Responses to Editor Comments

Tristan Samuels

Corrected Issues

· Corrections to General Problems:
· 
· Copula Concept: I see the reviewers point about my references to “linking”. Initially, my understanding of “copula” was a linking verb, e.g. ‘to be’, etre, etc. Consequently, I have removed the notion of linking altogether to explain the constructions that I’m discussing.
· Co-referential Aspect: I have corrected the co-referential comment in favor of self-referential.
· Literal Translation: I have explained my literal translation better in this revision. The ‘Lit.’ is meant to distinguish the literal approximation from a figurative translation.
· Medew Netcher: I have stretched the glyphs to align with the transliteration as suggested in A77 
· Afrikan Perspective/Worldview: This is something that I have added to give more clarity to what the INV expresses which I have a much clearer sense than I did in the previous revision.
· Naija na: I appreciate the reviewer’s insightful commentary as na has recently caught my attention. I have included na examples.

· Individual situations: 
·  
· A6: Corrected.
· A7: Corrected.
· A8: I have addressed this.
· A9: Typology is the term I meant. Ditto subsequent instances of this
· A11: Corrected
· A12: Readjusted this. To clarify, I am looking at Afrikan languages from a Jamaican perspective. As such, I’m going from Kemet to West Afrikan through Jamaican
· A13: Corrected
· A17: Rephrased
· A30: I have corrected this.
· A33: Yes. I have corrected this
· A37: The translation provided by Pochard and Devonish are figurative translations treated as internal analysis of Jamaican. To show this problem, I provide literal translation to show the translation problem caused by English. I have explained this in my second revision.
· A42: I have clarified this part in the revision.
· A43: I have clarified this issue. 
· A46: Corrected
· A47: Corrected. 
· A50: I have addressed the literal translation issue. I’m not saying that “it is X kwame X” is wrong, but rather it’s more figurative rather than literal based on the JA issue discussed previously.
· A51-52: I have explained my interpretation.
· A60-62: I have clarified my point here better, re: adjectives and demonstrative issue A66: I clarified in the revision.
· A68, 69: Yes, the literal translation is an existential statement, but I have indicated in parentheses that the concept does not translate.
· A70, A71: ‘Lit.’ for literal.
· A72: Corrected.
· A78: JA does not use kom “to have come” in this context in the sense of ‘this is how it goes’, A so iit/ihn go is the general expression.
· A79: Corrected
· A87: Corrected.

Unclear 
· A1: Is that what was meant for A14? Or different issue?
· A14: I am not sure what is meant by this comment. So, I just use the glyphs in subsequent mentions after specifying pw 
· A45, A86: I have addressed A43 in the revision (if that is what the reviewer meant)
· A52: Likewise in terms of sources.  
· 
· Translation versus Syntactical Analysis: 
· The sources I use that discuss a and its Afrikan equivalents discussed retain a copula translation “it is” or “X is Y” whether they reference copula or use different terms (equational, focus/topicalizer). The translation barrier caused by European languages becomes clear when going straight from an Afrikan language into Jamaican (or vice versa) because the same concept exists. As such, I don’t think the translation problem can be easily divorce from the syntactical problem that I have observed Though, this revision should be clearer now in terms of the significance of translation.
·  
·  
·   
· 

