Impoliteness on e-Government: The case of tweets towards NTSA 
Abstract
The emergence of computer mediated communication has enabled Kenyans to engage in public discourse in various ways. Public discourse is differentiated from private discourse in the sense that the former is concerned with issues of public policy and provision of public goods and services.  Public discourse is generally expected to be civil in nature. However, challenges that face Kenyans in the acquisition of public services sometimes render their discourse to lack civility.  The transport service especially in Kenya is faced by various challenges such as constant snarl ups, poor road conditions and   the failure of the law enforcers to enforce traffic laws due to their corrupt practices.  In view of these, Kenyans generally take to the social media to express their views and frustrations about them.   This public discourse in some cases is laden with aggressive and impolite tendencies towards government agencies and law enforcers. This paper examines at how aggression and impoliteness manifests itself themselves as people communicate on social media about the law enforcement on Kenyan roads on social media. It narrows down ton how impoliteness manifests itself. The from data is derived from the Twitter handle of @ntsa_kenya which is a state run platform that licenses motor vehicles and enforces road safety. Data from this platform is purposively sampled with regard to impolite responses to their messaging on Twitter. The data is analysed using the strategies of Culperper’s (1996; 2011) expounded by impoliteness theory of Culperper (1996; 2011). From the data it is seen that Kenyans are frustrated by the corrupt tendencies of the state officers who collect bribes instead of enforcing traffic rules. It also showed that online communication is individuated?? (anonymity??) and therefore affords Kenyans the space to express themselves openly and sometimes uncivil.	Comment by Author: You don’t say how this selection was done. You don’t say anything at all in the paper about data collection…when it took place, why you selected the posts you did, etc.
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Introduction 
The emergence social media platforms have enabled people to communicate anywhere oin real time. Governments too have not been left behind in the use of these platforms as part of e –government  in their quest to provide information and services to its their citizens as part of it.  Fang (2002:1)  defines e-government as a way for governments to use the most innovative information and communication technologies…particularly web based internet applications to provide citizens and businesses with more convenient access to government information services, to improve quality of services, to provide opportunity to participate in democratic institutional processes , and better relationships between the citizens and government. The Kenyan government has embraced e-government from?? using web based ICT solutions to the use of social media platforms REPHRASE in the provision of information and communications as well as engaging citizenry in the provision of services???. This is aimed at bridging the gap between government and its citizenry. In Kenya, the major media platforms for government communication include Twitter and Facebook. mMost corporations have handles twitter and facebook accounts for communicating and engaging with the public. In this engagement the government and it citizenry relate in diverse ways ranging from being polite to impolite towards each other. Politeness refers to behavior that is considerate if others???.  Watts (2003:19) opines that a salient behavior should be called polite or impolite depending on whether the action itself tends towards the negative or the positive end of the spectrum of politeness. In discourse interaction?, participants are expected to maintain or protect the faces of their interlocutors by being polite (says who? This is a predominantly western, monocultural perspective…complaints, protests, etc are generally supposed to damage face – and this paper is about complaints). However sometimes this does not suffice as in certain cases where interlocutors may ignore face considerations by being impolite or rude. “Impoliteness is behavior that is face aggravating in a particular context”, Locher & Bousfield (2008:3). Terkourafi (2008:62) proposes that both impoliteness and rudeness are marked; rudeness being intentioned while impoliteness may be accidental. This paper shows how impoliteness and rudeness manifests itself CONCORD on social media as citizens engage the National Transport and Safety Authority of Kenya, (NTSA). This is a state- run agency that is charged with licensing motor vehicles and enforcing road safety.  It demonstrates how impoliteness manifests itself from??? the analysis of data from the NTSA Twitter handle @ntsa_kenya as citizens engage with it concerning its provision of information and other services about transport and transport conditions on Kenyan roads. In doing so it unravels the underpinning socio- economic and political viewpoints behind the impolite/rude tweets. 	Comment by Author: What does “it” refer to here?	Comment by Author: Is this a quote? Where are the quote marks?	Comment by Author: To provide communication? rephrase	Comment by Author: So the government posts too could be described as impolite?
 Impoliteness in Kenyan Social media discourse 
I don’t see the point of this section. It simply repeats, expands on most of the things said in the introduction and abstract. The title of the section is misleading…it gives the impression that there will be a review of works on impoliteness in Kenya.
