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Abstract
This study investigates language preference among bilingual adolescent L1 English speakers (BAL1ES) in Yoruba-speaking urban areas, focusing on their communication patterns at home. Using a mixed-method survey and diglossia and markedness theories, 547 validly completed questionnaires from 200 undergraduates and 420 secondary school students aged 10–19 across the south-western cities of Osogbo, Ile-Ife, Ondo, Ibadan, Ikeja, and Ilorin were analysed. Findings reveal varied family language patterns, although English is dominant, few communicate in Yoruba, while many switch between both languages, engaging in code-switching. Factors such as the topic of conversation, language proficiency, the domain of communication, the interlocutors involved, and cultural identity influence these patterns.
 A significant preference for English was observed in typically indigenous language contexts, marked by bilingual pragmatic markers and English-based code-switching. BAL1ES are distinctive bilinguals who merge linguistic attitudes with cultural identity, showing a preference for English over indigenous languages. The study suggests initiatives to support and revitalise indigenous languages.
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1. Introduction 
Language is an integral part of any society, a tool for communicating norms and culture and for expressing the human experience of the world. However, language is not monolithic; it varies under the influence of cultural norms, gender, occupation, social status, social settings, and other social factors (Jenkins, 2009). The appropriateness of language use in a particular social setting or culture may not be suitable in another. Similarly, no language is free of foreign elements; languages come in contact, especially in multilingual settings where speakers of different languages interact and their languages influence each other. In such a language contact situation, there is bound to be language choice: a choice of one language over another at different situations or domains of use. The concept of 'domain' delineates specific contexts of language use, like family, education, or business, and assigns languages to particular functions. High and low dialects serve different roles; high varieties are reserved for formal domains, while low varieties are used for casual interactions. 
With the prevalence of multilingualism in contemporary society, the impact of language contact continues to evolve, encompassing both overt developments, like code-switching, and subtle influences, such as loanwords and translated phrases. (Gijn et al., 2023; Gooden, 2009; Hadzibeganovic et al., 2008, Holmes, 2001; Mostafizar et al., 2006; Rasinger, 2010; Spolsky, 2012; Wei, 2000).  Multilingual speakers often select or switch between languages depending on context, audience, purpose, and topic. It is these choices by individual speakers that lead to unique language patterns. This phenomenon occurs in the home domain when families adopt more than one language in daily life. This is primarily driven by intercultural marriages, immigration, the need to preserve cultural identity, or the desire to equip children with cognitive and socioeconomic benefits. The home domain is a dynamic linguistic environment, serving as the foundational space for cultural, personal, and emotional identity. 
[bookmark: _Hlk195181666]Several studies have explored these choices and their outcomes in diverse multilingual contexts, especially in the home. In the global space, for instance, studies across the Malaysia-Thailand border, Sudan, and the province of Marinduque reveal that indigenous languages are appreciated and preferred over the English language in the home domain. (Mugaddam, 2006; Norwich et al., 2004; Pineda, 2025; Rasheed, 2014). In Nigeria, previous studies on language use patterns among various bilingual communities reveal that Yoruba-English and Igbo-English bilinguals favour their indigenous languages in the home domain over English (Ayedun 2010; Ayeomoni 2006; Ugot 2009). However, most of these studies have focused on L2 English speakers, paying little attention to the language preference of the bilinguals who acquired English as their first language. Existing accounts, for instance, Babatunde & Ojile (2024), discuss language shift from the indigenous language to the English language among Idoma youths in the home domain.  also, Owolabi, (2014) explained that the language pattern of Yoruba-English teenage school-going children favour English language. To date, a large-scale empirical investigation of the language preference of bilingual L1 English speakers in the home domain is absent in Nigeria. It is against this background that this study is investigating the language use of these bilingual L1 English speakers to reveal their language preferences in the home domain. 

2. Nigerian Bilingual L1 English Speakers.
Bilingualism in Nigeria is a notable phenomenon that has existed throughout the country's linguistic history. Bloomfield (1933) initially defined it as native-like control of two languages, while Adegbija (2020) described it as the ability to produce meaningful utterances in another language. Bilingualism often encompasses both societal and individual levels, with societal bilingualism supporting national goals such as democracy and technological advancement (Adegbite, 2004). Nigerians typically speak multiple languages, including the indigenous languages like Hausa, Yoruba, and Igbo, alongside English, which serves as the official language due to its colonial legacy (Ogunkeye, 2007).

