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ABSTRACT

The paper argued that Igbo innuendo names perfaagrpatic acts and the name givers engage in iliooary acts to

communicate their intentions to the hearer. Thegoagcknowledged that the acts are intention —infeeebase. Igbo
innuendo names are natural expressions or uttersuticat can flout maxims; but whenever maxims aeadhed in them
it leads to implicature. And given the inferenddility of the hearer and the mutual knowledge ooperation shared by
the name giver and the hearer it is difficult faetigbo innuendo names to flout maxim. The papggested that hearers
should rely on the name giver’s illocutionary foréetention, and their inferential ability in intpreting the names. The
theoretical framework adopted is Bach and Harni§ff@) mutual contextual belief which states thargepeech exhibits

an act known as speech act which is intention rénfee based. Our data were collected introspegtivel
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INTRODUCTION

Every utterance made by a speaker performs a plartiaction. Speech acts are social acts of ddmgpeaking, speakers
purposefully do things with words. They are actisash as informing, commanding, warning, preacluioggratulating,
swearing betting, etc. which are performed in usivayds. (See Austin 1962, 1975 and Searle 1979nEuaction
performed by a speaker carries a force which isvknas illocutionary force. Some English verbs Helpnake explicit the
speech act a speaker wishes to perform. A speexcthtee kinds of acts it may perform — illocutionatocutionary and
perlocutionary. A speech act can be direct andréatli It has been observed that a speaker canosagtlsing, means

something and in addition means something elses i§tthe position of Searle’s indirect speech laebty.

Pragmatics seeks to explain how extra-linguistictdies cause language users to communicate theindet
meanings the way they do. In language use, the imgsof the words as used are not always deterntiyeithe actual
words used. For instance, a word in a sentencencafe several meanings. The proper understandinigeocontextual
features or speech undertone helps a lot to enharemings and understanding. Pragmatics emphasieesgppropriate
use of language in situated contexts. As obserye@rigstal (1997, p.20) quoted in Idowu (2012, p)I28agmatics and
semantics both take into account such notions @sntentions of the speaker, the effect of therattee on the listeners,
the implications that follow for expressing somathiin a certain way, and the knowledge, beliefs predsuppositions

about the world upon which speakers and listeredyswhen they interact.”
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THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

From the view of Kent Bach and Robert Harnish ()9&¥ery speech exhibits an act known as speechvlaich is

intention — inference based. To them, every spepédorms an illocutionary act for effective comneation; the listener
has to understand the speaker’s act via mutuakgtral beliefs (MCBs). For them every interactigrconversation must
involve an inferential process. The inferentialgass is inevitable in any communication event; betheir term “speech
act schemata (SAS)". The theory — Mutual ContexBedlefs was formulated by Kent Bach and Robertritdr (1979). In

this theory they posit that mutual contextual Hslibetween the speaker and the hearer propelsfaremtial process
because whatever inference made or should be madébarer does not necessarily depend on whaptreker says but

on the contextual knowledge shared commonly betwreem,
According to Acheoah and Olaleye (2017, p.23)

Bach and Harnish theory helps to explain the \@tahponents of natural communication: what words
mean, what the speaker literally says when usiegthand what the speaker means and intend to coicaten
by using those words, which often goes considerbblyond what is said. What someone says is detethiy
the conversational meaning of the sentence uttaredcontextual processes of disambiguation andenée
making. What the speaker implicates can be calkedldtom the rational principles of maxims governing
conversation. What is said is connected to thealiteontent of the utterance, whereas what is itapdid (the
implicature) is connected to the non-literal comguin (what is intentionally communicated without rggi
covertly said by the speaker). A part of linguidtitowledge, contextual information plays a roled@termining
what is said. Despite the potential of languagengan beyond the sentence, messages reflect phjmioalin
which the mastery of linguistic convention is instrental to pragmatic or extra-linguistic commurimat The
most useful notion of saying is that what is sdidudd be closely related to the conventional megmihthe

uttered sentence.

Bach and Harnish’s attempt to integrate Grice, I8eand others theory gave birth to their unifieddty known

as mutual contextual beliefs.

Having known these, the hearer understands wha¢aker has said at the locutionary level and medfesences
based on the linguistic meaning plus the contexinf@rmation concerning the speaker’s intention.tdéll contextual
beliefs emphasizes the need for the hearer to stahet the speaker’s intention which is known adfléRese — intension”
(R-intentions). (see Acheoah and Olaleye 2017,)p.27

To Bach and Harnish, to communicate is to exprasgttitude such as belief, an intention, a dedte e
Speech Acts and Igbo Innuendo Names

Igbo innuendo names performs some pragmatic aatsate much more than stating propositions or emstiThe names
serve as both linguistic and social tools that camicate the giver’'s intention, feelings and requ&sie Igbo innuendo
name givers try to engage in illocutionary actsfasnulated by Searle (1979) such as expressiveessprg their
intentions, directive-directing people’s behaviawpresentative-representing the real world andnaissive- committing
people to action.The idea of acts of speech wasesspd in Austin’'s (19§2How to do things with wordsyhich was

published post-humously. This was later developebis student, Searle in United States.