 Computer mediated communication has contributed to a rise in the use of e-government in   running of various governments institutions. E –government is the way governments use the information and communication technologies to provide citizens and businesses with access to government information services, provision of services and the space to participate in democratic processes. Repetition from above Kenya is one of the countries whose government institutions have embraced e-government OK, WHY IS THIS IMPORTANT HERE?. One of the ways in which e- government is applied is the use of websites,   social media and software applications to run government functions such as provision of information, services and a space for citizenry to participate in how government is run. In participating in how government runs its affairs, most Kenyans use social media platforms to air their views concerning the running of various institutions and the quality in the provision of services. 
 In the use of the social media platforms in citizen engagement IS THIS A TECHNICAL TERM?, Kenyans make assessments on how government services are rendered together with an assessment of its their quality.  In doing so, the social media character of anonymity and social distance empower them to communicate openly. Different from dyadic communication, social media communication is polylogal in the sense that it involves multiple players, Lorenzo-Dus et al (2011:2581). “Such communication is deindividuated in the sense that individuals act without self regulation”, Reicher et al (1995:168). The deindividuation is attributed to the sense of power derived from the number or respondents as well as anonymity that is derived from the veil of social media.  Due to this such responses from citizens to wards this government agency are sometimes laden with impolite/rude messages that demeanor attack???  the agency while at the same time   point out issues that affect them WHO? in while accessing public services. The impoliteness and rudeness can also be attributed to the cue of incivility from the Kenyan leadership. Ombaka (2018) says that deliberate bad manners and incivility witnessed in Kenyan leadership   is a precursor to increasing acts of impunity in Kenya today. He uses the Sheng word “ Utado?” ‘What the “** will you do?’ to express the pervasive nature of incivility and impoliteness that Kenyan leaders show towards the citizenry. He attributes this to the unequal power relations between the leaders and the led where the leaders have no regard towards the face of their subjects and as such deal with them with rudeness and incivility.	Comment by Author: Social distance in social media? Does it not do the opposite?	Comment by Author: What is this veil?	Comment by Author: Are you using them synonymously? Why? You make a distinction between above, relying on Terkourafi.	Comment by Author: Here, you separate them again
This incivility and impoliteness/rudeness see above is also increasingly being reflected in the behavior of citizens towards leaders and government agencies and may be attributed to lack of trust in their leadership and the frustrations from its refers to? leaders?   failure to provide quality of public services. The impoliteness/rudeness may be attributed to a desire to effect change or right the imbalance of power between the citizenry and the government agencies.  In their reactions to government institutional tweets Kenyans expressing dissatisfaction and disappointment through various impolite or rude tweets. These tweets are analysed with regard to impoliteness strategies espoused by Impoliteness Theory any sources?.	Comment by Author: How is this possible? Leaders are elected or appointed. How can this imbalance e “righted” through social media posts?
 Impoliteness Theory 
Impoliteness theory (Culperper 1986) was developed as a counter to the Politeness theory of (Brown & Levinson (1987). In Politeness theory participants in an engagement always cooperate by protecting their faces whose faces?. Every person has a positive and a negative face that needs to be protected from any of the face threatening acts by the use of various strategies of communication????. However, according to Culperper (1996) the speaker does not always want to protect the face of the recipient, but rather s/he may want to attack this face. Impoliteness may be inherent or mock. Inherent impoliteness  refers to certain acts that intrinsically threaten face  for example criticisms or threats  while mock impoliteness(banter) refers to an impoliteness understanding that does not match the surface form or semantics of the utterance or the symbolic meaning of the behavior, (Culpeper 2011). In mock impoliteness a speaker uses impolite language that is not intended to cause offense and in itself fosters social harmony. This is a very selective and incomplete explanation of Culpeper’s notion of impoliteness. Why pick out only inherent and mock? Are these relevant for the twitter and FB posts? The strategies you exemplify  in your analysis below are not even mentioned here.	Comment by Author: Check out the spelling of his  name again	Comment by Author: Not really. It does not counter Politeness…it uses it as a basis.	Comment by Author: What is this exactly?