Individual bilingualism refers to fluency in one language and competence in another, with English commonly used in formal settings and mother tongues in informal contexts. Many Nigerians are multilingual, using different languages for various purposes. English plays a vital role in education, administration, and media (Akindele & Adegbite, 2004), and it is recognised as a second language in Nigeria. Today, sociolinguistic trends show a clear shift, leading to the rise of what researchers call "New English Native Speakers". Many young speakers, particularly urban youths, fall into this category, showing proficiency in English, often surpassing their native language (Jowitt, 2013; Oladipupo, 2022).  
The prevalence of English and access to it create a cliché, where adolescents in the urban communities frequently exhibit low proficiency in their indigenous languages but high proficiency in English. This group includes the elite and the less privileged children living in urban areas and children whose parents do not share a common indigenous language due to intermarriage (Fuchs & Gut, 2015; Jowitt, 2013; Kperogi; 2012; Oladipupo, 2022). These bilingual speakers are integral to Nigeria's evolving linguistic landscape, with younger generations increasingly adopting English as their primary language while experiencing challenges in their mother tongues (Kperogi, 2012; Oladipupo, 2014). Thus, bilingualism in Nigeria is not merely a speech practice but a complex interplay of identity, education, and social mobility.


3. Theoretical framework 
In many African countries, such as Nigeria, English serves as the high language in formal contexts like education and government, while indigenous languages like Hausa, Igbo, and Yoruba are predominantly used in informal conversations. This linguistic phenomenon emphasises a socially constructed hierarchy, wherein the high dialect is often more complex and formal, necessitating education for access. Ferguson’s diglossia theory perfectly explains this. ‘Diglossia’ refers to the coexistence of two distinct forms of a language within a society: a high variant (H) associated with formal use and prestige and a low variant (L) associated with informal, everyday communication (Ferugson, 1959).  Diglossia can create barriers between social classes, as those who can only communicate in the low dialect may be viewed as less educated or illiterate. As language attitudes shift, there is a gradual acceptance of low varieties in previously formal domains, indicating evolving perspectives on language prestige and functionality in society. Overall, diglossia illustrates the complicated relationship between language, social hierarchy, and cultural identity.
Diglossia theory gives useful insights into the distinct social roles of the two languages examined in this paper. Within the Nigerian context, English is accorded a high social status and is predominantly used in formal settings, whereas Yoruba, as an indigenous language, is relegated to a lower status and is primarily reserved for informal contexts, such as the home. However, the bilingual participants in this study have, through their language choices, elevated the prestige of English while simultaneously diminishing the status of the indigenous language in the home domain. 
Additionally, Myers-Scotton's markedness theory which addresses language choice and code-switching through a cost-benefit analysis, distinguishes between 'unmarked' and 'marked' codes. This model explains how speakers select languages to reflect their social positioning in various contexts. The relevance of the theory in this study is revealed through the various choices made by the respondents at different instances in the home domain. The main idea of this model is that, for a given interaction, there is an unmarked choice, that is, a code expected in the specific context (Myers-Scotton, 2002). The relative markedness of a code varies by situation; for instance, it is unmarked for the BAL1ES to speak the indigenous language at home being an informal domain, but marked to speak English in the same context (Myers-Scotton, 2002).

4. Current study
[bookmark: _Hlk188566317]To investigate language preference among bilingual (English-Yoruba) L1 English speakers in the home domain of selected Yoruba-speaking urban communities, this study relied on the elicited data from 547 randomly sampled adolescents in some Yoruba-speaking cities in Nigeria. Specifically, this study aims to answer the following questions:
i. What language options are available to the bilingual L1 English speakers at home?
ii. What are the language choices the bilingual L1 English speakers made in the home domain? 
iii. What factors are responsible for those patterns of language choices made by bilingual L1 English speakers at home? 
iv. What are the resulting patterns from such choices? 

