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Abstract

This thesis explores the application of Grice’s Cooperative Principle within the
discourse of televised talk shows, with a specific focus on The Tonight Show Starring
Jimmy Fallon. The study examines how the four conversational maxims — Quantity,
Quality, Relevance, and Manner — are flouted in interview interactions and how such
flouting generates conversational implicatures that serve various implicature functions.

The first chapter presents the theoretical foundation of pragmatics and
conversational implicature, outlining Grice’s Cooperative Principle and its interpretive
mechanisms. The second chapter offers a practical analysis of talk-show discourse
through quantitative and qualitative approaches. The data, drawn from interviews with
Taylor Swift, Michelle Obama, and Ryan Gosling, reveals that maxim flouting is a
frequent and strategic element of mediated communication, especially for achieving
implicature functions as humour, emphasis, avoidance, rapport-building, and implicit
reference.

Our findings show that in entertainment discourse, cooperation is not
undermined by flouting but rather reshaped to fulfil the expectations of spontaneity,
irony, and indirectness. Grice’s model proves to be a valuable framework for analysing
how meaning is constructed, implied, and interpreted in public media interaction.

Keywords: pragmatics, Grice’s Cooperative Principle, Grice’s maxims,

conversational implicature, talk show, maxim flouting, implicature functions.



AHoTaLifA

VY miii kBamiikamiiHiii poOOTI JOCHIIKYETHCA 3aCTOCYBAHHS TPHHITUITY
koomepartii [Toma ['paiica B 1ucKypci TeaeBI3IMHUX TOK-IIOY, 30KpeMa Ha MPHUKIIaIi
The Tonight Show Starring Jimmy Fallon. ¥V poGoti anamizyerbcsi, SKMM YHHOM
MOPYIICHHS YOTUPHOX MAKCHM KOOIepallii — KIIbKOCTI, SKOCTi, PEJIEBAHTHOCTI Ta
cnoco0y — y B3a€EMO/I1i MK BETy4UM Ta FOCTSIMHU CTBOPIOE IMILTIKATYpH1 3HAYEHHS, 1[0
BUKOHYIOTh PI3HOMAaHITH1 ()yHKIIII.

VY mepmoMy po3aiiii BUKJIAJACHO TEOPETHUYHI 3acaau MpParMaTukKe Ta MOHSATTS
PO3MOBHOT IMILTIKATYPH, PO3MISIHYTO MIPUHIUIT Koonepailii ['paica Ta MexaHi3Mu HOTO
iHTeprpetanii. Jpyruil po3ain MICTUTh MPaKTUYHUI aHANI3 JUCKYpPCY TOK-IIOY 3a
JIOTIOMOT'OI0 KUTBKICHOTO Ta sikicHoro miaxomaiB. JlaHi, 3i0pani 3 iHTepB 10 3 Teiaop
Csidr, Mimens O6amoro ta Pasaom [ocCIiHroM, IEMOHCTPYIOTH, IO HOPYLIEHHS
MaKCUM € YaCTUM 1 CTpaTeriyHUM eJIEMEHTOM Meia-KOMYHIKallii, 0COOIMBO IS
JOCSITHEHHSI TaKUX MparMaTUYHUX (YHKIIN IMIUTIKATyp, SIK T'yMOp, aKIEHTYBaHHS,
YHUKHEHHS, TOOYI0Ba B3aEMOPO3YMIHHS Ta HESIBHI MTOCHIIAHHSL.

Hami pesynpratu cBimyaTh, MO B PO3BKAIBHOMY JHUCKYPCI TMOPYIICHHS
OPUHIMIY Koomepalii He pyHHye KOMYHIKalilo, a TpaHchopMmye ii BIIMOBIIHO /10
BUMOI' JKaHPY — CIIOHTAHHOCTI, 1pOHIi Ta HenpsAMoTU. Mogaens ['paiica € HiHHUM
IHCTPYMEHTOM JMJI aHami3y TOro, K 3HauYeHHsA (OPMYIOThCS, IMIUTIKYIOTHCA Ta
THTEPIPETYIOTHCS B yMOBaX MyOi4HOT MelilaKOMyHIKaIlii.

KuarwuoBi cinoBa: nparmaruka, KooneparuBuuii npuniun ['paiica, makcumu

I'paiica, po3MOBHa IMILTIKaTypa, TOK-IIO0Y, IIOPYLIEHHS MAKCUMH, QYHKIIIT IMILTIKATYp.
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INTRODUCTION

In everyday conversation, people rarely say exactly what they mean, and yet, we
often understand each other with remarkable ease. This ability to infer meaning beyond
literal words lies at the heart of pragmatics, the field of linguistics concerned with
language in use. One of the most influential contributions to this area is Grice’s
Cooperative Principle, which outlines how interlocutors typically cooperate in
conversation to communicate effectively. However, this cooperation is often
strategically suspended in highly stylised, entertainment-driven contexts such as
television talk shows, where deviation from conversational norms serves specific
pragmatic functions.

The relevance of the research topic. In contemporary media discourse, the
intersection of linguistics and entertainment presents a dynamic site for pragmatic
inquiry. Conversations within television talk shows, although seemingly spontaneous,
are governed by underlying communicative principles that guide interpretation and
meaning.

Television talk shows, particularly those like The Tonight Show Starring Jimmy
Fallon, provide a fertile ground for analyzing the use and flouting of these maxims.
The interactions in such settings often involve humorous, strategic, and contextually
nuanced speech, making them ideal for studying conversational implicatures and
cooperative violations. By examining how speakers manipulate conversational norms
for entertainment, critique, or rapport-building, this study highlights the centrality of
pragmatics in mediated discourse.

The theoretical foundation of the study lies in the further development of
pragmatic theory and the exploration of indirect meaning in discourse. As the basis of
this research serve the works of H. P. Grice Studies in the Way of Words, S. C. Levinson
Pragmatics, G. N. Leech Principles of Pragmatics, B. J. Birner Introduction to
Pragmatics, Y. Huang Pragmatics, P. Griffiths Introduction to English Semantics and
Pragmatics, and J. L. Austin How to Do Things with Words. The role of implicature

and conversational maxims in media discourse has also been discussed in the works of



M. Talbot Media Discourse, A. O’Keeffe Media and Discourse Analysis, and G.
Barbulet Social Media — Pragmatic Approach.

The object of the research is conversational implicature and its realisation
through Grice’s Cooperative Principle and its maxims in the context of televised talk-
show discourse.

The subject of the research is the analysis of how speakers flout Grice’s
maxims, and how such strategies contribute to the creation of implicit meaning and
implicature functions (such as humour, avoidance, emphasis, rapport-building, or
implicit reference) in selected episodes of The Tonight Show Starring Jimmy Fallon.

The aim of the study is to explore how Grice’s Cooperative Principle is realised,
flouted, and manipulated in a talk-show format, with an emphasis on understanding the
pragmatic functions these deviations serve.