Fraser & Nolen (1981:96) is this a quote? Then use quote marks. Generally one uses page numbers only when quoting directly. say that no sentence is inherently polite/impolite- we often make certain expressions to be impolite, but it is not the expressions but the conditions under which they are used determines what is or not polite. Impoliteness therefore whether inherent or mock can only be understood on the basis of the context of utterance.  Watts (2003:8) says that whether or not a participants’ behavior is evaluated as polite or impolite is not merely a matter of linguistic expressions that s/he uses, rather it depends on the interpretation of that behavior in the overall social interaction. The social interaction in a particular context determines the politeness/impoliteness. Public discourse is expected to be civil. This is because of the civility enhances relationships and a common understanding. However with social media this may not always be the case. Rowe (2015:122) contends that many skeptics believe that the relatively high level of anonymity that the medium affords users exacerbates disinhibited communication behaviour leading to impolite and uncivil political discussion. This section is supposed to  be about the impoliteness theory, but this paragraph rather blurs that. It talks about polite/impolite, and quotes authors who wrote long before Culpeper introduced his impoliteness theory.
Other factors have also been attributed to contributing to impoliteness??? The behaviour or the theory???. These include an imbalance of power between the interlocutors, particular interest in attacking another’s face and the need to achievement certain goals through impoliteness source??.  In most cases it is seen that those who wield more power may use their power in impolite ways towards those of the lesser power. The nature of the relationship between the interlocutors may make one to use an impolite speech against another and sometimes speakers may think that the  only way to achieve a certain goal is to use an impolite speech towards his/her  hearer.
Just like in Politeness theory of Brown and Levinson (1987) where strategies of politeness are given, Culperper (1996) also provides impoliteness strategies that interlocutors use. These include: from brief statements on the impoliteness theory in para 1 of this section, you now suddenly jump to strategies. 
(i) Bald on record impoliteness where impoliteness is presented you mean performed, realised? in a direct, clear, unambiguous and concise way. Here the issue of face is not relevant at all No. face is relevant here…because the aim is to disregard the other’s face without any indirectness or mitigation…if I tell a student who bumped into my office without “Get out and knock, you primitive creature” ---I have threatened his/her face.
(ii) Positive impoliteness where there is use of strategies designed to damage the addressees positive face wants. Positive face wants is CONCORD where one wants to be liked by others and in positive impoliteness the need of being liked is damaged. It may include ignoring or snubbing the other, use of inappropriate markers, calling of names, disagreement etc.
(iii) Negative impoliteness which involves strategies designed to damage the addresseaddressee’s negative face wants. The negative face wants involves a person’s want to be independent and so these strategies run counter to this. This may include frightening, ridiculing, invalidation of the other’s space etc. SO MANY WANTS IN  ONE SENTENCE
(iv) Sarcasm or mock politeness involves the use of politeness strategies that are obviously insincere.
(v) Withholding politeness which is the absence of politeness where it would be expected. 
Some of these strategies come into play when one examines the responses to tweets from NTSA through its @ntsa_kenya handle.
So, how and when was the data collected? How do you plan to apply the impoliteness theory to the data? How exactly did you define what constitutes impoliteness and / or rudeness in the data? which of the strategies above are found in the data? did you find culpeper’s approach adequate for analyzing your data? these questions and more remain unanswered and it feels like reading without a guide on what to expect.
One major problem that has been ignored in this paper is the fact that the impoliteness theory deals with interactions at individual, personal level, i.e. speaker-hearer as individuals, talking to each other in a particular context. However here, the speaker constellation is different. It is individuals vs institutions…the face of the institution is not a personal face. The person putting up the tweets is perhaps a low level part time IT specialist who has nothing to do with transport rules, etc. does this constellation still work for the theory used here? This issue  MUST at least be problematised and addressed in some way. 
 Impoliteness Strategies in relation to NTSA 
NTSA is one of the government institutions that is mandated at licensing motorists as well as maintenance of road safety in the country repetition: 3x. In its twitter platform @ntsa_kenya, it sends various informative messages about its operations as well as advising citizens on measures to take so as to ensure road safety. Citizens receive the messages and engage the agencies by responding to these tweets. In their responses, there are instances where citizens respond in face aggravating tweets. These responses are analysed according to the various impoliteness strategies WHICH EXACTLY??? as shown below:
Bald on record impoliteness
In this strategy the speaker or the tweetee uses direct face aggravating tweets. This is especially in cases where citizens are frustrated and helpless due to its services as in the response to the following tweet.	Comment by Author: WHAT DOES THIS MEAN?	Comment by Author: How do you know they are? Do they say so?
Examples should be number for cross-referencing
		NTSA: 	‘Happy Holidays and a prosperous year 2020. Together we can make our roads safe.’