5. Methodology
5.1 Research design
This study is a survey research design using mixed methods (quantitative and qualitative) for the analysis. To achieve this, a questionnaire was designed and administered both online and offline in some privately-owned schools in some Yoruba-speaking urban cities. Private-owned schools were chosen because of the tendency to see the kind of expected respondents more in private schools; the urban cities are suitable because the expected respondents are mostly found in the urban cities. The researcher and the research assistants observed the respondents to ensure that the administration of the questionnaire was limited to only school-children who were L1 English speakers. The researcher and research assistants, who were adequately trained on the administration and retrieval of the research instrument, patiently explained the questionnaire items to the respondents before filling them out to ensure accuracy. The research assistants, like the researcher, are bi/multilinguals in English and in one or more Nigerian indigenous languages. Some Yoruba-speaking cities were randomly selected, namely, Osogbo, Ile-Ife, Ondo, Ibadan, Ikeja, and Ilorin, which are the study areas, and provide the data from the adolescent bilingual L1 English speakers. The target students were Junior Secondary Schools 1-3, ranging from age 10-12, comprising 184 students, Senior Secondary Schools 1-3, ranging from age 13-15, comprising 212 students, and undergraduates in the University, ranging from age 16-19, comprising 151 students. The data were analysed qualitatively, using Myers-Scotton’s Markedness and diglossia theories because the theories are suitable for bilingualism and language choices. The data collected through the questionnaires were analysed quantitatively using simple frequency counts and percentage distribution

5.2. Research Instruments
Data for the study were generated through a questionnaire, which is suitable for eliciting information from primary sources. The researcher administered 620 copies of questionnaire from where 547 were retrieved from the randomly selected undergraduate and secondary school adolescents. The questionnaire was validated by an expert. The validator assessed the appropriateness and spread of the instrument items to determine the reliability of eliciting correct responses to the test items. Validator’s suggestions and corrections were incorporated into the final copy of the research instrument. The reliability of the questionnaire was assessed using 10 randomly selected respondents. They were used in a pilot study that was not part of the sample used for the main study. The questionnaire solicits demographic profiles of the respondents, such as the gender of the respondents, age, level of education, age range, indigenous language (ethnicity), number of language(s) available to them, the first language spoken, and the number of language(s) they speak. Also, at the domains studied (family/home), information such as which language do you use more at most times, to parents, siblings, friends, grandparents, and which of the languages do you prefer, and the factors that influence the respondents’ language choice as well as the motivation for choosing the chosen languages were also examined. The last part of the questionnaire identified the resulting patterns of language choice among the respondents. 

6. Results 
The data collected were analysed from a sociolinguistics perspective using statistical and descriptive methods to deepen the knowledge on the language choice and use of bilingual L1 English speakers. The analysis is subdivided into four sub-headings: language/s that are available to the bilingual L1 English speakers, the language choice in the home domain, factors that are responsible for participants’ language choices, and the resulting patterns from the choices made.
Table 6.1	
Demographic analysis
	Demographic Categories 
	Range
	Frequency
	Percentage (%)

	Gender  


	Male 
Female 
Total
	206
341
547
	37.7
62.3
100

	
Age 


	10-12
13-15
16-19
Total
	184
212
151
547
	33.6
38.8
27.6
100

	Level of education



	JSS1-3
SS1-3
Undergraduate
Total
	208
197
142
547
	38
36
26
100

	Indigenous language
	Yoruba 
	547
	100



Table 6.1 outlines the demographic composition of the respondents. Among 547 respondents, 206 (37.7%) are male, while 341 (62.3%) are female. This signifies that most respondents are female. In terms of age distribution, 184 respondents (33.6%) are within the 10–12 year age bracket, 212 respondents (38.8%) fall within the 13–15 year range, and 151 respondents (27.6%) belong to the 16–19 year age group. These data reveal that the predominant age group of the responders is between 13 and 15 years old. Concerning educational attainment, 208 respondents (38%) are in the JS1-3 category, 197 respondents (36%) are classified in the SSS 1-3 group, and 142 respondents (26%) are categorised as the undergraduate category. This indicates that most of the responders are in secondary school. All respondents identified Yoruba as their indigenous language. The study concentrates on bilingual English-Yoruba speakers; individuals who speak other indigenous languages have been excluded from the analysis and classified as invalid.

