Comments on ‘A STUDY OF PRAGMATIC ACTS AND HATE SPEECH STRATEGIES IN CHRISTIAN SERMONS IN NIGERIA ’                                    
Introduction
The study fits the scope of the journal and its original. However, there are a some areas that needs reworking.
Introduction
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. 
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. 
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 thnik the paper needs an introduction and a background to the study.
Check page numbering, you cannot start numbering from 0…

Literature Review
I think the paper needs to concern itself to arguing about one thing. If the arguments are that speech acts are not in its entirety pragmatic acts, the reader should be made to understand where they meet or otherwise. The author should discuss one thoery and used it in the analysis. As it stands now, my question is, what is speech act and pragmatic act? How relevant are both theories to the paper? Which theory does the author intends to use in the study? Is the author defining hate speech as part of pragmatic acts? 
Methodology
Which method did the author used in collecting the data? Such as videos were downloaded and sermons were numbered etc. How many minutes video etc. A littele elaboration on methodology should be done. 
Theoretical Framework    
4.The theoretical part of the paper is ambiguous as it is, given the fact that it only relied on two concepts. The paper does not state which theory is used etc or itemizing which is appropriate for the analysis and reasons for choice of a tenet over the other. 
Analysing data
5. The analysis section is good except that it does the numbering is a bit confusing.

References
· Author should refer  to style and formatting. 

General observation
The author should proofread the work. It looks like the paper was extracted from a another work. 