	1(a) Saitan (satan)
	1(b) NTSA can go ***themselves
		1(c)	You are a tragedy to the road users in the country. You have refused to implement the right regulations on road safety. Your key areas are on making money from drivers. I hate you.
The context in which this tweet was sent is not known. One only guesses it was at the end of the year 2019. No dates, no url for tracing, etc. the same goes for all the excerpts below.
Here we find the respondents abusing and showing dislike to the institution directly.This shows an extreme hatred for the institution. This may NOT SURE? arise from bad experiences that the respondents underwent in the hands of the agency.  Civility in terms of address to the agency is not a concern for the respondents. It shows a disconnect between the citizens and the government agencies, where citizens seem to have given up on the ability of NTSA to execute its mandate. you have not engaged with the EXAMPLE: why is it bald on record? Why is 1a) impolite?, for instance? How have you used the impoliteness theory here?
Positive Impoliteness 
Positive impoliteness where there is use of strategies designed to damage the addressees positive face wants.Positive face wants is where one wants to be liked by others. In sending tweets NTSA projects itself a positively in order to be liked by the citizens.  In positive impoliteness the need to be being liked or seen positively is damaged or attacked or ridiculed. This may be seen the responses to the NTSA tweets as in:
	NTSA: ‘Speed and compliance checks ongoing along Nanyuki-Isiolo road.’
	2(a) Tax collection you mean
	2(b) Extortionists!
	2(c) Bribe collection point 
	2(d) Just looking for school fees for kids. Nkt!

Here the citizens are mocking the positive face wants of the NTSA by showing ridiculing the agency by showing  that it is  not  sincere in carrying out what they are supposed to do; rather it has a penchant for collecting bribes and extorting citizens.	Comment by Author: Is this impolite or rude?
	NTSA: ‘As you travel; ensure you are driving a road worthy vehicle.’
		3(a) 	Xmas but you and your inspection unit have made our roads to become slaughterhouse due to unroadworthy vehicles on our roads yet you have the face to fool the public with ENSURE, please.
	3(b) We shall take you seriously when matatus and bodabodas are tamed.
Here positive impoliteness is shown where their instructions are jeered upon because in most cases the NTSA does the opposite of what it advocates for and the citizens are reminding the institution to take their duties seriously. In 3(b) matatus are the local public transport vans and minibuses while bodabodas are the motorcycles that are used for public transport. 	Comment by Author: What exactly is the positive impoliteness in these examples? How is 3b, for instance PI?
		NTSA:	‘Update on Modern Coast. The suspension of modern coast has been lifted.’
	4(a) System ya majambazi (system of thugs)
	4(b)Silly
	4(c) nkt!
	4(d) Bure kabisa (useless)
	 4(e) Upuus..mmepewa ngapi? (nonsense…how much have you been given?)
 In this tweet NTSA projects itself as caring by lifting the ban on the company that citizens use for travel. The citizens attack this face by positive impoliteness by name calling and deriding its messages. The citizens do not believe in nor take seriously any messaging from the agency.
 		NTSA:	‘Joint enforcement activities with national Police along Meru-Isiolo road.’
	5(a)  Non-essential reactions causing unnecessary anguish to travellers.
	5(b) Money operations ongoing, wacheni (leave) sideshows.
		5(c)	Ya nini na sote twajua ni operation sanya 50 bob (what for and yet we all know that it is an operation to collect 50 bob)
The respondents here are belittling NTSA’s work by terming it as an exercise to collect bribes. In as much as these strategies attack the positive face wants they are delivered bald on without any face considerations to NTSA. Kenya has two official languages English and Kiswahili with Kiswahili having an additional role of being the national language. The Kenyan linguistic repertoire is evident in the ways Kenyans code switch and code-mix the languages in their responses.

Negative Impoliteness
Negative impoliteness which involves strategies designed to damage the addresses negative face wants. The negative face wants involves a person’s want to be independent and avoids any imposition from another person. Negative impoliteness involves the use of strategies that run counter to ones’ independence and rights.This may include frightening, ridiculing, invalidation of the other’s space etc.The negative face wants of NTSA involve being seen as capable of delivering its mandate in the provision of information and services to citizens in an efficient manner. Some of the negative impoliteness towards NTSA are seen in the following tweets:
		NTSA:	‘Update on Modern Coast. The suspension of modern coast has been lifted.’
		6(a)	Is this the way you communicate? You can’t draft an official letter and Kenyans understands the grounds under which the company license was suspended and whether they have complied. DON’T BE LAZY.
