The manuscript sets out to investigate how Nigerian preachers surreptitiously invoke hate speech, through certain strategies and pragmatics acts. Particularly, with the interest of emerging pragmatic studies in hate speech, this article does not only have the prospect of enriching scholarship but also has the tendency of channeling this investigation of the interest into more institutionalized context (religious discourse). So it does fit with the journal’s purpose. The introduction and background set a good tone for the study. The paper has good prospect. However, the paper cannot be published in its current form. It is far from being ready as it suffers structurally and conceptually. Before it can be published, the author must take into consideration, the under-listed issues. 
1. The sections ‘introduction’ and ‘background’ should be collapsed. Both sections are actually introducing the article. 
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.
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.
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.
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.
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?). 
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. 
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-tropicalised (sub-topics). The pragmatic acts should be clearly defined and the strategies should be clearly marked as strategies surreptitiously actualizing hate speech. 

Recommendation: Revise and Resubmit.