The main tasks of the research are:

o To provide a theoretical overview of pragmatics and the notion of
conversational implicature;

o To examine the principles and structure of Grice’s Cooperative Principle
and its conversational maxims;

o To explore the phenomena of maxim violation and flouting, including
their theoretical implications and communicative significance;

o To investigate the role of the Cooperative Principle in media discourse;

o To compile and analyze a corpus of selected interviews from The Tonight
Show Starring Jimmy Fallon;

o To identify and classify instances of maxim flouting in the talk-show
discourse;

o To interpret maxim flouts and their role in constructing implicature;

o To systematise the communicative roles of implicature in mediated
conversation, focusing on functions such as humour, emphasis, avoidance, rapport-

building, and implicit reference.



Research methods. The research employs a combination of theoretical and
practical methods. The theoretical framework draws from pragmatic theory, speech act
theory, and media discourse studies. Practical methods include qualitative and
guantitative analysis of transcribed interview segments, discourse analysis, and
contextual interpretation of conversational implicatures and pragmatic cues.

Research material. The primary corpus consists of selected interview segments
from The Tonight Show Starring Jimmy Fallon, featuring diverse guests (Taylor Swift,
Ryan Gosling, and Michelle Obama), offering a range of interactional styles and
communicative contexts for analysis.

The practical significance of the research. This thesis contributes to the
understanding of how pragmatic principles operate within popular media formats. By
focusing on real-time interactions in entertainment contexts, it underscores the
relevance of Gricean pragmatics beyond academic discourse and highlights its
applicability to media studies, linguistic analysis, and communication theory. The
findings can inform studies in media linguistics, pragmatics, and intercultural
communication, and may serve as a resource in teaching discourse analysis or
pragmatic theory.

Structure of the thesis. The paper consists of an introduction, two main
chapters, conclusions, a bibliography, and appendices. The first chapter outlines the
theoretical basics of pragmatics, conversational implicature, and Grice’s maxims. The
second chapter applies these concepts to practical examples from The Tonight Show,
combining quantitative analysis of maxim flouting with qualitative interpretation of

pragmatic effects.



CHAPTER 1. THE PRAGMATICS OF COOPERATION IN
CONVERSATION

1.1. Pragmatics and Conversational Implicature

1.1.1. Overview of Pragmatics

Pragmatics, as a field of study, has evolved through several interpretations, each
reflecting the discipline’s complexity and its connection to language and context. The
term pragmatics was first coined by Charles W. Morris in his Foundations of the
Theory of Signs (1938), where he defined it as “the science of the relation of signs to
their interpreters” [23, p. 30].

Stephen Levinson offers a more comprehensive definition in his 1983 book
Pragmatics, defining pragmatics as the study of the relationships between language
and context that are encoded or grammaticalized in a language’s structure [19, p. 9].

The Concise Dictionary of Linguistics (2014) adds that pragmatics is primarily
concerned with the meanings of sentences in specific contexts [22, p. 290].

Although the definitions of pragmatics vary, they all emphasise the central role
of context in shaping language use. The Cambridge Dictionary provides a definition,
describing pragmatics as “the study of how language is affected by the situation in
which it is used, of how language is used to get things or perform actions, and of how
words can express things that are different from what they appear to mean” [8].

Many scholars, while defining pragmatics, also focus on its distinction from
semantics. Griffiths states that semantics gives words and phrases a range of potential
meanings, but pragmatics decides how these meanings are selected and interpreted in
a particular situation [13, p. 2]. A key difference between pragmatics and semantics is
how they approach meaning: pragmatics looks at meaning in the context of speech,
whereas semantics analyses linguistic units separately. Leech provides a concise and
apt example to distinguish the difference between these two fields: while semantics
tries to answer What does X mean? pragmatics deals with What did you mean by
X? [18, p. 5-6]. Beyond interpreting words literally, pragmatics considers the context,
the speaker’s intentions, and the shared knowledge between the speaker and hearer. In

order to identify the additional layers of meaning that emerge through context, social
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interaction, and inference, pragmatics studies how humans look beyond what was
literally uttered [13, p. 13].

The way people use language to carry out communication is one of pragmatics’
main areas of study. When we use words to make requests, give commands, or
apologize, for example, this is clear. On a smaller scale, pragmatics also addresses our
interpretations of specific words or phrases. For example, as is frequently the case with
metaphors or hyperbole, should we interpret them literally or idiomatically? In order
to effectively express the intended meaning, pragmatics also examines how speakers
structure their utterances with the hearer’s possible interpretation in mind. As Griffiths
notes, pragmatics operates on both high and low levels: the broad social actions we
perform through language and the specific, nuanced interpretations we make of
individual expressions [13, p. 101].

The notion that an utterance’s meaning is not necessarily the same as what is
expressed literally is a foundational idea in pragmatics. People often use hedges or
indirect language to express their objectives rather than making straightforward
requests. Birner demonstrates this idea by emphasising how, without explicitly
articulating the request, speakers may inquire about a hearer’s capacity or readiness to
fulfill a request or convey their own need for the request to be realised [7, p. 7]. In this
sense, rather than using direct, explicit language, speakers express meaning by inferred
behaviours. The core of pragmatic analysis lies in this nuanced interaction between
meaning and speech.

By analysing the implicit meanings that language conveys, pragmatics
contributes significantly to the larger theory of meaning. It emphasises on the
underlying information that influences how language is used and perceived, as well as
the implied and unspoken. Pragmatics is an important field because it explains things
that traditional semantic theory finds difficult to explain, as Levinson points out [20,
p. 654]. Philosophy, linguistics, sociology, psychology, and anthropology are all
included in its multidisciplinary approach, which offers important insights into how

people understand language in various situations.
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The cognitive and cultural aspects of language use are also related to pragmatics.
Humans interpret language using a wide range of general world information, cultural
presumptions, and behavioral norms, as Carston implies [8, p. 117]. These cognitive
tools help people to comprehend both the normal meanings of words and the more
complex, non-compositional meanings that emerge in particular situations, such fixed
phrases and idioms.

1.1.2. The main concepts of pragmatics

After having a basic understanding of pragmatics, it is important to look at the
key concepts that lie behind this field of study. They set the basic framework of
pragmatics and understanding how language works beyond literal meaning. We
outlined several main concepts that should be discussed, which are deixis,
presupposition, speech acts, implicature (conventional and conversational).

Expressions that need context to be fully understood are referred to as deixis.
Who is speaking, who is listening, the time, and the location of the conversation all
influence these deictic expressions. Deictic expressions are frequently used in time
markers like “now” and “then”, pronouns like “I” and “you”, and spatial terms like
“here” and “there”. Deictic expressions are essential because they help put a
conversation in the right context and improve understanding for both the speaker and
the hearer [36, p. 13].

The notice “I’ll be back in an hour” on someone’s office door, for example,
depends on context. We do not know when it was written, we cannot know when the
writer will return. Therefore, the meaning is context-dependent and cannot be fully
understood without additional information about when the notice was
placed [19, p. 54].