 	 6(b) NTSA should be disbanded. Same as above?
In this tweet NTSA presents itself as efficient and caring. However, the respondents attack the independence and the competence of the institution by showing that it is incapable of even drafting an official letter by calling it lazy. This is emphasized by the use of capital letters. Another tweet invalidates the role of NTSA and calls for it to be disbanded. The lack of command of proper grammar is evident in 6(a) and is a pointer to the spectrum of citizens who engage NTSA on social media. 
		NTSA :‘Happy Holidays and a prosperous year 2020. Together we can make our roads safe.’
		7(a)	Year ends with the worst record on road safety in Kenya. Increased accidents, deaths and injuries. After your crackdowns before Christmas you are going to sleep and wake up again in Dec next year for another crackdown.
In this tweet NTSA presents itself vary sentence structure positively as a good institution that cares for its clients and wishes them well. It also reminds them that road safety is a collective responsibility that involves them and the road users. The respondent in 2(a) impolitely, ridicules the record of NTSA in terms of enforcing road safety by reminding it of the increase in road incidences. The respondent accuses NTSA of being lazy and not serious with its responsibilities.
	NTSA: ‘Joint operations along Kilifi-Malindi Road.’
		8. (a)Wanahongwa tu,(they are just being bribed) driven past there 30mins ago.
		8(b)	Sleeping for 365 days only to wake up when people are travelling home to be with their families. You can’t be this evil. Sadists!
The respondent in 8(a) presents NTSA as a joker which is not keen on its work. The concern of its officers only in collecting bribes as he/she testifies to have witnessed the same while passing the particular road. The implication is that he just bribed them and no one should take them seriously. The respondent in 8(b) reprimands the institution by insinuating that although they are known to be evil, the extent of their vice has reached intolerable peaks.  He/she reminds it that its officers have been sleeping on their job and should be humane and allow travelers to go and be with their families. He calls them sadists. The impoliteness is aimed at achieving the goal of reaching into the hearts of the officers so that they can postpone or stop their crackdown during the season.
NTSA: ‘Ongoing sensitizations at Kericho town Hass Stage to educate and create awareness on road safety.’
		9(a) 	I have been to Western and North Rift the whole of this festive season and am embarrassed to imagine that you actually exist. There is no law there.
The respondent here impolitely dismisses NTSA as an institution because it has failed in its duty of ensuring compliance to road safety measures in the country. Just like in positive politeness there is a thin line between negative politeness and bald on strategies and for this reason we agree with Bousfield (2008b:149) where these  negative and positive impoliteness strategies can be subsumed under the on record dimension.  These on record impolite strategies are associated with rudeness and therefore are intentioned from the respondents.
Sarcasm
In this strategy impoliteness is presented using utterances that are actually insincere. These strategies are therefore off record. This strategy is seen in respondents tweets to NTSA in:
NTSA: ‘Happy Holidays and a prosperous year 2020. Together we can make our roads safe.’
	10(a)Thanks, hope to see you again during the Easter holiday. You are happier than us because you have made millions.
This response is insincere in thanking the institution. The insincerity is seen where it hints that the institution seems to work only during festive seasons hence it expects to hear from it again during the Easter holiday. It also reminds the officers that they are happier than respondent from the many millions that they made from him and other citizens. The millions are implied to have been made from corrupt practices.  	Comment by Author: And why is this bad? Explain it clearly.
NTSA: ‘Joint enforcement activities with national Police along Meru-Isiolo road.’
	11(a) How is today’s collection? Nataka change ya thao (I want change money for a thousand shillings)
	11(b) How many miraa vehicles did you stop?
   	 11(c) Kila mtu na 50 bob  (Every one with 50 Kshs.)
		11(d)Jakbot. Mtugawie ya new year. ( Jackpot. Share with us for the new year.)
The response in 11(a) sarcastically enquires about the day’s collation above you write “collection” while purporting to need some change. The implication is that the enforcement is really about collecting bribes.  The face consideration of the agency is ridiculed. In 11(b) the respondent is taunting the institution by asking how many vehicles that carry miraa (khat) were flagged down. The vehicles that transport Khat are notoriously known for being recklessly driven but because they collect a lot of money from them they are rarely flagged down or charged. The face considerations of the agency as an equal law enforcer are jeered at because of its selectivity. In 11(c) the respondent says jokes that everyone traveler should be carrying 50 shillings.  This is NTSA officers are known for asking for bribes in the form of Kshs. 50. In 11(d) the respondent praises that the officers for having hit a jackpot and asks that they share some with him and other road users for the new year.  NTSA is face shamed by being accused of having accumulated a lot from the bribes and that they should remember to share out some as part of their social responsibility. The word jackpot is presented in a word that mimics the mannerisms of speech of the Kalenjin-one of the tribes that is taken to be the majority in the police force in the country. The sharing is also meant for the new year – a time when most people are in dire need following the effects of the Christmas festivities. 