Table 6.2 
Languages Available to BAL1ES.
	Language option
	Yes 
	Percentage (%)
	
	Total 

	There is more than one language available to you
	547  
	100
	
	547 (100%)

	You spoke English first 
	547
	100
	
	547 (100%)

	How many languages do you speak?                                One 
                                                    Two
	
	
	
	

	
	547    
	(0%)
(100%)
	
 
	547(100%)



Table 6.2 shows that 547 (100%) respondents admitted that more than one language is available to them. This indicates that all respondents admitted to being in a multilingual community. The next question was asked to enquire about the first-language status of the respondents; All of them admitted to speaking English as a first language. Those who indicated otherwise were not captured in this analysis. Only the valid 547 respondents were captured and analysed. This indicates that all the analysed respondents are L1 English speakers. The last question enquired about the linguistic repertoire of the respondents, and only the relevant 547 responses were captured (respondents who speak more than one language). 

Table 6.3. 
Patterns of language choice in the home domain 

	Home domain
f  (%)

	INL only
f  (%)

	English only
f  (%)

	Both
f  (%)

	Total
f  (%)


	How many languages do you speak at home?
	12(2.2%)
	109(19.9%)
	426 (77.9%) 
	547(100%)

	Which of the languages do you speak often?
	79(14.4%)
	468(74.4%)
	--
	547(100%)

	Which of the languages do you speak with your father?
	46(8.4%)
	227(41.5%)
	274(45.2%)
	547 (100%)

	Which language do you speak with your mother?
	78(14.3%)
	178(32.5%)
	291(53.2%)
	547 (100%)

	Which of the languages do you speak with your siblings?
	14(2.6%)
	304(55.6%)
	231(42.2%)
	547 (100%)

	Which of the languages do you speak with your grandparents?
	283(51.7%)
	96(17.6%)
	168(30.7%)
	547 (100%)

	Which of the languages do you speak at a family gathering?
	89(16.3%)
	190(34.7%)
	268(49%)
	547(100%)



In the home/family domain, as shown in Table 6.3, language choice varies according to the situation of use. 12 (2.2%) of the respondents speak only indigenous languages at home, 109 (19.9%) speak only English at home, and 426 (77.9%) speak both indigenous and English languages at home. This implies that most of the respondents tend toward bilingualism at home. Also, 79 (14.4%) of the respondents admitted that they speak their indigenous language often, while 468 (74.4%) speak the English language always often. This implies that, despite being bilingual, a majority of the respondents speak English most of the time at home rather than their indigenous language. Also, 46 (8.4%) of the respondents claimed to speak only the indigenous language to their father, 227 (41.5%) speak only English, and 274 (45.2%) speak both English and the indigenous language to their fathers. This shows that most of the respondents speak both English and their indigenous language to their fathers. Similarly, 78 (14.3%) respondents speak only the indigenous language with their mothers at home, and 178 (32.5%) speak English only with their mothers at home. In comparison, 291 (53.2%) speak both English and the indigenous languages with their mothers at home. This analysis implies that most of the respondents speak both English and their indigenous language with their mothers at home. Among siblings, the English language has the highest frequency and percentage of use with 304 (55.6%) respondents, followed by both English and indigenous languages with 231 (42.2%) and only indigenous languages with 14 (2.6%) respondents. This indicates that most of the respondents speak English with their siblings at home.

The pattern of language choice of the respondents’ changes with grandparents, with 283 (51.7%) using only the indigenous language. However, there are some 96 (17.6%) respondents who claim to speak only English and 168(30.7%) who speak both English and indigenous languages with their grandparents. Nevertheless, most of the respondents speak only their indigenous language with their grandparents. During family gatherings, those who speak only the indigenous language make up the smallest percentage, with 81 (16.3%) respondents, followed by those who speak only English, with 190 (34.7%), and those who mix both English and indigenous languages, with 261 (49%) respondents. This suggests that, in during family gatherings, most respondents code-mix English and indigenous languages.