According to Levinson, deixis is especially crucial in face-to-face
communication because it allows speakers to make references to topics that are directly
related to the shared context [20, p. 654]. For deictic expressions to work, the speaker
and the hearer need to have a common understanding of specific information, such as
the speaker’s location or the time. Misunderstandings can easily arise without any

shared context.
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Presupposition involves background assumptions or shared information that a
speaker takes for granted when communicating. These assumptions are important
because they provide the underlying context needed to make sense of what is being
said. For example, the sentence “He stopped smoking” presupposes that the person
used to smoke. Such assumptions are usually uncontroversial and are accepted as true
so that the conversation can move forward smoothly [36, p. 25-28].

Presuppositions can be triggered by specific linguistic elements, such as definite
descriptions (“the man”, “his car” - His son didx 't see the man in the red coat means
There exists a man dressed in the red coat means The man has a son.), factive verbs
(“know ”, “regret” - Nick Fury regrets initiating the Avengers project means Nick Fury
initiated the Avengers project), or temporal clauses (“before” — After losing his leg in
the car accident, he became grumpy — he lost his leg). These expressions imply certain
facts about the world that both the speaker and hearer are assume to accept. Because
of this, presuppositions are often taken as given and may go unnoticed unless they are
questioned or proven false [34, p. 39-41].

Speech acts represent a central concept in pragmatics, pointing out the idea that
language is not only used to convey information but also to perform actions. Speakers
are doing speech acts — doing something with language instead of just talking
something — when they ask for something, apologize, give instructions, or make a
promise [28, p. 16].

Austin distinguishes three main types of speech acts: locutionary, illocutionary,
and perlocutionary. A locutionary act involves the production of an utterance, or the
actual words spoken. An illocutionary act refers to the communicative intent behind
the utterance, such as asserting, questioning, or requesting. A perlocutionary act, on
the other hand, focuses on the effect that the speech has on the hearer, such as
encouraging persuading, or causing someone to act [5, p. 80-85].

Take, for example, the sentence “The room is hot”. On the surface, it is simply
a statement, representing the locutionary act, the literal meaning of the utterance.
However, its intended function may be to suggest that the addressee open the door,

which constitutes the illocutionary act, or the speaker’s communicative intent. If the
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hearer then responds by opening a window or door, the utterance also achieves a
perlocutionary act, as it has successfully influenced the hearer’s behaviour [34, p. 79].

The illocutionary force, the intended function, of an utterance is particularly
important in understanding how speech acts work in context. The same sentence can
perform different functions depending on how, when, and why it is used. For instance,
“I'll see you later” may function as a promise in one situation or as a warning in
another, depending on the speaker’s intention and the expectations within the
conversation [36, p. 49].

1.1.3. Implicature

Following the discussion of core pragmatic concepts, we now turn to the concept
of implicature — one of the most influential ideas in the field.

The concepts of inference and implicature are crucial in pragmatics. Both
inference and implicature describe this type of contextual meaning, although they are
fairly distinct. In a broad sense, inference is the process of deriving meaning from
context, while implicature refers to meanings that are conveyed indirectly through
speakers’ intentions and the context of conversation.

Inference in the narrow sense refers to deriving meaning from context, which
may include non-verbal cues, background knowledge, and shared assumptions [1].
Implicature, introduced by philosopher Herbert Paul Grice, focuses on meanings that
a speaker intends to convey indirectly. It refers to the additional meaning implied by
the speaker’s utterance that is not part of the literal content. This distinguishes
implicature from other inferred meanings that may arise from the hearer’s
interpretation without the speaker’s intent. Grice’s theory of implicature is rooted in
the speaker’s communicative goals and how their words are interpreted [12, p. 24-25].
In short, implicature is the combination of inference and speaker’s (communicative)
intention, or “speakers implicate, hearers infer” [30, p. 35]. For example, suppose A
and B are discussing their mutual friend C, who now works at a bank. A asks how C is
doing at his job, and B replies: “Oh, quite well, I think; he likes his colleagues, and he

hasn 't been to prison yet”.
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While B’s literal statement is simply that C has not been imprisoned, the hearer
(A) is likely to infer an implied meaning such as C might be the kind of person who
could commit fraud, or that working at the bank poses certain ethical risks. This implied
meaning is not directly stated but is conveyed indirectly through context and speaker
intention. Thus, it represents an implicature [12, p. 24].

Implicature can be divided into two categories: conventional implicature and
conversational implicature. Conventional implicatures are tied to the meaning of
specific words and expressions, “is carried semantically (by the conventions for
meaning socially infused in the words themselves)”. In contrast, conversational
implicatures arise from the context of the conversation, or “is rather carried
pragmatically”, where the speaker’s intention leads the hearer to infer additional
meaning not directly stated [11, p. 1]. For instance, by saying “He is an Englishman;
he is, therefore, brave ”, Grice implicates that it follows from his being an Englishman
that he is brave, thus suggesting a stereotype, which is conventional implicature [12,
p. 25]. While by saying “The soup is warm” we may conversationally implicate that
the soup is not hot. Such assumptions are based on the hearer’s recognition of the
context and the general expectations of the conversation. Conversational implicature,
in this case, relies on the hearer’s ability to infer meaning beyond the literal
statement [14, p. 157].

The concept of conversational implicature is deeply intertwined with Grice’s
Cooperative Principle, which supports much of our understanding of how meaning is
communicated indirectly. According to Grice, conversation is a cooperative activity
where speakers and hearers work together to achieve mutual understanding. The
maxims of the Cooperative Principle such as, Quality, Quantity, Relevance, and
Manner, guide this process by establishing expectations about how contributions
should be made in order to build up effective communication. Conversational
implicature relies on these maxims, as speakers often rely on them to convey meaning
indirectly, and hearers, in turn, use them to infer the speaker’s intended

message [20, p. 655].
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The connection between conversational implicature and the Cooperative
Principle becomes evident through the mechanisms by which meaning is conveyed and
interpreted in interaction. Grice’s maxims serve as the underlying framework that
allows speakers to imply additional meaning and hearers to infer it, based on rational
and cooperative assumptions.

Generalized conversational implicatures occur when no special background
knowledge is required to derive the implied meaning. These rely heavily on the maxim
of Quantity, which assumes that the speaker is being adequately informative. For
example, when someone says, “l was sitting in a garden one day. A child looked over
the fence ”, the hearer typically infers that neither the garden nor the child belongs to
the speaker. This inference arises because if the speaker had meant their garden or their
child, they would have said so. The use of the indefinite article (“a garden”, “a child™)
signals to the hearer that the speaker is being intentionally general, thus triggering the
implicature that these are not personally related to them. These types of implicatures,
often associated with indefinite articles, are calculated automatically and are relatively
context-free [36, p. 40-41].