NTSA: ‘This is such an unfortunate incident. We urge motorists to use alternative routes. Our thoughts and prayers are with those involved in the crash.’
	12(a)Thanks for letting us know of the impending tragedy 56 hours later.
		12(b) They are too busy stopping motorists exceeding limit by 3km/hr on the Molo hill.
The respondent in 12(a) sarcastically thanks the NTSA while reminding it that the information is time barred. This is exaggerated as happening after 56 hours later. Another response in (12b) issues a rejoinder by saying that the officers were busy elsewhere (Molo Hill) where they were stopping motorists who were too slow to break any law. The implication here is that NTSA is always doing everything in the wrong way and as such be ignored. 
	NTSA: ‘Joint operations along Kilifi-Malindi Road.’
	13(a) You people have eaten heavily during this festive season. How is this sarcasm? This is a direct accusation of “bribery”.
In this tweet the respondent derides accuses the agency by ironically questioning their eating which is a euphemism for collecting  bribes.
	NTSA: ‘Speed and compliance checks ongoing-along Nanyuki-Isiolo road.’
	14(a) The toll station seems to be making good catch cash, just last week you    were there n now ur back keep up.
		14(b)This is Njaanuary, pesa lazima itafutwe.  (This is January (with hunger) hence money must be sought.)
The respondents ridiculing the ongoing operation by terming as at bribe collection exercise. They go on to point out that the place must have given them a good amount and that has made them to revert to. They rationalize that since it is January, a time of scarcity, then they were bound to look for money. January is Swahilinized from the word njaa (hunger). The analyses of the examples are neither elaborate nor situated within pragmatics (impoliteness) research terminology. It is not clear which parts of the examples carry the impoliteness. Moreover, a lot of these examples contain lexical and semantic specificities of Kenyan English, Swahili, etc…which are not explained.

Conclusion
From the analysis of the tweets we can see that in mediated communication the citizens are free to use impolite communication towards government agencies through bald on, positive, negative impoliteness as well as sarcasm.  There is thin line between bald on, positive and negative impoliteness in the communication between the citizens and NTSA as such these strategies can be seen as on record strategies and such there is only a distinction between on record and off record strategies. In off record strategies, sarcasm is used mostly in the tweets. The sarcastic tweets deliver impoliteness gently while in on record strategies most of the tweets are associated with rudeness.
 The uncivil or face aggravating language towards the government agency may be attributed to the polylogal nature of online communication which is deindividuated. This deindividuated communication is not regulated by inhibitions of culture and civility. The impoliteness portrayed is attributed to frustration and lack of faith in the agency in fulfilling its core mandate- that of road safety. 
Impoliteness and rudeness toward the NTSA is attributed to the perceived inefficiency and corrupt tendencies that are seen among officers who are charged with maintaining road safety. Most Kenyans generally do not see any law enforcement activities by the NTSA that is of benefit to them.  They see corruption as a way of life in government agencies which is seen in their bribe collection points along the highways. Citizens are tired and fed up with this.  Another issue that is seen is inefficient communication. Citizens feel that information from the government agency is always aimed at punishing them and where useful it is sometimes time barred or does not further road safety.   
In this communication it is also evident that Kenyan communication repertoire affected by the use of the two official languages i.e. English and Kiswahili and hence leading to the prevalence of the use of patois of Sheng I did not see any example involving Sheng, except in the introduction part of the paper in their daily communication as evidenced from the tweets.

Overall:
While the topic of this paper is really worth investigating, I find so many issues that need to be addressed. I have listed many of them in the paper using the track changes tool. I won’t be repeating them here again.
My recommendation, given the extensive remarks I have made into the paper, is for it to be substantially revised and resubmitted. The analysis is really thin and void of any real engagement with the data nor the theoretical framework. The impoliteness theory is also not properly introduced. The author should have a plan of what exactly is relevant in the framework for the analysis. Now it is like cherry picking without any real focus on the data.
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