Table 6.4 
Factors responsible for respondents’ language choice
	Which of these factors are responsible for your choice of language(s) you use? (Tick as many as applicable to you)
	Frequency 
	Percentage
(%) 

	1. 
	Topic and purpose (The topic or purpose of discussion)
	354
	64.7

	2. 
	Language proficiency (Do you speak any of the languages because you know how to speak it very well?)
	309
	56.5

	3. 
	Domain (the speech situation or event)
	402
	73.5

	4. 
	Cultural identity
	324
	59.2



Table 6.4 presents various factors influencing the respondents’ choice of language, including topic and purpose, language proficiency, cultural identity, and domain of use. Out of all these factors, the most prominent factor that determines the choice of a language by the respondents is the domain (the speech situation), which took the highest frequency of 402 and percentage of 73.5%, followed by topic and purpose of discussion, with 354 (64.7%) respondents; cultural identity with 324 (59.2%); language proficiency with 309 (56.5%); context with 304 (55.6%), and interlocutor with 287 (55.6%) respondents.

Although findings suggest that the domain of language usage is the primary driver of language choice among bilingual speakers, other factors, such as the topic and purpose of the discussion, also influence their decisions. It is essential to recognise that speakers may select linguistic choices to reflect their cultural identity. The selection of language utilised by respondents is influenced by their language proficiency, the context of the debate, and the interlocutors involved. 

Table 6.5 
Resulting patterns of respondents’ language choice
	Which of the following discourse-pragmatic markers do you use in your conversation?
	Yes 
	%
	No 
	%

	1. 
	Bilingual pragmatic markers: e.g., “se”, “o”, “sebi”, “o ya”, omo, toor, fa ….
	431
	78.8
	116
	21.2

	2. 
	Response tokens: e.g.  "yeah", "uh-huh", "right", and "hmm". 
	506
	92.5
	41
	7.5

	3. 
	Interjections: e.g. "wow", "ouch", or "great".
	429
	78.4
	118
	21.6

	4.  
	Discourse markers: e.g. "well", "however", "so", or "by the way". 
	457
	83.5
	90
	16.5

	5.  
	Do you mix one or two languages when speaking? (speak more than a language)
	456
	83.4
	91
	16.6

	6. 
	Do you switch between languages during a conversation?
	420
	76.8
	127
	23.2


Source: Field survey, 2025

Table 6.5 reveals that 431(78.8%) respondents agreed to the use of bilingual pragmatic markers, e.g., “se”, “o”, “sebi”, “o ya”, omo, too, fa, in their conversation. These are words or phrases that convey various functions or meanings in discourse, such as expressing an attitude, managing interaction, signaling structure, or creating coherence (Unuabonah and Oladipupo, 2020). There are 506 (92.5%) respondents who agreed to the use of response tokens, e.g., “yeah, uh-huh, right, mm.” For the use of Interjections, e.g., "wow", "ouch," or "great" in conversation, 429 (78.4%) responded positively. Also, there are 457 (83.5%) respondents who agreed to the use of discourse markers "well", "however", "so", or "by the way". The positive responses of 456 (83.4%) of the respondents reveal evidence of code-mixing when speaking. Also, 420 (768%) responded positively to code-switching during conversation. The findings indicate that there are adequate insertions of various discourse pragmatic markers by the BLIES. It is also germane to note the insertion of bilingual pragmatics markers e.g., “se”, “o”, “sebi”, “o ya”, omo, too, fa ….  which is clear evidence of bilingualism despite their choice of English as a dominant code in most situations or domains of language use. From Table 6.5, it is also clearly shown that most respondents switch and mix codes when speaking. 

