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1. The title is clear and it is adequate to the content of 

the article. 
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The title of the Paper is clear enough. It is not only in line with the point discussed 

in the Paper, but also in terms of views and arguments it is innovative and ground-



breaking. The Paper focuses its argumentation on both standard British English and 

African Nigerian English. From this point, the Paper shows clearly how each 

language holds some linguistics fixation depending on its occurrence and which 

matches up with some linguistic components in English, British or Nigerian one. 
 

2. The abstract clearly presents objects, methods and 

results. 
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In my mind, the abstract obeys almost the required criteria. It summarizes the points 

discussed on the Paper. This section is the most interesting one, as it succeeds in 

raising the issues along with the methodology that will be applied to back up the 

investigations on one hand, and presents the findings of its author on the other hand. 
 

3. There are few grammatical errors and spelling 

mistakes in this article. 
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The author of the Paper should have to go back in the Paper so that to correct some 

grammatical errors along with stylistic misspelling. I tried to correct some of them, 

but the author would rather undertake and or carry out serious and profound 

correction as far these stylistic errors are concerned. I underlined and corrected in 

(red color) some stylistic errors, and for the remaining correction, the author has to 

cope with it as quickly as possible. 
 

4. The study methods are explained clearly. 3 

The methods in the Paper are not clearly explained. To my mind, they need 

additional and bright clarification. The Autosegmental Theory and Optimality 

Theory must shortly be explained in order to strengthen their use in this Paper.  
 

5. The results are clear and do not contain errors. 4 

The results derive from the author’s application of the theories. There is therefore a 

close link between what the Paper raises as issue and the final point it stated as 

results from the previous problematic. Sometimes the application of theories and 

the results it brings about appear in a board for convenience. 
 

6. The conclusions or summary are accurate and 

supported by the content. 
 

The Paper’s conclusion is the most interesting one. It summarizes the main idea of 

the Paper, and clearly conclude that “representations of similarity or duplication 
of structures in L2 phonology, is not exclusive to native grammars”. This 
conclusion opens new trends for research. 
 

7. The references are comprehensive and appropriate. 4 

The Bibliography is truly rich enough and instructive. It contains forty-one 

references of works, and alphabetically ordered. But, the weakest aspect of this 

bibliography stands the way the author manages the presentation of the works the 

bibliography contains. Sometime the publication dates are not put into bracket, other 

time, the title of works are not italicized. The way the author presents his 

bibliography brings about confusion between Books, articles, magazines, thesis. The 

author must as rapidly as possible go through his bibliography, correct it so that it 

meets the required presentation. In addition, quotations do not appear within 



quotation marks. This situation is continuously repeated in the whole text, and brings 

about confusion. 
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