
Reviewer’s Evaluation
The article presents a well-structured and methodologically sound contribution to discourse and ESP research by addressing an underexplored area-the discourse functions of grammatical cohesion in politico-financial budget statements. Its theoretical grounding in Halliday and Hasan’s cohesion framework is appropriate and consistently applied, while the corpus-assisted qualitative analysis is detailed, transparent, and well supported by rich textual evidence from Ghana’s 2024 Budget Statement. The study demonstrates strong analytical depth, particularly in linking specific cohesive devices to rhetorical functions such as authority construction, accountability, solidarity, and ideological positioning. Its engagement with prior literature is relevant and shows clear awareness of gaps in existing CDA and sentiment-based studies. While the focus on a single national budget limits generalisability, the author(s) acknowledge this constraint and offers clear directions for comparative research. Overall, the article is original, coherent, and theoretically meaningful, making a valuable contribution to register studies and financial discourse analysis.



Overall Importance of Question/Issues Addressed
The article targets a clear gap in discourse and ESP research by foregrounding grammatical cohesion as a central meaning-making resource in politico-financial texts. By asking how cohesive devices function discursively in budget statements, the study moves beyond identifying “what” budgets say to explaining “how” they achieve persuasion, authority, and coherence, which is crucial given the communicative role of national budgets in shaping public understanding and political legitimacy. These questions are also timely and socially relevant, as they engage with an influential public genre that directly affects governance, accountability, and citizen engagement. Moreover, the focus on a Ghanaian budget extends the geographical and contextual scope of cohesion studies. Overall, the research questions are theoretically significant, contextually grounded, and capable of advancing both linguistic theory and applied discourse analysis.


Grounding of Relevant Literature

The article is well grounded in relevant literature, demonstrating a solid command of both foundational theory and contemporary research in discourse analysis, ESP, and budgetary discourse. It anchors its analysis firmly in Halliday and Hasan’s cohesion framework, which is a logical and theoretically robust choice given the study’s focus, and this framework is consistently referenced and operationalised throughout the paper. The author also situates the study effectively within existing work on budget statements, drawing on critical discourse analysis, register studies, and sentiment analysis to clearly establish what has been done and, crucially, what has been neglected. Overall, the literature review is coherent, relevant, and strategically used to motivate the research focus and support the article’s originality.


Fair and Adequate Depiction of Others’ Positions

The article provides a fair and largely adequate depiction of others’ scholarly positions, demonstrating careful engagement with prior research. The author(s) argues that earlier studies have prioritised ideology, evaluation, and sentiment over grammatical cohesion. Citations are used appropriately to support claims, and points of convergence with earlier findings - especially regarding pronoun use and authority construction - are explicitly noted, which strengthens the article’s scholarly balance. 
Although the review could have been strengthened by deeper critical comparison with alternative cohesion or discourse-functional frameworks, the depiction of existing literature remains accurate. 
Overall, the article demonstrates intellectual fairness and academic integrity in representing others’ positions while carving out its own analytical space

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. However, it would have been more interesting if some interpretations could benefit from deeper triangulation with audience reception or quantitative weighting of functions. Considering the study’s focus, this does not undermine the logic of the arguments. It would be more appropriate if the author(s) clearly enumerate the research question(s) at the end of the introduction.


Originality
The study demonstrates originality in its focus and findings.


Recommendations
1. The research contribution should be sharpened in the introduction and conclusion by more explicitly stating what the study adds beyond confirming Halliday and Hasan’s framework. The contributions should relate more clearly and especially to ESP, politico-financial communication, and African discourse contexts.
2. It would be more appropriate if the author(s) clearly enumerate the research question(s) at the end of the introduction. This could provide readers with a clearer sense of the article’s direction.
3. The methodology would be more rigorous if a clearer criteria for identifying “discourse functions,” and a short note on reliability (e.g., manual coding checks or analytical validation) is included.
4. The implications should be expanded and made more concrete, especially by specifying how findings can inform policy communication, ESP pedagogy, or professional writing in financial governance.
5. It could be helpful if the author(s) considered expanding the review of prior literature within the introduction or perhaps creating a separate section. 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.  
6. The author(s) should provide more details on corpus preparation and cleaning. The section “Corpus and Procedures” should briefly explain how the text was processed before analysis (e.g., conversion to plain text, removal of tables, appendices, or numerical schedules, treatment of headings), as these decisions directly affect corpus-assisted results and replicability.
7. Strengthen the analytical procedure description by clearly separating identification from interpretation. It would help to specify that AntConc was used strictly for frequency counts and concordance retrieval, while discourse functions were determined through qualitative, theory-driven interpretation. This distinction reinforces analytical rigour.
8. [bookmark: _GoBack]Strengthen the integration of results with existing literature. Although previous studies are occasionally referenced, the discussion would benefit from more systematic comparison, yielding a more rigorous discussion - explicitly stating where findings confirm, extend, or nuance earlier research on budget discourse, cohesion, or political communication.