7. Discussion
RQ1: What language options are available to BAL1ES in Nigeria?
The responses presented here indicate that BAL1ES possess more than one language in their speech repertoire, with the vast majority demonstrating proficiency in more than one language. As evidenced in Table 6.2, all respondents concurred with this assessment. Furthermore, all participants indicated that English was their first language, and can speak both English and indigenous languages. This simply means that all respondents live in multilingual environments. The respondents were asked to specify whether they were L1 or L2 English speakers, as it is typical in outer-circle countries for speakers to predominantly be L2 English speakers. Thus, the respondents’ assertion of being L1 English speakers categorises them as a unique group of bilinguals. The affirmation of the number of languages they speak is to ensure that they are truly bilingual. These results portray the selected BAL1ES as a special breed of bilinguals, functioning as L1 English speakers in an L2 environment. This corroborates existing  on L1 English speakers in Nigeria (Jowitt, 2013; Kperogi, 2012; Oladipupo, 2022). The finding implies a shift from traditional views that English is only a second language in Nigeria. This group of bilinguals, although situated in an L2 English setting, uses English as their first language, and distinctively using a code alternation, depending on the interlocutors, this implies the availability of English and indigenous languages to the respondents (Jowitt, 2013; Kperogi, 2015; Oladipupo, 2022; Onabamiro, 2024).
RQ2: What are the language choices made in the home domain?
As shown in Table 6.3, there is a noticeable shift in the choice of language by these bilinguals at home compared to those studied by earlier scholars (Ayeomoni, 2006; Ugot, 2009). Previous studies on language choice across domains have shown that most bilinguals mainly use their indigenous languages in informal settings, such as at home, and opt for English in formal contexts, such as education. For example, Ayeomoni (2006) finds that Yoruba is preferred for personal matters related to family and friendships, whereas English is favoured in professional and academic environments. Jowitt (2013) highlights that English dominates in high domains, including education, government, and employment, but it is also present in some low domains, such as friendship and neighborhood interactions. Likewise, Kperogi (2015) reports that language use varies significantly depending on the domain. 

However, in this study, a different pattern of language choice is discovered in the home domain. There is varied language choices found in this study; it is evident that English is generally spoken at home. Yoruba use is only use when speaking with grandparents. This indicates a generational language shift towards the English language, a phenomenon consistent with Babatunde & Ojile (2024) in the study of language use of Idoma youth in the home domain. Besides, a vast majority assert that they use both English and Yoruba when speaking, which suggests a bilingual rather than a monolingual situation. A reasonable percentage of the respondents used both English and the indigenous language when communicating with their fathers and mothers, indicating balanced bilingual interaction in parent-child communication at home. The evidence of those who used only the indigenous language when speaking with their grandparents suggests that the use of the indigenous language is still present in the home domain but restricted to paternal communication, though English remains highly influential. 
A very high use of English among siblings also reflects the shift toward English among younger generations. This suggests that siblings’ communication is strongly influenced by English than parental interactions, likely reflecting peer-oriented modernisation and the growing prestige of English among younger generations.


RQ3: What factors are responsible for the language choice made by the bilingual L1 English speakers?
Numerous factors, such as the topic and purpose of the conversation, language proficiency, the domain of discussion, and cultural identity, can influence language choice in a multilingual community. Domain/speech situation was the most influential factor, confirming the significance of situational context in language selection, which is in line with diglossia and domain theory. This study reveals that how topic and purpose influence their choice of language, which suggests that the matter and communicative intention of an interaction play a significant role in determining the language  choose to use in different situations. 
Cultural identity serves as a prominent influence on language choice among bilinguals in Nigeria since language choice in Nigeria is rarely neutral; it is a social act "that defines an individual’s belonging, social status, and cultural affiliation” (Berisso, 2021). Bilinguals (typically English-Indigenous) manage their identities by switching between languages based on the context, audience, and cultural values they wish to express. From the study, it is implied that cultural identity influences the language choice of most of the respondents.  This suggests that language functions not only as a means of communication but also as a powerful marker of personal, social, and cultural identity among respondents. This belief may explain why a large proportion of respondents reported speaking mostly the indigenous language with their grandparents (see Table 6.4).	Comment by User: Where does this quotation end?	Comment by Becky Lola: Corrected, sir

Also, from the result above, there is an indication that respondents tend to adjust their language use depending on the social setting or communicative environment, highlighting the strong influence of situational context on language behaviour, suggesting that what is being discussed and the speaker's sense of ethnic belonging powerfully shape language choice. 

Besides, the low percentage of interlocutor as a factor that influence language choice in this study, implies that who one speaks to does not independently predict language choice when domain and topic are accounted for.