Impact Factor (JCC): 6.0362 NAAS Rating 2.67



Interpreting 1gbo Innuendo Names: A Pragmatic Approach 13

In improving Austin (1962) speech acts Searle prefd five types of illocutionary acts. According $earle
(1979, p.vii) “we tell people how things are (asise), we try to make them do things(directive),m@mmit ourselves to
doing things(commisive),we express our feelings atitlide (expressive),and we bring about changéseinvorld through

our utterances”(declaration).
Let us consider these names
«  (1)Onyegaapuibéya (who vacates for the other?)
« (2)Amandanaezé (one does not know whom to avoid?)
«  (3)Onyelmenyi (who is a friend indeed?)

The acts perform by 1, 2 and 3 here are interreggtialthough they are obviously statements thathaghly
suggestive. No 1 name suggests that no one wileléao one would be intimidated out of his/her Hmleaabode) for
another. No 2 name suggests that nobody is trutwand no 3 name suggests that no one is a f(mrghesting further
that only God is a true friend). They are exammg&#direct speech acts. Indirect speech acts anventionalized or
standardized (see Reimer 1995 and Bach 1995).eS€875b, p.168) explains indirect speech acthis tmanner: “In
such cases a sentence that contains the illocuyidnece indicator for one kind of illocutionary tacan be uttered to
perform, in addition, another type of illocutionaagt.” Direct speech Act is performed when an attee is used with a

particular illocutionary force typically associatedth it.

From the view of the British tradition known as t&linary language philosophy, “meaning does nemsfrom
testing for truth or falsity.” According to (190pB,:20) “meaning is use.” This tradition — the oatiynlanguage philosophy
has its representatives as far back as 1930. Tdd#tibon emphasizes speech as the basic unit dysisanstead of the
sentence or utterance. As Jaszezolt (2003) obs#itviscanalysis has one main advantage over trutitlitional semantics
in that it accounts for sentences which do not hdear truth condition as they do not express aricats preposition”
(p.294).

On many occasions it is impossible to analyze &ararice in terms of a proposition to take for exiansgntence

(4) - (6)
«  (4)Onyehichi? (Who is God?)
« (5)Onyeanla (Don't rejoice)
» (6)Akamachi (If not God)

These sentential names do not express propositibag; do things so to speak. They are act of ddiigg
through speaking of speech acts. The unit of listimicommunication is a speech act and not sentenatterance. This is
an act that depends on the intentions of the speaitethe hearer. Speech acts are a little likesiphiyacts (hitting a ball)
and a little like mental act (imagining hitting alB. They are used to perform various functionshsas to ask question;to
give order, andto threaten etc. For instance,émtmme no (4)Onyebuchi(who is God?)is assertifefrimative. The name
giver tries to rely reflect the intention that ifel nobody determines anyone’s destiny except Godhe name no (5)
Onyeanula (don't rejoice over people’s misfortuimes no one can predict tomorrow). The illocutignact performed is
directive. The intention is to direct people totwaus living. While the name no (6)Akamachi (if &@bd we would have

been consumed).The illocutionary act involved isnoassive. The name giver’'s intention is to comndttiselves to
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accepting that God is their last resort in life.

In using innuendo personal names, givers unconslgiaar consciously try to uphold the various catéggm of
what Austin called performatives- using utterantteslo something order than merely saying somethigtin’s five
categories of performative include expositive, W&irdes, behabitiveexercitives and commissives Whiere recast by his
student Searle, into what he calls their “pointsparpose”, assertive (expositive which commit tiearer to the truth of a
proposition) as in the innuendo nameWhjurueziokwi, (the world rejects the truth) (&nwuzurttwa(death is all over
the world). directive (verdictives), which gets thearer to believe in such a way as to make hisdekaviour match with
the propositional as in(9) Hapichiokwd,(leave the challenge for God)(10)Chisaaskwii(let God reply for me).
Contents of the directives (commissives) commits fipeakers to undertake a course of action repessen the
proposition contentas in (11) Onyekaozurd,(Who is satisfied in lif¢P})Amandanaezé(who knows who to avoid?).
Expressive (bahabitives) which express sincerehditimn of the speech act (13) Akamachi(if not Gaahd deliberative
(exercitives) which brings about a change in theldvoAustin performatives here are representechénfgarenthesis (see
Wardhaugh 2010, p.305).

