For Editor
Review
Title: DISAMBIGUATING THE DENTALISATION TAG ON PRE-DENTAL /T/ DELETION IN L2 ENGLISH
Strength
· The paper appears original in nature and can be found within the scope of general linguistics (as Ghana Journal of Linguistics expects), because it explores some important phenomenon of non-native English prosody.
· The subject matter of the manuscript is quite interesting because of how it explored dentalisation in native and non-native Englishes. This provides some insight into dentalisation and deletion of the pre-dental /t/ in L2 varieties of English for understanding the variation between native and non-native Englishes.
· The paper arouses further research by challenging researchers to deepen the prosodic exploration using acoustic approach in studying dentalisation of /t/ in non-native varieties of English.
· The use of quantitative and acoustic perspectives in studying dentalisation in non-native varieties of English in the paper is lively and engaging. 
· The paper provides literature useful to the subject matter of the research.
· Generally, conclusions were based on the findings of the analysis.

Weakness
· The problem statement is not justified enough. The problematisation of the study could be justified better by providing some empirical evidence to support the study of dentalisation in non-native varieties of English or native varieties. The study appears to suggest that such a study does not exist. Indicating the state of knowledge will be more beneficial.
· Under the Methodology section, the study does not justify why it selected 10 Nigerian speakers of English but 5 each for Dutch speakers of English and Ghanaian speakers of English. Also, there is no ethnolinguistic background information about the Ghanaian speakers, but such information is provided in the case of the Nigerians. Providing such information could help the reader to make informed decision and judgement about the findings of the study.
· There are inconsistencies of claims in the work. 
a. Claim on referencing, e.g., the claim to use Praat (Boersma & Weenink, 2017) under methodology section, but used Praat  (Boersma & Weenink, 2014) under section 4.2 Acoustic analyses.
· The manuscript contains infelicitous and fragmented constructions which affect fluidity. Some of these constructions have been highlighted in the manuscript but an example is “in an argument that dentalisation occurs when /t/ comes before a dental fricative, illustrates with the phrase at the top, claiming that the /t/ in ‘at’ becomes dentalised as a result of the influence of the following dental sound /ð/ at the word boundary. ”
· Figures are presented in Figures 10-13 but there is no explanation. The author needs to comment on the figures presented to aid understanding.
· The manuscript contains Figure and Table referencing problems. E.g.,
a. Table referencing in the writeup includes wrong use of Table 3 above instead of a different Table. Another one can be seen in “Table 4.15”, which is totally missing from the work.
b. Wrong quoting of Figures in the presentation of the analysis, e.g., Figure 4.1 and Figure 4.2 are not found the work.
· There are transcription issues that need to be addressed. Most studies suggest that English vowel 4, and 10 do not exist in Ghanaian English. Also, most non-native speakers usually monophthongise most English diphthongs. The transcription seems not to reflect the pronunciation of non-native speakers in the study, e.g.,
a. Fast thinker fæstθɪŋkǝ
b. Must thank mʌstθæŋk
c. White throne waɪttrǝʊn
The transcription in the study did not take into consideration how some English sounds are altered in non-native context, which may affect the content of what is presented in the study.
· There are several spelling, punctuation, and concord errors in the paper.
a. Spelling issues, e.g., dental sou: ..
b. Capitalisation and punctuation issues, e.g., “Pearson Chi-Square of 24.583 Since P-value .218 > 0.05, the result is therefore not significant as the significant level is greater than .05. results in Table 9 …”
· There are problems of referencing and citations in the manuscript:
a. There is no consistency in the referencing style, especially intext citation. Instances of the citation include Birjandi, & Salmani-Nodoushan, (2005:130) versus Gasser (2020, p.2)
b. There are inappropriate presentations of citation styles, e.g., “scholars like Anderson, 1975; Anttila, 2002; Ladefoged, 1972; Pierrehumbert, 1990 agreed on Chomsky’s (1980)”.
c. The reference section is a mixture of two referencing styles. (Refer to the reference section.)
d. One work (Aldrete, 2003) was cited in the study but not referenced. However, Gunawan, (2018) was referenced but not cited in the work. 
Some suggestions for improvement
· The quality of the paper could be improved if the author could resolve the issues of inconsistencies in claims, figures, and tables.
· Referencing and citations need to be resolved.
· General editing and proofreading need to be done to address infelicitous issues and concord errors in the paper.
· Transcription issues need to improve.
· The problem statement should be improved.
Decision: Minor revision
The paper will benefit from substantial changes such as:
Major issues
· Justifying and strengthening the problem statement 
· Resolving inconsistency issues
· Conforming to the requirement of the journal’s referencing style
· proofreading to address grammatical and punctuation errors
Minor issues
· resolving transcription issues
· Addressing citation and referencing issues
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