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Thank you for the opportunity to review this paper, which explores an intriguing area of language research. The paper's conceptualisation is precise and will attract readers interested in bilingual studies. Despite the promise of this manuscript, there are several issues that need substantial revisions.
Research Questions and Objectives
I suggest the introduction should end with clearly spelt out research questions/objectives. In the results section, you have included another layer of analysis not explicitly stated in the introduction of the paper.
Literature Review
[bookmark: _Toc104773818]Despite the author's efforts, I find the literature review a bit problematic. The study assumes that L2 speakers encounter difficulties in using prepositions, and it explores how social factors contribute to these challenges. Nonetheless, the literature review presents absolutely nothing about how the sociolinguistic background of L2 learners influences these difficulties. The literature review needs overhauling. I suggest that instead of reviewing literature on social factors affecting language acquisition, the authors should rather focus on reviewing existing literature on preposition usage patterns and difficulties among L2 users. Most importantly, the authors can clearly spell out the literature gaps by giving readers a snapshot of how social and demographic factors influence preposition usage among L2 users of English globally. 
Here are some suggested sources:
· Nghi, T. T., Thang, N. T., & Phuc, T. H. (2021). An Investigation into Factors Affecting the Use of English Prepositions by Vietnamese Learners of English. International Journal of Higher Education, 10(1), 24-40.
· Jach, D. (2018). A Usage‐Based approach to preposition placement in English as a second language. Language Learning, 68(1), 271-304.
· Alotaibi, A. M., Wu, S. H., & Alrabah, S. (2018). Challenges in learning English prepositions by Kuwaiti EFL learners: A call for bridging the gap in Kuwait’s new English language curriculum. Advances in Social Sciences Research Journal, 5(11).
· Đorđević, M. (2013). Typical difficulties with English prepositions for Serbian learners. Civitas, 3(05), 24-34.
· Al-Bawaleez, M. M. A., & Abdullah, A. T. H. (2023). Analysing prepositional errors made by Jordanian university students. Open Journal of Social Sciences, 11, 96-111.
· Avila, K. S., Ravago, J., Torres, J., & Tanpoco, M. (2025). Gender Differences in ESL Learners’ Mastery of Prepositions: Implications for Designing Instructional Materials. International Journal of Language and Literary Studies, 7(5), 193-211.
I have noticed that literature on social and demographic factors that influence preposition use among L2 learners is copious. The authors, therefore, have no excuse not to review literature from this perspective.
In addition, I think it will be important and valuable to include a review of prepositions of English. Based on the study’s analysis, it becomes necessary to present a review of the patterns and order of prepositional acquisition among children.
Theoretical Framework
For readers to really appreciate the relevance of the theoretical frameworks to the work, they must discuss how the theories are applied in the analysis of results.
Research methods
The authors must clarify the research design. A cross-sectional study does not explicitly tell whether the study is qualitative or quantitative in nature. It only connotes the periods of data collection. The authors should revise the design and be more specific. 
I am wondering why the authors designed a questionnaire with 38 open- and closed-ended questions from four sections of participants just to collect biodata. 38 items for demographic-related data appear to be too much. The analysis shows this data was not used for any meaningful purpose. There must be a justification for the results. 
The organisational structure of the methodological process is a bit confusing. I suggest that section 5.0 (Data analysis) should be a subsection of the Methodology section (4.0).
The statistical logic behind the main research objective (i.e., the influence of sociolinguistic factors such as one’s first language (L1); gender; birth order; language learning environment; parents’ educational background; personality differences; and language aptitude, among others, on acquisition and language use (in general)) has been extensively studied and does not warrant the use of t-tests and ANOVA. The ideal statistical tool for addressing such a research objective is factorial ANOVA.

The methodology must also include a table that presents the demographic characteristics of the participants. The methodology, in its current form, is underdeveloped. The author should consider introducing subsections such as research design, participants and sampling procedure, data processing and analysis, and, most importantly, a detailed description of ethical protocols followed, given that the participants involved are minors. 
Results
The structure of the results and findings section is very complex and does not seem to correspond to the main objectives the authors aimed to address. This highlights the necessity for the introduction to conclude with clearly defined research objectives. Currently the results section includes a presentation and analysis of findings (i.e., the order of acquisition of prepositions and topological relations in Ewe vs English) not clearly stated as part of the research objectives. 
The main goal of the research, as stated in the introduction, is to "...interrogate the influence of social factors on the acquisition of prepositions among Ewe-English bilinguals", yet the authors used "language acquisition" in place of "preposition acquisition”. The authors must avoid using "preposition acquisition” and “language acquisition” interchangeably. It is also important to note that preposition use performance was rather measured statistically. The data collected has nothing to do with preposition acquisition. Participants may have acquired so many prepositions but were only using them wrongly. I don’t think wrongful use of prepositions is equal to a lack of preposition. The authors must be mindful of their use of terms. 
The use of ANOVA to address such a research objective, as I have already noted in the methods section, is wrong. This objective demands the use of factorial ANOVA, where all the factors (age, gender, and parents' educational background) are forced into a single model for differential statistical analysis. This is important because there is the need for an interaction effect of all the variables on the independent variable (proposition use performance). 
Even if ANOVA is the right kind of analysis, the authors still need to provide several statistical tables to strengthen the findings. The results section lacks a descriptive statistics table, ANOVA summary table, homogeneity of variance table (Levene’s test), and post hoc multiple comparisons table. Without these important statistical outputs in the results (or in the appendix), the credibility of the findings remains questionable. But as I have already indicated, the right kind of ANOVA is the factorial ANOVA rather than running separate ANOVAs and T-tests for all the sociolinguistic factors.

Claiming that after 10 years, they do not make significant progress with regard to what new prepositions they learn is problematic because the use of a cross-sectional survey involves collecting data at a single point in time. Longitudinal studies, which examine the development trajectories of children's language development over an extended period of time, strengthen this conclusion. Most importantly, the sample size is too small to substantiate such a claim. 

In my opinion, the authors must understand the difference between language learning and learning acquisition. Knowing this distinction is very crucial for studies of L2 development. In Ghana, L2 (English) is not acquired but rather learned among most Ghanaian children
 through formal instruction 


Final Verdict
My final verdict is that it appears that the authors are drawing an overambitious conclusion with superficial research data and analytical procedure. 
(1) The objectives must be clearly spelt out and in consonance with the findings. 
(2) The literature review needs substantial revision.
(3) The methods section needs improvement
(4) The analytical techniques must be changed.
(5) The conclusions are not supported with data.