Scalar implicatures, a subtype of generalised implicatures, depend on ordered
scales of informativeness. For instance, saying “lI’'m studying linguistics and | 've
completed some of the required courses ” typically implicates that the speaker did not
complete all of the courses. The scalar term “some” is lower on the scale than “all”,
and based on the Quantity maxim, the hearer infers that the stronger alternative (all)
was not chosen because it is not true [36, p. 41-42].

In contrast, particularized conversational implicatures depend on specific
contextual knowledge. These require the hearer to draw on shared situational or
cultural understanding to interpret the speaker’s intent. For example, in the
conversation:

Rick: Hey, coming to the wild party tonight?

Tom: My parents are visiting.

Tom’s reply does not directly answer the question. However, Rick is expected

to infer that spending time with one’s parents usually implies staying in. Here, Tom’s
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indirect answer implicates “No, | can’t come ”, even though he never explicitly says it.
This relies on the maxim of Relevance, which assumes that Tom’s response must be
relevant to the question if he is cooperating [36, p. 42-43].

These examples show how implicature and the Cooperative Principle work as an
interpretive system. The maxims guide how much to say, what to say, and how to say
it, and when a speaker seems to go against one of these expectations, the hearer assumes
there is a reason for it and looks for a possible implied meaning.

As conversational implicatures rely on shared expectations and mutual
understanding, Grice’s Cooperative Principle offers a foundational framework for how
these implied meanings are generated and interpreted in discourse.

1.2. Grice’s Cooperative Principle

1.2.1. Introduction to the Cooperative Principle

Since conversational implicatures depend on shared assumptions and context, it
Is crucial to understand the framework that supports them — Grice’s Cooperative
Principle. This principle was formulated by British philosopher Herbert Paul Grice in
the 1960s and first presented in his William James Lectures at Harvard University in
1967. It was later published in his seminal essay “Logic and Conversation” (1975),
which appears in the collection Studies in the Way of Words (1989). Grice developed
the Cooperative Principle as a theoretical solution to the gap between what is said and
what is meant in everyday conversation, proposing that successful communication
relies on a shared assumption of cooperation between interlocutors.

He formulated the Cooperative Principle as “Make your conversational
contribution such as is required, at the stage at which it occurs, by the accepted purpose
or direction of the talk exchange in which you are engaged” [12, p. 26]. This principle
contributes to the idea that in order to understand implied meanings, or implicatures
hearers must assume that the speaker has a communicative purpose in mind. The
connection between what is said and what is meant is not arbitrary; rather, it must be
governed by rules that make intended meaning recoverable in context. Grice’s insight

was that conversation relies on mutual effort and a baseline assumption that speakers
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are trying to be understood. Even when disagreements occur, the very act of engaging
in dialogue still still shows an effort to be understandable [17, p. 137].

This collaborative basis allows interlocutors to make deductions, for example,
when interpreting statements that appear tautological or uninformative at first glance.
The literal meaning seems insignificant, for example, when someone replies, “A
hamburger is a hamburger ”, in response to a question about their lunch. But if the
speaker is being cooperative, the hearer looks for a more nuanced explanation, like that
the food is average or unimpressive. Such cases show that cooperation is not only
expected but also essential for effective communication [36, p. 35].

This principle is the foundation for efficient reference, presupposition, and
implicature. Yule claims that without the assumption that speakers are not trying to
mislead, conceal, or confuse important information, conversation would not
succeed [36, p. 35]. Therefore, the principles of conversation are based on Grice’s
Cooperative Principle, which allows hearers to understand what is said and what is
meant in a context-sensitive, rule-governed way.

1.2.2. The Four Maxims

In order to clarify how the Cooperative Principle functions in everyday
interaction, Grice introduced a set of underlying categories that guide conversational
behaviour. These categories, which he referred to as maxims, help explain the specific
ways in which speakers typically work together to make communication effective.
Each maxim reflects a different aspect of this cooperation, shaping how information is
conveyed and understood in context.

Overall, there are four main maxims (or categories, as Grice defines them):

e Maxim of Quantity;

e Maxim of Quality;

e Maxim of Relevance;

e Maxim of Manner [12, p. 26].

Together, they form the foundation for how speakers are expected to contribute

to a conversation. Speakers ensure that communication clear, truthful, relevant, and
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appropriately detailed. To understand the full scope of Grice’s proposal, it is essential
to examine each maxim individually and think about how it supports the general idea
of cooperation in conversation.

The first of maxims is the Maxim of Quantity that relates to the amount of
information provided. Grice indicates that speakers must make their contributions as
informative as is required. At the same time, although the scholar thinks it may be
disputable, it is crucial to not overload speakers’ contributions with too much
information than is required, as it can cause more confusion, or hearers may be mislead
thinking that there is some important particular point in those details, as well as other
maxim will be violated [12, p.26-27].

A: Bill and Martha are leaving tomorrow.

B: I'll miss Martha.

In the example above, speaker B violates the maxim by responding only to the
part of the A’s sentence. This omission might imply that speakers B does not like Bill
[16, p. 447].

The Maxim of Quality impose on speakers to be truthful, or as Grice says “Try
to make your contribution one that is true”, or specifically “Do not say what you believe
to be false. Do not say that for which you lack adequate evidence” [12, p. 27]. Birner
also specifies that speakers do not have to make their contributions true, but try to make
it so. This is an implicit acknowledgement that people cannot know for certain what is
true and what is not, so in such way, we are supposed to make contributions which we
believe to be true instead [7, p. 39].

Jack does not know the exact place Mary went for the summer vacation:

Tom: Where did Mary go last summer?

Jack: She went somewhere in Europe.

The Maxim of Quantity states that Jack must give Tom the precise location he
asks for. However, if he is unsure of it, he should not make it up, according to the
Maxim of Quality [34, p. 57].

Grice explains the Maxim of Relevance simply as “Be relevant”. Although the

requirement for the maxim sounds concise, the scholar outlines some problems it might
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cause in defining what information should be considered relevant. As Grice
acknowledges, the notion of relevance raises several questions: “what different kinds
and focuses of relevance there may be, how these shift in the course of a talk exchange,
how to allow for the fact that subjects of conversation are legitimately changed, and so
on” [12, p.27]. These points show that relevance is not something fixed or
straightforward to define. Instead, it shifts with the flow of conversation, depending on
things like context, what the speakers already know, and how the discussion unfolds.
Because of this, the Maxim of Relevance can be especially open to interpretation,
which creates room not only for confusion but also for deliberate use of ambiguity in
communication.

A Professor is writing a reference letter to a Ph.D. applicant in linguistics:

Tom is a warm-hearted person and he shows up in class on time

The maxim has been flouted in the example as the information provided by the
professor will not help the student if he needs the reference letter for a work in linguistic
field where other soft and hard skills are more appreciated [34, p. 58].

