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Grammar Is advanced and justified in these pages,
Performative Grammar Is @ conlext-sensitive performance approach fo the scientific
charactorisation of Language structure, first elab-ural.ed_in UWAJEH (1979) al the
Université de Montréal, that takes into account the specific (kinds of) communication
conlexts in which particular language texiures are bona fide communicative constructs
of 1a @ users. ; i ' b g B
Speanﬁg:!% this paper argues that communication context, not language struchue as
generally believed since antiquity, is the crucial faclor for basic ﬂas&rﬁmt'hru of
sentences in particular and for senlence description in gerrpral. The implications for .
Grammar af such a conclusion are then discussed with special reference to AUSTIN's
(1962) doctrine of “illoculionary force' in Speech Acts Theory and the ‘performative
preface’ of the socalled Performative Hypothesis oullined by BE.RG_!FMAHE (1988).

An aspect of Performalive

1. “Recent Work on the Performative Hypothesis” fis ' -

In his article “Recent Work on the Performative Hypothesis®
BERCKMANS (1988)"' attempts a serious evaluation of the so-called
Performative Hypothesis as a speech acts theory component of the deep
struclure level of sentences description in Generative Grammar, The
Performative Hypothesis, in the words of BERCKMANS (1988:29),

Is a linguistic theory of illocutionary force according to which every
declaralive sentence in language is derived from a string in whose
highest clause a performative preface is present. This clause
confains a subject I, an illocutionary verb like STATE, and the
indirect object you. It is held that the verb indicates the
ilfocutionary force of the utterance.

After his elaborate review and discussion of the issues involved (i.e., the pros
and cons of the descriptive adequacy of the Performati - po 4
Generati'-{e Gramma_r). BERCKMANS (1988:62) cnncludesurl?atH;Flﬁ;hugh the
Hypothesis appears invalidated by all the counterexamples agaiﬁst it a ‘Weak
Version' of the theory must be maintained somehow “in light of iy syntaciic
phenomena which require some sort of Performalive Hypothesis”, even though

he for one finds it “impossible to state. in g e e
conditions under which the Weak Version ... agp;?; :j and non-ad hoc way, th
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Bul, as has become increasin . , ohe is ne

E - . gly evident over the ye
{; obliged to adopt any version of the Pﬂr{n};ma{ive Hypothesis, giferﬁ'ltfg 2:(12:1??';
E‘ which the doctrine is manlfestly problems-infested. So, tet us present instead in

{ this paper a universal principle for the classification of both declaralive and non-
- declarative sentences, within the Performative Grammar framework, which
+ hopefully accounts satisfactorily and elegantly for the ' kind uf'liﬁgdis'tic
:' phenomena that the qufurmatiw_a .Hypnlh'usis was fnlrm'ulated to deal with.

, 2. Performative Grammar and Levels of Sentence Categorisation ;
. We should emphasise at this juncture that Performative Grammar and
. the Performative Hypothesis are no relations whaltsoever. The latter is named
tafter John L. AUSTIN's' term ‘performatives?, for a class of declarative
' sentences, and is ostensibly an unsuccessful venture to date to'design a post-
+ CHOMSKY (1965) Generative Grammar mini-theory ‘of declarative sentences,
based on AUSTIN’s doctrine of ‘illocutionary forces’,? which replaced his earlier
constalives-performatives dichotomy In'his classification scheme for declarative
. sentences. Performative Grammar, forits part, essentially different from
! Generalive Grammar, is 'a ‘self:contained ‘approach’ to ‘the scientific
| characterisation of Language structure Which was first worked out in UWAJEH
'+ (1979) at the 'Université * de Montréal.* It*is 'a context-sensitive and
. performance Grammar (as . opposed. lo Generative, Grammar,,..which
. CHOMSKY (1957 & 1965) designed'and %xpl_i,i:illy’ described "as a 'competence’
: and conlext-free Grammar), based 'urlt'HE_a fundamental and overriding tenet that
'Language' is an iHtelligent'_'p@f‘fni'mﬂn%fﬂ’ {',4' le.,, thatt'EEiChl language . is

" something “performed’ intelligently® by members of thal language community -

» in the specific’ sense that language téktp"['ef rié"-:::;-ns;ructed,' purﬁosiue]y'l:gy
- language users fo match contextual éxigencies of communication in real life. .,

