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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may 
be required for this part.
	This manuscript addresses a question that matters to sociolinguistics, pragmatics and language education: how speakers adjust their language to participants, institutional roles and communicative purposes. Its main strength is that it combines register theory, the ethnography of communication, audience design and Communication Accommodation Theory and applies them to a wide range of professional and everyday contexts. It also makes a useful point for language teaching, namely that grammatical correctness and pragmatic appropriateness are not the same thing, which is especially relevant in multilingual settings such as Nigeria. However, because all the dialogues are constructed by the author, the paper currently works better as a conceptual and pedagogical synthesis than as an empirical study, and if you reframe it that way, I believe it can serve as a clear teaching resource and a framework for future corpus-based research.
	




PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 (Satisfactory)
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 (Satisfactory)
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good)
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 (Satisfactory)
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 (Satisfactory)
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 (Needs Improvement)
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 (Needs Improvement)
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	N/A (Not Applicable)
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3 (Satisfactory)
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	3 (Satisfactory)
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 (Needs Improvement)
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 (Needs Improvement)
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	2 (Needs Improvement)
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	2 (Needs Improvement)
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	4 (Good)
	




PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	No. The key term is spelled “Adapter” in the title but “adaptor” in the Abstract and Discussion, and “A Study of” implies empirical data that the paper does not collect. I suggest a title such as “Language as a Situational Adapter: A Conceptual and Illustrative Analysis of Conversational Variation Across Contexts”.
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	No. The abstract lists seven settings, while the body analyzes nine (academic supervision and customer service are missing). Please state clearly that the paper is a conceptual analysis based on constructed dialogues, name all the contexts analyzed, and summarize your main contribution in one sentence.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	No (partly). The theoretical framing is sound, but the analysis rests entirely on dialogues you constructed yourself, so claims such as “The evidence suggests” and the prosodic analysis are not supported by these data. Please explain how each dialogue was built, apply the ten categories to every dialogue, add a Limitations section, and add politeness theory (e.g., Brown & Levinson, 1987) and Nigerian sociolinguistic sources.
The manuscript is submitted as a research article, but it is essentially a conceptual paper built on author-constructed dialogues, so the editor may wish to consider whether it should be reclassified. I also note that Efih and Adegboku (2024), a study of French word formation, is cited for a claim about code-switching in Nigeria, and the in-text citation names a different co-author (Dele); the editor may wish to check whether this citation is appropriate. My overall recommendation is Major Revision.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	No. Several in-text citations do not match the list: Statham vs Staples and Brookes (2025), Conrad (2026 vs 2024), Bell (2008 vs 2001), Coupland (2010 vs 2007), and Efih and Dele vs Efih and Adegboku (2024), a French word formation study that does not support the code-switching claim. Please add recent studies (2020 onward) on professional discourse, politeness, and Nigerian English and Pidgin, and verify every DOI and page range.
	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	No. The manuscript uses constructed dialogues and involves no human participants. 
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