Finally, the Maxim of Manner, which relates more to how things are said rather
than what is actually said. It can be concluded in “Be perspicuous” or, to be precise,
“avoid obscurity of expression/avoid ambiguity/be brief (avoid unnecessary
prolixity)/be orderly” [12, p. 27]. However, Birner makes a joke that the maxim
violates itself by saying “be perspicuous” instead of just “be clear”. Nevertheless, this
maxim remains central to one of the main ideas behind the Cooperative Principle — the
gap between what a sentence literally says and what the speaker actually
means [7, p. 43].

Waiter: Miss, what can | get you for dessert?

Mary: Ice cream, please.

Waiter: Pardon?

Mary: Ice cream.

Waiter: I 'm sorry?

Mary: I-C-E C-R-E-A-M, ice cream!

Waiter: | got it. Here is your ice cream.
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In the example, the early parts of the conversation follow the Maxim of Manner,
especially the expectation to be brief [34, p. 58].

Grice’s maxims act as guiding principles that shape how people communicate,
helping both speakers and hearers keep conversations coherent and meaningful. While
they are not strict rules, the maxims reflect what we typically expect from each other
during conversations. When speakers follow them, they show a willingness to
cooperate, which helps hearers pick up on implied meanings, sort out ambiguities, and
understand what’s being said in context [12, p. 29-30].

1.2.3. Limitations and Criticism of the Cooperative Principle

Despite its lasting influence on pragmatics studies, Grice’s Cooperative
Principle has been criticised a few times over the years. A number of theoretical and
practical limitations have been pointed out by scholars, creating doubt about the
universality of Grice’s ideas.

According to Leech, there is a continuing concern that the Cooperative Principle
alone does not clearly explain how indirectness works in conversation, especially in
more polite or socially nuanced exchanges. Although Grice’s method is based on truth-
based claims and logic, everyday communication often works in a different way. In an
attempt to be tactful or polite, people typically use indirect language, and not because
they are being uncooperative. Leech gives example such as “A: We'll all miss Bill and
Agatha, won’t we? B: Well, we’ll all miss BILL”, in which the speaker avoids
addressing Agatha directly in order to avoid being rude. If politeness is not taken into
account, the Cooperative Principle does not explain the speaker’s decisions in this case.
For this reason, Leech suggested the Politeness Principle as an essential addition to
Grice’s framework.

Leech also brings up the subject of cultural diversity. Conversational norms in
some cultures may place a higher value on things like indirectness, silence, or
understatement — practices that conflict with Grice’s beliefs about relevance and
informativeness [18, p. 80-81].

The internal consistency of the maxims themselves has been questioned as well.

For example, the Maxim of Manner, which requires brevity and clarity, frequently
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overlaps with the Maxim of Quantity, which is about providing the appropriate amount
of information. In the same way, it is possible to reduce the two components of the
Maxim of Quality — that speakers ought to avoid saying things they believe to be false
and refrain from saying things without supporting evidence — to just one idea. People
probably do not think something is true in the first place if they do not have proof for
it. The overall structure of the theory is weakened by these types of overlaps and
redundancies [34, p. 60].

The question of how to distinguish between what is implicated and what is said
Is also a topic of continuous discussion. Grice’s model sometimes oversimplifies this
relationship. Take, for example, the statement “He’s ready ”, said in reference to Usain
Bolt as he approaches the starting blocks of a 100-meter race. On a strictly semantic
level, the sentence asserts only that he is in a state of readiness. However, it does not
specify what he is ready for. The speaker does not say “He’s ready for the race” and
yet the hearer typically understands it this way. The interpretation is highly context-
dependent: in this setting, the assumption is that readiness pertains to the impending
competition, not, for example, to eating lunch or giving an interview. As a result,
scholars have proposed alternative frameworks, such as Relevance Theory or the
minimalism-contextualism debate, to better capture the nuances of real-world
communication [34, p. 61].

Finally, Davies notes that “cooperation” is often misinterpreted as being helpful
or avoiding misunderstanding. According to him, this results in “cooperation drift”,
when a more informal interpretation of Grice’s phrase replaces its technical meaning.
Therefore, people may conclude that a discourse is not cooperative just because it
appears to be conflictual or unclear, even though it may still adhere to Grice’s model
through purposeful flouting and implicature [10, p. 6-7].

These criticisms reflect both theoretical and practical challenges in applying
Grice’s framework. Deviations from the Cooperative Principle may be either explicit
or contextually implied, depending on the communicative situation. Such non-
cooperation can complicate interpretation and requires more complex inferencing from

the hearer. In many cases, meaning cannot be conveyed effectively without
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implicature, especially when indirectness is needed. This underscores implicature as
an essential element of discourse-based communication [2].

Despite these criticisms, Grice’s framework remains a valuable tool for
analysing how speakers deviate from conversational norms to generate implied
meaning, particularly through maxim violations, the focus of the next section.

1.3. Violations of Grice’s Maxims

1.3.1. Understanding Maxim Violation

Within the framework of Grice’s Cooperative Principle, conversational maxims
are rules that speakers are supposed to stick to in order to guarantee effective and
meaningful communication. However, speakers do not always follow these maxims.
They frequently, whether on purpose or by accident, fail to fulfil them. Grice presents
a number of ways a speaker might not follow a maxim, each with different
interpretational implications.

First, a speaker may quietly and unostentatiously violate a maxim, especially the
maxim of Quality. In doing so, they give the appearance of cooperation while
purposefully omitting important facts or providing incorrect information. Since the
utterance does not indicate a deviation from the expected cooperative behaviour, this
covert violation may lead to the hearer being mislead.

Second, a speaker may opt out of a maxim altogether. This occurs when the
speaker explicitly or implicitly indicates that they are unwilling to provide information
In the way a maxim requires. For example, someone might say, “lI 'm sorry, | can 't say
more”, or “My lips are sealed”. Such opting out does not mislead the hearer, as it
clearly signals non-cooperation in the conventional sense.

Third, a speaker may experience a clash between maxims. This happens when
fulfilling one maxim would lead to the violation of another. For instance, giving as
much information as required (Quantity) might conflict with the need to avoid saying
something for which one lacks evidence (Quality). In such cases, the speaker must
prioritise one maxim over the other, which may result in a compromised but still

cooperative exchange.
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Fourth, a speaker may flout a maxim, intentionally and obviously failing to
observe it. The speaker depends on the hearer to look for an implied meaning and to
understand that the maxim is being broken on purpose [12, p. 30].

The key difference between the violation and flouting lies in the speaker’s
intention and transparency. While flouting a maxim allows interpretation and indicates
that the literal meaning is not the entire message, violating it conceals the speaker’s
genuine communicative goal [7, p. 37].

Actually, flouting plays a particularly important role in conversation because it
Is often the trigger for the generation of conversational implicatures. When a speaker
flouts a maxim, the apparent breach draws the hearer’s attention and prompts them to
search for a deeper, intended meaning that reconciles the utterance with the
Cooperative Principle. Therefore, far from being a failure, flouting becomes a powerful
communicative tool that relies on shared assumptions and inferential reasoning
between speaker and hearer [12, p. 30].