Co-Operative Principle and Igbo Innuendo Personal ldmes

In a given linguistic interaction, there is usuadly expected cooperation between the speaker andetrer. This co-
operation is guided by some unwritten rules or @ples of the language. Williams and John (200Q)l&rs that it is a
principle of interpretation and referencing exigtinetween the speaker and hearer which allow ttezamce meaning
intended by the speaker to be effectively inferlogdthe hearer. The principle is guided by the Gsideur maxims of
conversation. Grice also explains that it isr@Rrpretative procedure that enables communicéétween a speaker and
hearer to be effective. It is the mutual undersitamdhat must take effect before an effective comiration is realized.
Maxims are used to arrive at conversational impliea When speakers and hearers cooperatively contritoutie
conversation meaning are usually implicated. Certasipects of meaning cannot be interpreted or statat by truth
conditional semantics. In our pragmatic analysis,imtend to reject the truth conditional semanéissnot adequate but
replace it with the theory of language use. To hbkp matter, we have made some pragmatic explarsatb certain
phenomena and combine them with semantic analisiging find out that people can mean more thansamething

different from what they have said. Example;

(14) Nwajite (the child binds the relationship), (1®wakinwaanyinjp (a child is more important to a
woman),(16) Madtbinjoala(man is the evil in the land), (I@hyeefonwi (no one is above death),(18)

Amaraagharabute (tolerance binds a relationship) etc.

No semantic theory will consider these names avaslt and informative and no semantic theory alslogive
credence that the name-givers have communicatédki@wledge. In (19Nwajilto (the child binds the relationship), the
name implies or suggests that the marital relatign®etween the father and the mother of the chitd almost in
shambles save for the birth of the child. In (@@akinwaanyinjp (a child is more important to a woman), the nanse al
implies or suggests that: if a woman does not lzawkild that she is the prime loser not the hustzmidering the Igbo
culture where the husband can easily remarry atellgg’her own child or children. In (21)Maalmjoala (man is the evil
in the land) the name implies that human beingsre@sponsible the evil in the world. Meanwhile, wancsay that the
names have sentence based meaning explained bytiesnavith additional meaning which is obtainable pragmatic

implicature. According to Grice (1975 p.214) quotedlaszczolt (2002 p.208) “for speakers to meaneshing by x, the
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speaker must intend to induce by x a belief inhkarer. Moreover, the speaker must intend his pwutierance to be
recognized as so intended.” Implicatures are imiege that are drawn, from utterances and thateseied by the hearer

as being intended by the speaker.

Implicature can arise out of adherence or non-adtuer to or flouting of maxims.Examples can be dré&em
(22) Madtbunjeoala(man is the evil in the land), (23hukapgl(boldness is better fight) Although these namestfthe
maxim of quality; the hearers can infer the nameerg intention. Implicature has other propertiekich include
detachability, calculability and non-conventionalsee Jaszczolt 2002:p. 213, Levinson 1983, plili4-Horn 1988,
p.123). Most implicatures are context dependenpanticularized while some are context independescgeneralized
conventional implicature. In context dependent artipularized implicature, implicatures are drawonfi a particular
context. In the context independent or generalizedversational implicature, implicature arises peledently of the

context of utterance. Exmaple, (A) is a generalingglicature of (B)
+  (A)(24)Madwabighicht (man is not God)
«  (B)The name-—giver believes that no man is anottertane (Maduaboghichi)

Jaszczolt alluding to Grice (1975) asserts thdttiHé maxims are breached or ostentatiously floutieel hearer
infers that the speaker must have meant sometltéeg Ehat is that the speaker must have had soawaspeason for not

observing the maxims”(p.32) The cooperation betwaammunicators is what known as cooperative priacip
Jaszesolt (2002,p.209) observes that:

Communication is about intention and inferencese@ognition of an intention may directly influenite
fulfillment: speaker’s intentions to inform the addsee about something are fulfilled by being ratzagl by the
addressee. Communication is successful not whenatdressee recognizes the linguistic meaning from
theutterance but when he or she infers the spesakeraning. This is meant by tenet the communicasi@bout
intentions and inferences. The mechanisms accordinghich interlocutors recognizes the intentioristte

speaker is given in Grice’s theory of meaning Nkhpasing the idea of co-operation discussed in viblédws.

