The work has some errors in English especially the indiscriminate use of the definite article ‘the,’ inaccurate use of punctuation marks, wrong tenses (especially the omission of plural markers). Also, there are some inconsistencies in the use of British English frequently confused with its American counterparts. The writer needs to be gender sensitive in his or her writing. The organizational structure of the work needs holistic evaluation as the writer has not demonstrated a good grasp of the concept of ‘unity of ideas’. This could be enhanced through the use of transitional words and phrases to make the work cohesive and coherent (to facilitate smooth flow of thoughts and ideas in the work).

The paper contains some claims which are unauthenticated or supported by research (which could be interpreted as plagiarism). The writer needs to be cautious of this and give credit to extracted scholarly positions/voices stated in the study. The work could only extend the frontiers of knowledge if the writer not only ‘reechoes’ what other studies have done but display his/her authorial voice with regards to other studies. More so, the writer failed to provide sufficient justification and rationale for the selection of Gbagi market among the numerous markets in Ibadan. Furthermore, the process of random selection was unexplained and the rationale for its selection. The data analysis of the study was shallow and superficial except for its statistical analysis; there was no evidence of the application of Giles Communication Accommodation theory on the data as stated in the abstract. Also, there was no justification as to why the theory is suitable for the data.

The work failed to review relevant literature which makes its research questions seriously queried. Also, there was no critical engagement of literature and no evidence of authorial voice in the literature section. The literature section could be improved by examining studies on language contact, multi/bilingualism, market discourse, market system in Western Nigeria (with focus on Ibadan), language choice, and interactional sociolinguistics. The writer contradicted itself when it stated that its focus is on Yoruba traders but reported Igbo and Hausa traders in the data analysis. The study would have benefitted by examining real-life interactions among buyers and sellers in Gbagi market to derive firsthand observation of the language choices and proficiency of the interactants in addition to the use of questionnaires.

Similarly, the writer writes with a lot of assumptions that the readers understood some terms used in the study. There should be a definition of terms/conceptual definitions of terms as applicable to the study. For example the meaning of ‘dance’ in service encounters need to be explained. Also the study’s connotations of coordinate, subordinate, incipient bilinguals need to be explained and related to the data analysis since the focus is on the English proficiency of Gbagi traders.

The questions in the administered questionnaires were wrongly framed; there were a lot of leading questions which were also redundant and speculative. The questionnaires do not include demographic details of the respondents which are needed, especially details of their educational background which would explain their language choice and language proficiency. Also, there is no sample of the questionnaire as an appendix. 

The conclusion of the work states claims that were not expressed in the body of the work. There are few wrong in-text citations and the reference section need to be revisited for proper alignment especially the enclosement of years of publication in bracket or not. Overall, the work has not fully explored the purviews of market discourse, language contact, and multilingualism to justify its research questions.
 