1.3.2. Flouting the Maxims

Having explored the general idea of maxim violations and how they form
conversational implicatures, the next step is to see how these actually take shape within
everyday conversation. Each type of violation, whether it is of Quantity, Quality,
Relevance, or Manner, can trigger different kinds of implicatures.

The flouting of the Maxim of Quantity occurs when a speaker provides either
too little or too much information, breaking the conversational expectations for
informativeness. When a speaker provides insufficient information, they deliberately
omit information that the audience expects, causing them to assume what is not said.
However, giving too much information can overwhelm the hearer, causing confusion
or giving the impression that the speaker is unsure or attempting to avoid being direct.

For example, a flouting of the Maxim of Quantity through insufficient
information can be observed in a testimonial for a philosophy job. A writes a
testimonial about a student who is a candidate for a philosophy job, and his letter reads
as follows: “Mr. X’s command of English is excellent, and his attendance at tutorials

has been regular ”. While these statements are accurate, they do not provide relevant
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context for understanding Mr. X’s qualification for the philosophy role. Although it is
not stated explicitly, the limited content implies that A might not think Mr. X is
qualified for the position. In this case, the speaker purposefully avoids passing
judgment, suggesting a negative evaluation without explicitly saying so.

Moreover, a flouting of the Maxim of Quantity can occur when someone
provides more detail than necessary. For instance, if A asks B whether a particular
statement is true, B might answer by not only confirming the statement but also
elaborating with excessive supporting arguments, background information, and
unnecessary details. Because the over-explanation may suggest doubt or uncertainty,
this excess of information may lead A to doubt B’s confidence in the response. In this
case, the over-explanation can imply that there is a lack of clarity or certainty and that
the situation is actually more complicated or unclear than first stated [12, p. 33-34].

When a speaker provides information that is either untrue or not supported by
enough proof, they flout the Maxim of Quality. Conversational implicatures are usually
produced by this kind of violation since the intended meaning must be interpreted by
hearers through common knowledge and context. Flouting this maxim can take various
forms, such as irony, metaphor, meiosis, and hyperbole, each of which conveys
meaning indirectly.

One of the best examples of flouting the Maxim of Quality is irony. For example,
it is obviously untrue if Person A claims that “X is a fine friend " after X has revealed
A’s secret. The audience and A are both aware of X’s treachery and realise that A is
not truly complimenting X. For ironic effect, A’s statement is flouted. The true intent
Is to subtly criticise X’s behavior rather than praise him. This implicature means that
X is actually a bad friend, which is the opposite of what is said openly.

The Maxim of Quiality is also flouted by metaphor. Saying “You are the cream
in my coffee ”, for instance, is completely untrue and does not make literal sense. The
speaker is not claiming that that person is really cream. Rather, the goal is to convey
love or respect, suggesting that the hearer is something valuable or necessary, like

cream is to coffee. The speaker’s high regard for the hearer is implied here. Because of
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the figurative nature of the phrase, the hearer recognises that the flouting of the Maxim
of Quality is acceptable.

Another way to flout the Maxim of Quality is by stating something for which
there is insufficient evidence. For example, if someone says, “She is probably
deceiving him this evening ”, without any concrete evidence to support the claim, the
speaker flouts the maxim. While there’s no solid proof, the hearer may infer that the
speaker is alluding to a broader, more general belief or suspicion, such as that the
woman has deceived him in the past or is known for deceptive behavior. The
implicature here does not make a literal claim about what is happening that evening;
instead, it suggests something about the speaker’s general suspicion or belief regarding
the woman’s behaviour [12, p. 34-35].

The Maxim of Relevance, which states that one should contribute information
that is relevant to the ongoing conversation, is sometimes flouted in a way that conveys
a meaningful implicature. For example, during a genteel tea party, if A remarks, “Mrs.
Xis anold bag 7, and B immediately responds, “The weather has been quite delightful
this summer, hasn 't it? " B’s comment is clearly irrelevant to A’s original remark. This
apparent violation of the Maxim of Relevance signals that B is deliberately avoiding
engaging with A’s inappropriate or socially offensive remark. The implicature here is
that B believes A’s comment should not be discussed, and possibly that A has made a
social gaffe. B’s choice to change the topic in such an overt way emphasizes the social
breach without directly confronting it [12, p. 35].

When the Maxim of Manner is flouted, it can result in the intentional obscurity
or ambiguity that conveys complex meanings.

One common way to flout this maxim is to be ambiguous. The hearer’s
interpretation may be left up to the speaker’s deliberate use of confusing language. The
phrase “love that never told can be” in the line, “Never seek to tell thy love, love that
never told can be ”, for example, can be understood in some different ways. The speaker
deliberately leaves the meaning open, conveying multiple possible interpretations. In
this case, the speaker might be suggesting that love that is never expressed can still

exist, but the ambiguity itself is used to evoke deeper, layered meanings [12, p. 35].
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To sum up, the study of how Grice’s maxims are flouted to produce
conversational implicatures emphasises how complex human communication is.
Speakers can express meanings beyond the literal content of their words by
intentionally flouting the maxims. Through context, common knowledge, and social
cues, these violations lead the hearer to deduce deeper, frequently nuanced meanings.
Each type adds a layer of complexity to the discourse, regardless of whether the
flouting involves providing too little or too much information, using metaphor or irony,
changing the subject, or purposefully leaving things unclear.

1.4. Conversational Implicature in Media Discourse

After establishing how conversational implicatures function in spoken
exchanges, we need to explore how these same principles operate in media discourse
—a domain where context and indirect meaning play a crucial role.

Media discourse refers to interactions that occur through broadcast platforms,
either spoken or written, that are directed toward an audience who is not physically
present. Despite the fact that these communications are meant for viewers, readers, or
hearers, the recipients are usually unable to reply to the discourse’s producers right
away. The audience continues to influence the conversation despite the absence of
face-to-face interaction. This implies that media discourse is by its very nature
manufactured, public, and written down [25, p. 441]. The term media includes various
channels of communication such as newspapers, television, radio, and the internet. It
refers to the main ways information and entertainment are delivered to large audiences.
Media can be categorised into print media, like newspapers and magazines; broadcast
media, like radio and television; and electronic or digital media, such as websites and
social platforms [26].

Media discourse matters from a linguistic standpoint because it offers many
types of easily accessible language data. It gives scholars a means to investigate how
language develops and how it works in social settings [29, p. 4-5].