- L] . g - L
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' Within the Performativé’ Grammar scientific paradigm, then, it is
:. necessary from the start here to appreciate’the model's notion of Tevel’ in
© senlence calegﬂrlsétiun. A ‘level’ in the cqntgx_l islsg spgclﬁc.glﬂhal pragmatic
| perspective from which sentences may bé’ considered. The'way we, see he
matier in Performative .Grammar, It does not really make sense fo talk of a
- senfence category without specifying in advance from which pﬂrhpul?.rﬂgllqbq}
'} perspeclive ‘one Is dealling 'with’ the matter; for, dépending on the '?Fft' sﬁ?t
; categorisation, the same sentence may Indead be classified ', different, B
nonetheless correct, ways. :

' e éat.e:;juriéa'tiéﬁ are:ﬂpéi'lledmlz’erfﬁ matiye
the ‘thematic’, andthe 'performative. levels
the different ways we' vieW the realities ‘of

" Men basic'levels of sentenc
- Grammar =" viz, the"*compositional’,
.1~ whose determination‘depends on
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experience represented with Language for their communication in approprig,
cuﬁlaxts. ‘?’hapt*:l;fmposilinnal levalgur sentence, cafﬂﬂP”SE*"F!“.-. IS concemed y;
the cognised numbar of communlcative units the senience comprises; y.
senlence al this’ level of doscription ,is  calegorised. according o |
‘communicaled complexity or componency of the realilies represented wiip,
The distinclion traditionally made botween 'simple and ‘complex Sﬂﬂlﬂljcas, for
- eNample, 'concems compositional level categorisation, The.pqrfﬂl:matwa levgy
(which is loglcally the third and last Iﬁve{)'u[ senlence categorisalion cﬂﬂcj&rng
the relative importance of the uﬂmmunmatn:r'e‘ulnits the sentence COMprises;
the senlence of this level of description is catggﬂrised-accordin_g 0 the
communicaled perlinence or immediacy of the realities represented with it, T,
typification *topicalised sentence’, for example, is an instance of performatiyg.
level categorisation. The thematic level (which is logically the second level) of
sentence categorisation is concerned, with, the _express function of the
communicative units the sentence comprises: the .Sentence_al this level of
description is categorised according to the, communicated. purpose or goal of
the realilies represented with 'il." Interrogative sentences are a thematic-leve|
‘category of sentences; so, to, inpidentally,lare'declra_ratiues and imperatives, In
this paper, our illustrations for senterice;. categorisation, are, for expasition
convenience, drawn exclusively.frhrﬁ,thep_'natii.c-liauer categorisation.
3. AUSTIN’s Performance Theory 6fSent§m:e&'. ~,I B R -
._ .. Notwithstanding the fact  that Performative | Grammar and the
Performative Hypothesis are radically different, from ,one another in orientation
and scope, AUSTIN's ‘theory of senteince types, .from ‘which the Performative
Hypothesis derives its -existencé, is useful ._fnr',qppr'eciéiling_ properly our
contribution in these pages to the . problem, of sentence categorisation in
grammalical description. So, let us take ‘a'brief ibok at pertinent aspects of
AUSTIN's insights in the domain which are relevant to our discussion in this

_Paper regarding our own contribution there, |, ""*"'" .

., John Langshaw AUSTIN was a Philosophier, not Linguist, However, his
Inluitions in the intellectual fields of linguistic phitosophy “and philosophy of
_Ianguagf-: howadays generally known as Speech Acts Theory® are, quite
lluminating for linguistic description; and his discussions make very interesting
reading. The first phase of his -insights 'fs where he'made the significant

distinction between 'constatives' and performatives’, as we relate hereatfter.

.+ According to AUSTIN (1962),” performatives and constatives are WO
kinds of what grammarians had for. long rather Indiscriminately, called by the
sweeping collective name 'declarative sentences’, . These' (that is, so-called
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also ‘happen to' bé of special

declaralive senlelngeg:,.‘- as e knnw',”'
epistemological Interest for philosophers, in that they inherently make claing
about knowledge 'of states of affairs. For fllustration, senlence examplo
below, @ declarative ‘sentence, would be sald lo be a true statement'lﬂ the
sense lhal it posits frue knowledge or truth about realily, while senfence
example 2 below, another declarative, would be said to be a false statement in
hat it posits false knowledge or falsehood about reality; and sentence example
3 below, as an imperative sentence, Is apparently irrelevant to the philosopher
in terms of truth conditions because it seems unreasonable to inquire whether
this sentence posits truth or falsehood about states of affairs.