RQ4: What are the resulting patterns from such choices? 
When bilinguals make language choices, these choices often result in specific patterns. Based on participants' responses, it is evident that code alternation (code-switching) is the prominent pattern among BAL1ES. The availability of more than one language gives room to switch from one language to another. Also, it is crucial to recognise that code-switching is a prevalent occurrence in bilingual communities, where the speakers use their first language (L1) and their acquired language (L2) in various contexts; the art of alternating code in this study indicates that code-mixing is a highly common linguistic practice among respondents, reflecting the strong presence of bilingualism and the flexible use of multiple linguistic resources in everyday communication. This phenomenon is affirmed by Myers-Scotton (2006), who opines that speakers do not always use the unmarked code; instead, they employ the concept of markedness to analyse codeswitching. Several scholars have confirmed that code switching is a typology and conversational approach employed by bilinguals (Ayeomoni, 2006; Owaniyi &Adetuyi, 2017; Poplack, 2009; Wooland, 2004). The implication of this is that bilinguals, whether L2 (second language) or L1 (first language) English speakers, code-switch and code-mix, but their marked and unmarked languages depend on their first language. 

Furthermore, this study confirms that most of the discourse-pragmatic markers used by bilingual L2 English speakers are also used by bilingual L1 English speakers. These markers include modal particles (e.g., maybe, actually, really, or indeed), response tokens (e.g., yeah, uh-huh, right, and mm), interjections (e.g., wow, ouch, yuck, or great), discourse markers (e.g., well, however, so, or by the way), and fillers (e.g., um, er, like, and you know). The study of English pragmatic markers, as a subfield of second language (L2) or interlanguage pragmatics, has gained prominence over the past two decades, encompassing their application by native English speakers (Aijmer, 2022, 2016; Buysse, 2018; Ferretti et al., 2021; Rubio-Fernandez, 2021) and by learners of English as a second language ESL (Alkhawaja et al., 2023; Pan & Aroonmanakun, 2022; Romero-Trillo, 2019; Santos, 2019). 
It is highly notable to identify the relevance of the bilingual pragmatic markers (such as "se," "o," "sebi," "o ya," "omo," "to o," and "fa") to this study, which provides insights into language use and their cultural/social identity.  The Bilingual pragmatic markers (Yoruba-derived lexis) inserted into English speech are used by 78.8% of respondents, confirming that indigenous-language elements persist even in predominantly English conversations. This is consistent with Myers-Scotton's (1993) Matrix Language Frame model, where the base language (English) is punctuated with Yoruba-origin embedded language. 
 This suggests that respondents frequently integrate indigenous discourse elements into English conversations, reflecting strong bilingual influence and the natural blending of linguistic resources in everyday communication. This finding aligns with the use of discourse pragmatic markers observed among L2 speakers of English in earlier studies (Unuabonah, 2021; Unuabonah, Oladipupo, 2020). The insertions of bilingual pragmatics markers facilitate the connection across different languages; they enhance the variety and complexity of exchanges, enabling enhanced and articulate communication. Also, bilingual pragmatic markers, by integrating indigenous words or phrases, help preserve and promote the cultural identity and legacy of bilingual individuals. 
 This study clearly demonstrates an accommodation process in which respondents adjust their communication patterns depending on the person they are speaking with. In line with Giles' communication accommodation theory (Gallois et al., 2016; Giles et al., 2007), 
Conclusion 
The study examines language preference among bilingual L1 English speakers (English-Yoruba) in Yoruba-speaking urban areas of Nigeria by analysing data from 547 adolescent participants. The results show that bilingual L1 English speakers choose their languages differently from bilinguals who speak English as a second language (L2). The choice of the indigenous language (Yoruba) in this study is less prominent than English, demonstrating English's dominance in the home domain and a unique English-based code-switching pattern, making a distinct departure from the norms observed among bilingual L2 speakers. This indicates a shift towards English, which poses a risk to the survival of the indigenous language. It also advocates proactive measures by the bilingual community to support the revitalisation of the indigenous language while also promoting simultaneous learning of English and Yoruba to enhance overall performance. 
This study therefore, recommends the language advocacy support indigenous languages and further research into the sociolinguistic dynamics of the bilingual L1 English speakers in L2 settings. 
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