RESPONSES TO REVIEWERS’ OBSERVATIONS 

The paper has been modified to accommodate apt observations by the reviewers. 

REVIEWER 1

Observation 1:

The sections, ‘introduction’ and ‘background,’ should be collapsed. Both sections are actually introducing the article. 

Response: The two sections are now merged under ‘introduction’ (see pages 1 and 2).

Observation 2:

Rather than place the strength of the paper on the investigation of how hate speech is surreptitiously invoked by preacher, the author derailed by focusing on the theory. Although this was clearly defined in the last paragraph of the section ‘Background to the Study’, the segment ‘Statement of the Problem’ punctured the focus. The focus of the article should be maintained, throughout the paper.

Response: The introductory section as well as ‘Statement of the Problem’ has been adjusted to set the tone for the study’s focus which is to empirically investigate how hate speech is surreptitiously invoked by preacher. This consciousness is maintained through every segment of the paper.

Observation 3:

Because the focus of the study changed, the author(s) is unable to clearly interact with relevant empirical studies on hate speech, whether generally in within Nigeria or globally on religious discourse.

Response:

This observation prompted the re-organisation of the section on literature review to include studies on religious activity-types which eventually dovetails into as well as requiring the expansion of reviews of literature to include Howard (2017) and Madrid (n.d.). Both papers interrogate the complex nexus freedom of speech and freedom of religion with the tendency to exploit one freedom at the expense of the other for the implementation of hate agenda (see section 4 page 4).
Observation 4:

The author needs to understand the various approaches to the Speech Acts Theory (SAT). While the theory could be traced J. L. Austin (1962), other approaches (Searles, 1969; Bach & Harnish, 1979) built on his work are treated accordingly. Merging Austin’s Approach to Searles’ (as the author has done) is pointless and it is a clear revelation that the author is not familiar with the theory or the various approaches. This is evident in the analysis.

Response

Emphasis is now shifted to the elucidation of the theory of pragmatic acts (TPA) by Mey (1993). In the modification, TPA is presented as an off-shoot of the speech act theory (SAT) (Austin, 1962). The merging of Austin’s SAT with that of Searle’s (1969) is no longer necessary since TPA rather than SAT is the theoretical anchor of the paper.

Observation 5:

The author(s) clearly proves that Mey’s (2001) Pragmatic Acts Theory (PAT) is a development on the limitations of speech acts. Therefore, combining SAT with PAT could only lead to redundancy. Mey’s theory is a wholesome theory when it comes to its relationship with SAT. These redundancy and unnecessary merger of theories led to the lack of good structure in the paper.

Response:

Emphasis is now on the theory of pragmatic acts being the theoretical platform for the study. It is no longer combined with SAT. It is maintained though that Mey’s (2001) Pragmatic Acts Theory (PAT) is a development on the limitations of speech acts (see section 3).
Observation 6:

The methodology lacks the necessary and required information. There is no mention of the names the preachers that were purposively selected. The names of their Christian denominations are not represented. The procedure for data collection is missing. The methodology fails to answer these questions: How was the data sourced? What was the justification of data selection? What was the parameter for selecting the sermons (If preachers were purposively selected, were the sermons also selected purposively?). 

Response:

All required information as observed in the methodology are included in the corrected version.

Observation 7:

The analysis segment is muddled up. If the author(s) resolve the issues of theories, the analysis may be well defined. As claimed by the author, SAT and PAT are the theories applied. However, the analysis reveals that the author(s) is not familiar with any of the theories. For example, there are constant mentions of contextual cues, but, the contextual cues are not specified. 

Response:

The analysis is sufficiently reviewed in line with the theory of pragmatic acts thereby excluding the divergence of speech act theory. The contextual clues are also clearly defined in the modified version. The highlighted portions on page 6 exemplify the response to the observation that contextual clues are not specified.
Observation 8:

In the analysis, the hate speech strategies are treated as pragmatic acts/implications. The analysis of the paper should be properly classified and re-topicalised (sub-topics). The pragmatic acts should be clearly defined and the strategies should be clearly marked as strategies surreptitiously actualizing hate speech. 

Response:

In response to the observation in 8, while the classification is maintained and structured in line with the thesis statement (see Section 7.0) the pragmatic acts are presently defined under appropriate sub-heading as those of profiling, referencing, protesting, indicting, and inviting. They are presented as the pragmatic force for the realization of surreptitious hate speech and for the expression of the desire to recruit the audience into the hate agenda. 

REVIEWER 2
Observation 1:

Is the study of hate speech not trying to find out the pragmatic acts used? If so, then can the topic be modified? Maybe ‘A study of hate speech strategies used … so that the pragmatic acts used in persuading or arriving at the hate speech strategies are now discussed in the study. Otherwise, then the topic should be clearly defined in the paper signalling what it intends to find out. Do not leave the reader to find out in the statement of the problem. I think the outline of the paper has to be changed. 

Response:

The title is now:

A Study of Pragmatic Strategies of Hate Speech in Christian Sermons in Nigeria
Observation 2:

Language is used widely. I believe the author wants to narrow the definition to sermons so the definition or language can be defined in relation as used in the study e.g., language as used in this study is defined as…. Because the definition as it stands now seems to be a definition that seems to be for language in general and not for religion.  Else, the this first paragraph has to be rewritten so that the second sentence is rearranged with the first.
Response:

The idea is that language is capable of spreading ideology and hate speech. This is also the case in sermons.

Observation 3:

The paragraph on background to the study with the first one is mixed up. The introduction should be straightforward and point out what the study is about. If it is done in that way then there would not be need to do a background study. This paper seems to be extracted from another work, be it; a thesis or long essay etc. The author should turn the paper into an academic one.  I don’t think the paper needs an introduction and a background to the study.

Response:

This has been effected as seen in the response to Reviewer’s 1 observation 1 above.
NOTE

There are overlaps in the observations of Reviewer 2 and those of Reviewer 1 which have already been attended to and explained above.