.7 Ripe fru_iis_ are not always yéilow in colour,
2. ' Bals are large insects that fly only at night.
3. Power to the people! iy

LI

applicable only to onetype . .. = ' 0t n
of declaratives, the type of ‘which our sentences 4,5, and 6 below - in
addition to our senténces'1 and 2 ~ are also exemplars.’ ™~

l.l.l' L

But, explained US'TIN"fu‘rther,‘ trith 'ualug'éshgdcﬁ islsu'rprishjlgly

' Ripe fruits are not always yellow in colour, "
" Bats are large insects that fly only at night.’
It will rain tomorrow. '

The door opened.

Ben Nwabueze isn't complaining.

QRN

AUSTIN then named ‘constatives’ those sentences'belonging to this category of
declaratives = that Is, to the category of declarative sentences for which it
makes sense to inquire whether a'given sentence is a true or false statement.
For the ofher category of declaratives; the type exemplified by sentences 7, §,
and 9, it does not make 'sense in principle,’ according to AUSTIN, to inquire

. whether the sentence isa Irue or false statement.

7. |'bet you a million nalra that it won't rain tomorrow. = .,
8" . We' hereby admit it was a dastardly action to annul Ihe
- " June 12 election resulls. * O g
“.'g. " | beg you to give me the job'of Petroleum Resources
i GHHICR tﬂjhistar:‘-‘ it :
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o “.I beg ..." in gy
By the saying of "I bot ...". “Wo .. admit ..., O ch
sgnlancus e spoaker, according (o AUSTIN (11952]r ‘*'-"E ";']tm,tgﬂs ::h"": lime
‘pertorming the aclivily In quoslion deslignaled by ﬂ"ﬂ”‘;’ﬁ{ v 8
adwill, and beg, olc, - ond a propor appraciation that this observalion can i
fact be oxtendod somohow to corraclly cover the use of Iangltjaﬂu n :Els entirety
avenlually led scholars (o tho current appellation sﬂﬂﬂﬂht ?rct?cin'sﬂir. dﬁlﬂguaga
acts” moie corraclly according (o us, for ﬁuntungg nﬁ?l??: Lg(; mentign E::G:;ﬁr::

studies. The saying of each of the activitles (bat,
in the sentonces 7 1o 0 Is also, then, according to AUSTIN, the doing of the
‘aclivities. To be more explicit, if In @ communication situation you offer/claim

that you bel someone a million naira, as per sentence examqie 7 abc:ve. then
the queslion whether your statement is true or not does not arise at all; for yoy
have bet, no matter whal, by so claiming verbally, One might therefore question
any number of things conceivable about your betling as per sentence example
7 - for example, whether you really have a million naira anq would pay it if
required, o1 whether yours is only, a, hollow/foolhardy bet (issues which in
AUSTIN's estimation and lerminology properly concern the ‘felicity conditions’
or the 'felicitousness’ versus ‘non-fellcitousness’ of your claim), but the fact
itselfl of your betting is not and cannot be in dispute. AUSTIN accordingly
named this second class of declaratives (where the saying is the performing)
that of ‘pertormatives’ ~ as opposed to the first class of-declaratives (where it
does make sense (o inquire, whether thé statement is true or.false), that of
‘constatives’, | C o A e L

Howbeit imperfectly, AUSTIN .(1962) quickly . realised, among other
things, whal we have already indicated earlier above' — namely, that the 'doing’
or ‘performing’ associaled with the so-called performatives is not exclusive to
them ~ and eventually (partially) abandoned the constatives-performatives
dicholomy for a more comprehensive language acts theory .of ‘locutionary,
Hocutionary’ and ‘perfocutionary’ (language) acts. According to this second-
phase trparlite heory, every sentence production in lapguage is a 'locutionary
(language) act’ and the senfenco itself s a locution'; the same sentence is an
lfoculion’ as the product of an ilocutionary (language) act’ which consists, of
the fact of the sentence having boen constructed with some functional intention
oo octlonary force (9., that of Informing, simply, promising, warming.
etc.) in view; and that same sentenca is a ‘perlocution” inasmuch as it is the
product of the ‘perfocutionary (languago) act’ which consists of constructing thal
sentence with some purported pragmatic effect (e.g:, conviction, rage, death
elc.) For some reason(s) never yel made explicit. the canh:g[ an'd mos!
Irlr:flul&t?tlal .::a::';np;::msmti of this Austinian docrine just outlined has become the
rowirionaty fealure: 1t encapsulates, albeit in a radically modified texture, e
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eeﬂler conglatives-performative insights, ‘and is the basis for the so-called
 performative Hypothesis | in Generaliue Grammar presented in section | of this