In human communication engagement, a great deab4afperation is needed. There are certain pringiple
conversation that guide participants to engage @ommunicative transaction. This principle is wiice called co-
operative principle. Grice (1975) cooperative pipte instructed that “participants should make tlo@inversation such as
required, at the stage at which it occurs by theepied purpose or direction of the talk exchangevimch you are
engaged.”(26) According to Jaszezolt (2002, p.218g principle breaks down into maxims that sumaeparticular
assumptions about conversation.” Different pragomsts proposed different numbers of these maxinisabuoriginally

proposed by Grice (1975, 25-26), the principle aors four sets of maxims:

The Maxim of Quantity
« Make your contribution is informative as requiréar (Current purpose of the exchange).
* Do not make your contribution more informative thamequired

The Maxim of Quality

Try to make your contribution one that is true
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« Do not say that for which you lack adequate evidenc
» Do not say what you believe to be false.
The Maxim of Relation
. Be relevant
The Maxims of Manner
Be perspicuous:
» Avoid obscurity of expression
e Avoid ambiguity
e  Be brief (avoid unnecessary prolixity)
e  Be orderly

We also have to add that these maxims are notapplicable in conversations; they are also requtioegpply in

any form of human communication. William (2009,46):

These maxims are principles governing the referemo@versational partners draw; they are not rules
that you have to follow to produce interactive ocially acceptable or correct utterances. Thus leeoften lie
and are not above formulating their utterances bscare ways intentionally and unintentionally. Hoee
speaker flout most of the maxims for reasons, sakho achieve particular effects for example ajfrann
pathological liars, people usually lie for a reastimachieve some end. In this respect the maximsualike
grammatical rules such as an adjective must agrgender and number with the noun it modifies. ldmguage

has grammatical rules speakers must consistendly iblfexcluding speech errors)..
On this backdrop, Emezue (2011) emphasized:

Generally speaking a flouting of any of these maximexpected to give rise to misinterpretatiormof
utterance. But since in pragmatics utterancesrdegpretable in pragmatics in consideration of ¢batext and
situation of use, we cannot strictly say that tletipular maxim has been flouted. For instance, faim of
quality appears to have been flouted in the foltmuote from Ade to Obinna (p.39)

Obinna dear,

Bring that thing so that we can see him as planned,
Thanks,

Ade

The above note would be seen as lacking in adedpfatenation if the addressee and the addressaorotighare
the same background information or common knowlg¢ddmth Ade and Obinna, the information is quatitie: the thing

to be brought, to him that is to be seen and tae plade are known.

Moreover, Jaszezolt (2001) also observes that:
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Grice does not claim that these maxims cover alldbnversational assumption. He admits that we may
need others. Moreover, in addition to these comtmnsal maxims there are also social, aesthetic @thdr
principles that explain, for example polite behavioThe maxims seem to be tacitly presumed by the
interlocutors... it is this inference based on thespmption of cooperation that Grice calls convérsat
implicative. The maxims produce inferences thabggond the literal content of the utterance. Imeotwords,

they generate implicature. (p.211)

It will be noteworthy to add that Grice was not first scholar to observe that speakers mean niae they
actually say. Even Mill (1872, p.517) observe thus:

If | say to one, | saw some of your children todlag;might be justified in inferring that | did nege than
all not because the words mean it, but becauskaftilseen them all, it is most likely that | shobfle said so.
Though even this cannot be presupposed that | haw&t known whether the children | saw were allar But to

carry this colloquial mode of interpreting a stagginto logic is something novel.

More so, since we interpret the innuendo Igbo pekoames from the pragmatic point of view. We cdrgay
conveniently that the names flout any of the maxirRer instance, in the Igbo innuendo personal nasush
as(25)kpdrosiinaémem (do you think you are undoing me?),(@Blyegaapwibéygwho leaves for the
other?),(270bimnaeké (Am | the creator?) (28)Uwajurieziokwi (People reject the  truth)
(29)Ngwanchiwaarwewendaakaikeonyedo (people leaves their faults to discuss other'st$aushould have given rise to
the flout of maxim of quality save for the fact ththe hearer can interpret the message correctbudgin inferential
processing. Emphatically, Searle (1962) statespgaking | attempt to communicate certain thingsiychearer by getting
him to recognize my intention to communicate thdsags’(p.42). Grice (1957) considered this typeimEntion as
reflexive intentionFor Grice, a speaker is expected to infuse or iaduceffect on the hearer by enabling them recegniz

his intention.
CONCLUSIONS

Maxims are principles unlike rules that must beyeloe Naturally, these maxims are flouted for or&soms or the other.
And at any time maxim is breached the inferentiathanism in the hearer is activated then meaningpicated. In our
study of Igbo innuendo names, the innuendo namergimay flout these maxims as to enable them coriwatentheir
feelings the way they wish. Pragmatically, theititamsof the name givers are made available fohtharers for adequate

inference and that is one of the reasons Igbo imhoi@ersonal names are not often misinterpretatdiy hearers.
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