Although conversational implicature remains relatively under-researched within
the field of media discourse, several new examples show how conversational

implicature is used practically in a variety of media genres. For example, implicature
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iIs commonly used in public service announcements (PSAS) to subtly convey behavioral
expectations or public health guidelines, depending on the audience’s background
knowledge to determine the intended message [21, p. 221]. The Indonesian Ministry
of Health posted an image of a person using a laptop in front of a clock on Instagram
with the caption, “Hidup Normal Baru, Hidup Lebih Sehat dan Produktif ” (The New
Normal Life is a Healthier and More Productive Life). This public service
announcement, which was released four months after the government started advising
people to work from home, encourages people to continue their work routines while
following health precautions. The implicit message suggests that adjusting to the new
normal is not about sacrificing productivity but rather adopting a way of life that
promotes both personal and financial security. The Ministry hopes to encourage the
public to keep making safe and responsible contributions to the economy through this
indirect but context-dependent communication [21, p. 219]. (In this case, the Maxim
of Manner is flouted. Grice’s Maxim of Manner suggests that communication should
be clear and orderly, avoiding ambiguity. However, the message uses an indirect or
implicit way of conveying its point. By combining the idea of maintaining productivity
with health protocols, the message does not directly tell the audience how to balance
work and health but instead relies on context and the audience’s ability to infer
meaning).

Advertising is another field of media discourse. For entrepreneurs, advertising is
a necessary instrument for informing customers about their products or services. The
success or failure of an advertisement often hinges on how effectively it communicates
predetermined information and attitudes to the right people, at the right time, and at the
right cost. Language is essential in this situation. In addition to providing clear
information, advertising language selection has a significant impact on consumer
behavior. In order to engage or persuade the audience in a way that is subtle and in line
with their needs and desires, advertisers strategically use language [33, p. 82].
Conversational implicature is used in the Rolex commercial with the slogan, “How will
you earn yours”, to subtly suggest exclusivity and success. The advertisement urges

the reader to connect owning a Rolex with confidence, success, and prestige rather than
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emphasising the watch itself. By suggesting that the watch must be “earned”, the
commercial highlights the aspirational lifestyle it symbolises rather than the product’s
features [33, p. 89]. The watch’s emotional and social value are highlighted rather than
its usefulness, which flouts the Maxim of Relevance.

Internet memes are a rich source for examining conversational implicature
because, as a type of media discourse, they mainly rely on social and educational
context to convey meaning. In order to enable the audience to deduce implicit
messages, meme creators frequently rely on shared cultural knowledge or
experiences [27, p. 34]. The meme says, for example, “You can drink lava... but only
once”. On the surface, it offers unexpected information, such as the claim that we can
drink lava. But by introducing a contrast, the word “but” directs the reader to
understand the message in a particular way. The use of the phrase “only once”
reinforces this implication by implying that while drinking lava is possible, the result
would be lethal. The meme employs epistemic context to guide the audience into
understanding the implied meaning, which is “Stop drinking lava”. [27, p. 32]

Both the Maxim of Quantity and the Maxim of Manner are flouted in this case.
The possibility of drinking lava is implied in the caption, but the reader is left to infer
the fatal consequence, which is a violation of the Maxim of Quantity, which promotes
for giving just the right amount of information. Because the caption uses ambiguity
(“only once” and “but”) to create a contrast rather than being clear and direct, it also
violates the Maxim of Manner, requiring the reader to use context in order to fully
comprehend the implied message.

British newspaper blogs is another example, where the use of conversational
implicature is influenced by the larger social and cultural context in addition to the
iImmediate context [6, p. 423].

In the Guardian’s coverage of the Queen’s Diamond Jubilee, the phrase “the
heavens have opened” is used to describe the heavy rain, but it also carries an
implicature related to the divine blessing of the monarchy. The phrase plays on the
traditional belief that the monarchy is divinely appointed, suggesting that God’s

approval is present even in the form of rain during the jubilee celebrations [6, p. 424].
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However, this implication is challenged by blogger Pete Faulkner, who humorously
guestions the monarchy’s divine connection by suggesting that if the Queen were truly
God’s representative, the rain would not have occurred. He argues, “The Queen claims
to be God’s lieutenant here on Earth. But if that were true, then God wouldn 't let it
rain heavily on her multi-million-pound procession would he? So either she is lying or
God hates her” [32]. This ironic commentary flouts the Maxim of Relevance, as it
contrasts the expected divine approval with the reality of the rain, subtly questioning
the legitimacy of the Queen’s divinely ordained status.

In the United States, Saturday Night Live (SNL) is a well-known talk show that
features spoken conversations between the host and guests. The format of talk shows
makes it possible to examine humor, conversational implicatures, and social
interactions that take place in a mediated context. SNL offers a rich environment to
examine how language works pragmatically in a public discourse setting through its
clever banter, satire, and timely commentary on societal events [37, p. 190].

For example:

Jim: | checked the website “FiveThirtyEight” to find out my election fate. Nate
Silver, he will know the score, even though...

Kyle: | was wrong before.

Kyle’s statement “I was wrong before” is a flouting of the Maxim of Quantity
since it offers little context and no additional explanation. Kyle wants to correct or
acknowledge a mistake, but he leaves the details up to the hearer to infer, so this brevity
creates an implied meaning. His statement is an example of a generalized
conversational implicature since the hearer can understand the intended meaning
without further explanation or context [37, p. 194].

Or another exchange:

Michael: If you got a platinum record, you can plan on him doing a photo with
you.

Jim: Trump cannot win. We must do better than that spray tan super spreader. |

will win because I’'m a baller.

29



By quickly moving from Michael’s remark regarding Trump’s public
appearances to an exaggerated and inflated statement about Trump and himself, Jim’s
response flouts the Maxim of Relevance. Because its complete meaning depends on
the hearer’s knowledge of the political background and cultural allusions — such as
Trump’s appearance and COVID-19 controversies — this statement produces a
particularized conversational implicature. Instead of directly contrasting Trump’s
policies and qualifications, Jim’s use of hyperbole (“spray tan super spreader” and “I’m
a baller”) subtly suggests that Joe Biden is a better candidate. Contextual interpretation
Is the only way to get at the implicature [37, p. 195].

The relevance of pragmatics and conversational implicature in media
communication is increasingly being explored, as media texts often rely on indirectness
and contextual cues to convey multi-level meanings. Media messages often flout
Gricean maxims to prompt audiences to infer meaning beyond what is explicitly stated.
By using language strategically, media producers can avoid direct statements while
addressing sensitive or nuanced topics. Pragmatic techniques like implicature are
essential for shaping interpretation, especially when directness may be inappropriate.
These strategies highlight how media, public, fixed, and one-directional, depends
heavily on indirect communication to guide audience understanding.

On the audience’s side, decoding these pragmatic cues requires active
engagement with the content. By analyzing examples from various media forms,such
as public service announcements, advertising, memes, blogs, and talk shows, we may
claim that audiences rely on prior knowledge, cultural competence, and awareness of
social norms to interpret what is implied. Since media communication lacks immediate
feedback, recipients must infer speakers’ or writers’ intentions from contextual clues.
These cases show that successful interpretation depends on the audience’s inferencing
skills, reinforcing the importance of pragmatics not only for crafting messages but also
for critically interpreting them [37, p. 195].