papEr

Unfurtunetely. there is an inherent flaw in the |Ilecuuener~,r force doclrine

< which rentlers it eeeentretly suspect for sentence classification. Let us recall, the

- doctrine postulales - —- quite correctly, we opine - , that underlying every

' sentence pioduction act is some definite function’ mlended by the producer of

! that sentence. Thus, with the simple declarative sentence example 10 below, a -

} mafia boss could in fact be warnmg a bexer in the bexing ring to make sure he

floses lo his bexlng opponent, a pretege of . that. mafia boss; and so, the
sentence would be sald te heue an |Ileeuhenery ferce ©of warning.

10. -My fnende and | are sore losers.
Now, the trouble with elaeeifylng sentences_this way is, according to us, that
' there is an indefi mtely leng list' ef different uses lnlended by their predur.ere -

: such that the |Ileeut1enery feree dectnne ultlmetely provides ne known finite set
of non-overlapping eenlenee ealegerlee In effect, this' would mean that in the
Performalive Hypothesis' yeu have as many dlfferent types of declarative
senlences as the indefinite list of IHDCUt[DnﬂW forces discemible in verbs —
because according to BERCKMANS (1988:29) it is held that the verb indicates

theilloculionary ferce ef the utterance L i g 3

Also, in adopting the Austinian illocutionary force doctrine as the critical
basis for ils sentence calegorisation, the F'erfermetwe Hypothesis brings to
‘sentence classification another fundementel error in Imguletle description first
‘highlighted by Performative Grammar. Thie eror i§ discussed in the next
seclion of this exposition. : .

A. Structure-Based Sentence Classification Schemes .
Al first blush, it seems perfectly reasonable to uphold the
Commonsensical view thal sentences of, any conceivable language must

~ 'somehow show by their structure (that is, hy their texture make-up) whether

the sentence is, for examp!e ‘a declarative sentence, an mlerrogelive sentence
Or an imperative sentence. [n this' regard,’ sentences similar in construction

; paitern to sentence 11 below would be ‘declaralive, those similar to sentence

E:-:emp|E 12 would be Inierregetive end lheee surmler te sentence example 13

'Weuld be |m|)eratwe ' QT Y

11. Henry ‘attended the meetmg

j 12. Did Henry attend the meetmg‘?
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13. (Henry,) altend the meeting! . _ |
* All mainsiream serious finguistic description frameworks since antiquity ~
ancin?'lt Indian and Greek JIE|!n51uist1'|:: studies to lwentieth century Structuralist
Generative Linguistics ~ have endorsed the above ngEle and.structure-hagey
*approach to sentence 'classificalion. Thus, ~the . Traditional - Grammg,
GRAMMAIRE LAROUSSE du Frangais Contemporain by CHEVALIER g al
2 (1964), the Structuralist Garmmar, The Structure of English by FRIES (1gsy
and the Generative Grammar Aspects of the Theory. of Syn_fax bF.QHUMSm
(1965) all use structure-based 'approaches to the thematic, _clasmﬁca_[_lun of
_senlences. We claim it is a wrong approach to. sentence classificafiop
particular and linguistic analysis generally — as explained hereafter, .
Consider, for illustration, the following possible English sentence,

14. Bumn down Central Bank!

One might readily infer from itsfsiﬁ]qlln_rﬁéflhatihi's is'a command or imperative

. ‘sentence. However, supposing. in actual fact that this sentence was 3

construction transmitted from a disgiuntied Nigerian. complaining about the

fidiculously low value of ‘the national. cufrency 'the’ naira, [In" answer to the

following question from a television station reporter.,..,” e

15. What would be ynur'ﬁr.-g;_t éi:e@:iiﬁﬁé'_':ac!iqn'., sir, if you had the

singular good fortune to become the President of this great
countryofours? =~ g oo U .

