent, sound. Nevertheless, some assertions will have to be relooked at, as they can smack off some incoherence.  For instance, the author's affirm on page 2 that " It is worthy of mention that it is not within the Mabia (Gur) languages that words have not received attention from linguists and particularly within the Mabia (Gur), but the Ghanaian languages in general". However, on page 3/4, the authors acknowledge that some work has been done on interrogatives in Mabia, and especially in Kwa languages.
Authors’ Response: we acknowledge the concern of the reviewer and have  slightly modified the argument to: "It is worthy of mention that it is not only within the Mabia (Gur) languages that the linguistic characterization of interrogative words has not been a subject of systematic linguistic investigation, but the Ghanaian languages in general. In almost all studies available on interrogative words, researchers always provide a rather cursory examination of these items focusing on the fact that they are salient syntactic elements in the derivation of content/wh-questions" 
9. Also, I think arguments presented for some forms will have to be explained further. A particular case in point is the form baŋa. There is a "ba" form for ''thing'', and given that in Table 2. the second syllable of iŋa"amount" has the same form as the second syllable of baŋa''reason'', I think the monomorphemic analysis adapted for baŋa ''reason" will have to be carefully explained further.
Authors’ Response:  The reviewer  pointed out something key resulted in a revisit of the analysis proposed for this interrogative. We have, therefore, modified the analysis as it is evident that the baŋa ''reason'' is made up of two distinct morphemes, the reason for which is bimophemic. This is modified on page the first paragragh of page 4. 
Comments of Reviewer A: 
It is refreshing that REVIEWER A did not make review requests for implementation. 
The editorial team is kindly requested to note that all issues pointed out by the reviewers have been duly addressed and we hope the manuscript will be found worthy of publication in Ghana Journal of Linguistics. 
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