K] ¥
L] B L LT

Then' it would be immediately obvicus that’ we are actually dealing with a
declarative sentence. Similarly, one could easily think,. without any further

index to go by than the sentence structure, that the sentence example 16 below
must be an interrogative sentence, ' ,

186. Are youmad? . * -

. Goncerned react to some mischief or the othe itted b ; n.
. From observing the situations, we have ,curnE'tE ::::;:;Itttﬁg[ it;EE ﬁ'ﬁ'ﬁ"‘ aﬂ'ﬁh
fact déclaring to the children by the Sentence that they I.h'e children are mad ("
'he_hawng the way they have done) and ot trying to find out wh r:; indeed the
children are mad_. The sentence in question is thus, y d ether | “cos B

clearly a declarative — in spite of jts - uincer, the circumsia 45

i W L
| 5 " Ny o L3N
-
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The examples just' presented ‘highlight AUSTIN's own initial error and
that of proponents. of the so-called : Performalive Hypothesis in ‘*hoping ‘to
discover the. I.ndtCElDI' of .what constitutes'a performative utterance, or of the
specific illocutionary force an utterance carries, through the kind of verb used
in the specific language act. Let .us recall apropos what BERCKMANS
(1988:29) for example says of a ‘performative clause'. o B R
. This clause conlains a subject I, an illocutionary verb fike STATE,
and an indirect object you. Il is held that the' verb indicates the
illocutionary force of the utterance. I

According to us, the ‘verb’ by itself is not the determining factor as to the
ilocutionary status of the sentence in which''that verb occurs, Consider
sentence example 17, for illustration.

I-.
o A "4

17. | bet you a hundred naira.
- g i e 0 GV e bt T UL 0 e .
Even with the so-called ‘performative verb' bet in‘the construction, we-could be
dealing with AUSTIN's constative and not his. performative if by this sentence
you are informing an inquirer about how much you aclually offered to pay up
earlier (i.e., @ hundred naira, and not a million naira) when you said you bet,
Nolice also, as already mentioned above, that sentence example 10, where no
verb ostensibly indicates any waming illocutionary force, nevertheless has the
illocutionary force of waming as we presented it. '

10. My friends and | are sore losers.

L]

9. The rmpm-tanc&' of Context

What our demonstrations have of course been pointing to is !he crucial
role of context in senlence categorisation, Are we therefore claiming by our
ilustrations that sentence struclure is irrelevant for its classtﬁcalllim_'n? No, ;halt is

- . hot our argument. NEY

4
]

' o A tyi d to

It is actually quite true that certain sentence construct types do tenc
reflect their classification category. Indeed, were the situation essentially
otherwise ‘language’ would to that extent be a chaolic phenomenon indeed, and

' corresponding linguistic communication would be - fundamentally inefficient.

*  Generally speaking, however, sentential struclures by themselves although

"

T
.

.|

- .. Necessary as we have just noted for discovering the communicator’s intention,
e , .
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are yet an insufficient guide to that effect. More importantly, according f us,
.. communication context is the overall guarantee as to IP a.?ummn s
' intentiop. Thus, a sentence's make-up (i.e., structure) per'se is only.a royy,
_index towards the specific type of information provided by the communicator, by
which we, may calegorise that senlence: n.m--.make-up ‘15 Necessay,
" supplemented, even overridden, by contextual indices = such as body POsture,
a ftelling cough, ihe topic of  conversation or that just discussed, an
accompanying frown or smile or sneer, elc. = which usually go a long
_direct and focalise the intelligent guesses of the communicatee’s (that pig
" linguistic decodings essentially are anyway) fﬁgafﬁlﬂgh the communicators

exacl inteniinns'“.

Consider sentence example 18 below for further illustration of the very

. serious theoretical claim above in Performative Grammar, - "

oW . i
#y i ¥ LR £

18. May | ask you a question?

Is this sentence a question? That ﬂepends essentially on the context of its
production. Firstly, the sentence might of.course -be an interrogative — as is
evident from the following exchange. T A R L

.18, May,l ask you a duesllan?. Cens Ly ARES 1
19. Yes, you may.'. o, I (L N ety Ty b

L]
L

In ‘the context, the communicatee has -'fairtly uiwinusly' interpreted “the
communicalor's intention in sentence example 18 as a desire to be informed
about something. Secondly, the sentence could be a* request (i.e., a polite

imperative) and not an intemogative — as is evident from the following
exchange, : : L et
v+ .. . 18. May l-ask you a queslion? e T :
- + 20, Go ahead, please - - o b Yoo ke
@ ' ® ¥ - |

Thirdly, it could be a ‘double-barrelled” expression — here.bath interrogdive
. : : - : nte

and reques! imperative - if the response to sente ' ned 0

.be somewhat like this,. . - . N r.1ce ex:.":m?'pili‘!ﬂ hapﬁiﬁ -

. 18.May|ask you a question? = . . ... v o
. 2l.Yes,goahead. - , - ; . ... o0 0 e seiiasn N

. L F - =
.
# ' i
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We are obviously net implyi ; ;
: - ; ¥ing in the above discussio '
. 1espense 10 a specific sentence s the contextuat d 2o e o
category of that Rarticular sentence; we haye merely demonstrated that such a
- clue can point to the true intention of the communicator concerning what type of

' information is  conveyed to ang understood by the '
: cominunicatee, a
therefore how the sentence may be classified, - _ alee, and

We can also see clearly now from the role of context in sentence
calegorisation as explained in: these Pages that AUSTIN himself was right
- (while the advqcatas of the Performative Hypothesis with'an opposing view are
wrong) for noting that the ‘meaning of an utterance s quite distinct from the
locutionary force of that utterance: o’the -extent that meaning is an integral
component of language, meaning is intralinguistic while “ilocutionary force i
extralinguistic since it is essentially context-indicated. Incidentatly, we think that
. the major evaluation handicap over the years in the controversy concerning the
adequacy or lack of it of the Performative Hypothesis has been precisely that of
addressing the wrong issues by appealing to so-called ‘syntactic’ criteria,
instead of contextual indices in support of one's arguments. Actually, to the
exlent that the notion involved is properly apprehended, the Performative
. Hypothesis 'performative. preface’ - for ‘instance, Performative Grammar's
'Themalic intention’ or AUSTIN's ‘irfocutio_na_ry force’, is contextually deducible
bul not necessarily linguistically fepresented by. the language communicator
himself; and is therefore ‘not.amenable. to proofs, such as those labeled
‘synlactic’, which hinge on what type of fangpag_e structure is actually produced
by the language user and is avallable'for the Ianguag‘e'th.enﬁst's; analysis and
desciiption. In order to evaluate, then, the grammatical §igml]cance of a
postulated contextually-dediicible-piece’ of information which is said to underly
language texture itself in communication (as both Performative Grammlar’s
thematic intention’ of the communicator and AUSTIN's-lillocutionary force’ as
well as the Performative Hypothesis ‘performative preface*really do), we need

' Context-sensitive tests; nof a.battery of 'syntactic’ arguments! .
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ing activity itself of
5. Lenguage as a systemic-structured :;bjept :z :: c;;uﬂrse n:::_rst?:&w{m Sgl{‘r {1935]_ uﬂg
language {which activity is usually referred onmant asa &
d-ﬂﬁ?.':l'ih% L{anguagn as '{I pesformance’ wa aro referring specifically to Language m’d‘hﬂuﬂ
. «communicatlive construct of language users. = N ;

:d. More corraclly, we think, we ourselves would say ‘Language "E""".L? T."Em:' .

; 7. Sea SEARLE, JL.R. (1969): Speech Acls. Cambridge Universily Press.

B. I bel you & mitiion naira that it wuq't rain tpm?m:lw. . | .
] " ¥ i # i m lh nf
king part of Eastern Nigeria, you bet by E:Ianhng YOur right
hand’s litila finger firmly in the centre of your left hand palm; and your mm@'wr dared yoy by
removing that lIttle finger with his right hand littlefindex finger. No betting activity could be said 1o

. occurred withoul the above ritual. So, your possible sentence 'l bel you a million naira ...* would be false in
the event Lhat the ritual we designated as 'belling’ was not  duly execuled and that you did not therefore

bet while reporting that you bet. | : o8 e s

9. Il is alsa the case, from our own invesligations inlo the matter, that performatives can be falsg —
contrary to AUSTIN's original claim. Take, for illustration, the sentence example 7 already _

. Where wa grew up In the Igbo-spea

discussed. | | S SRS

10. 11 goes without saying that a communicatee may still misunderstand the communicator’s intention
despite all available contexiual dues. oo 2 .
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