Conclusion to Chapter 1
Chapter 1 has explored the foundational principles of pragmatics, with a

particular emphasis on the mechanisms of conversational implicature as formulated by
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H. P. Grice. Beginning with a theoretical overview of pragmatics, the chapter outlined
key concepts such as deixis, presupposition, speech acts, and implicature, all of which
contribute to understanding how meaning is shaped by context and speaker intention.
Grice’s Cooperative Principle and its four conversational maxims were examined as
the structural basis for inferring implied meaning in conversation. Attention was also
given to the ways in which these maxims may be violated or flouted to create
communicative effects, such as irony, ambiguity, or critique. The final section
illustrated how conversational implicature operates within media discourse, including
public service announcements, advertisements, memes, and talk shows, where
indirectness and contextual cues are essential for audience interpretation. Together,
these elements establish a comprehensive framework for analyzing how speakers
manage meaning beyond the literal in both everyday and mediated interactions.

With this theoretical foundation in place, Chapter 2 will shift focus to the
practical application of Gricean pragmatics within television discourse. Specifically, it
will investigate how conversational maxims are followed, flouted, or violated, how
conversational implicatures emerge as the result of flouting in the context of The
Tonight Show Starring Jimmy Fallon, highlighting how such pragmatic strategies
contribute to humour, politeness, critique, and the overall dynamic of host—guest
interaction. This analysis will demonstrate how media language both reflects and

manipulates conversational norms to engage and entertain audiences.
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CHAPTER 2. EXPLORING GRICE’S MAXIMS IN “THE TONIGHT
SHOW”

2.1. Methodology

The methodological foundation of this study draws on principles outlined in
communicative linguistics and language communication theory. As Yashenkova notes
In Ocnosu meopii mosnoi’ komynixayii (Fundamentals of the Theory of Language
Communication), the study of language communication benefits from combining
general scientific and special linguistic research methods. This includes the systemic
approach, which examines how communicative elements interact to produce pragmatic
meaning. Accordingly, this study applies methods such as analysis and synthesis,
induction and deduction, and discourse and conversational analysis. These approaches
offer a valid framework for exploring how Grice’s maxims are flouted and implicatures
are generated in spontaneous, media-based interaction [3, p. 29-33].

The methodology for this study is structured to systematically explore the
occurrence and communicative functions of Grice’s maxim flouting within the context
of talk-show discourse. Given the dual focus on both quantitative patterns and
qualitative interpretations, the methodological framework is divided into distinct but
interrelated sections.

The first section outlines the corpus selection, detailing the criteria for selecting
specific episodes and interviews from The Tonight Show Starring Jimmy Fallon. The
second section addresses the quantitative analysis, specifying how cases of maxim
flouting were identified, categorized, and quantified to establish overarching patterns.
The third section focuses on qualitative analysis, where selected excerpts are examined
in-depth to illustrate how maxim flouting serves specific pragmatic functions, such as
humour, emphasis, and avoidance.

The methodology provides empirical grounding for the analysis and enables a
nuanced interpretation of how conversational implicatures are strategically generated
and perceived in mediated interactions by integrating both quantitative and qualitative

approaches.
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2.1.1. Corpus selection

The corpus for this study is drawn from The Tonight Show Starring Jimmy
Fallon, one of the longest-running and most influential late-night talk shows in
American television history. The Tonight Show, which has been broadcast on NBC
since 1954 and has won numerous Emmy Awards, is considered the industry
standard [31]. According to public metrics, it holds an IMDDb rating of 7.0 and a fame
rate of 91%, reflecting its wide recognition and cultural significance across
generations [15][35].

The Tonight Show was chosen for a number of reasons that are closely related to
the objectives of the study. The focus on spontaneous conversation characterizes talk
shows as a genre, whether they are produced as podcasts, televised, or radio broadcasts.
The phenomenon of “fresh talk”, or language that seems spontaneous or is
spontaneous, is a defining characteristic of the format. In a standard talk show, the host
initiates and facilitates conversations with one or more guests on a range of subjects,
many of which touch on contemporary social, political, or cultural issues [4]. The tone
and style of the show are greatly influenced by the host's personality, and Jimmy
Fallon’s unique style is a prime example of this.

Fallon’s hosting style is characterized by warmth, playfulness, and an intentional
informality that fosters a relaxed atmosphere. His interpersonal skills, often referred to
as the “Jimmy Fallon Effect”, create a setting in which guests are comfortable telling
stories, light-teasing, and making jokes — pragmatic behaviors that frequently involve
flouting conversational maxims for strategic communicative effects [24]. This
particular dynamic renders The Tonight Show an ideal TV show for exploring
Cooperative Principle within mediated dialogue.

To ensure diversity in speaker profiles and interactional styles, three interviews
were carefully selected from The Tonight Show Starring Jimmy Fallon:

* Taylor Swift (November 26, 2022) [38];

* Michelle Obama (April 20, 2023) [39];

* Ryan Gosling (April 12, 2024) [40].
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The main goal of this selection was to analyze how different types of guests —
an international pop icon, a renowned Hollywood actor, and a respected political figure
— engage in spontaneous conversation and employ maxim flouts for various
communicative purposes. The purpose of selecting these interviews was to create a
corpus that would provide linguistic and social diversity, enabling a more thorough
investigation of Grice’s maxims in a late-night talk show context.

Michelle Obama, Ryan Gosling, and Taylor Swift were specifically picked
based on several reasons. First of all, they each represent different professional
domains: public service, the film industry, and the music industry. This diversity
guarantees that the corpus contains a range of communicative objectives and discursive
expectations. Second, there is a great deal of difference in the way they converse,
ranging from Obama’s sophisticated yet approachable speech to Gosling’s dry wit and
Swift’s lighthearted and self-deprecating humor. Selecting such a range of speakers
allowed for a richer investigation into how factors such as celebrity persona, linguistic
strategies, and interactional aims shape the flouting of Grice’s maxims.

Each speaker’s linguistic profile further contributes to the diversity required for
this analysis.

Taylor Swift is recognized for her polished, narrative-driven style of
communication, which reflects her broader artistic and public engagement strategies.
Swift has developed a persona as a singer-songwriter that is focused on direct fan
interaction, emotional authenticity, and storytelling. Her use of “Easter eggs” — secret
messages, symbolic allusions, and multi-layered meanings woven throughout her
music, videos, and public appearances — is a crucial component of her communication
and it encourages her fans to actively decode her messages.

In contrast, Ryan Gosling interacts in an indirect and plain manner. Dry humor,
subtle irony, and economy of expression are characteristics of his linguistic profile.

Michelle Obama offers yet another distinctive way of communication. As a
former First Lady and a skilled public speaker, she combines warmth, authority, and
clarity in her delivery. Obama frequently makes her answers approachable while

incorporating inspirational or convincing ideas. She skillfully alters her register in
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lighter interview contexts, such as The Tonight Show, using humour and conversational
implicatures to appeal to a wider audience.

Together, these three speakers create a corpus rich in pragmatic variability. A
strong basis for examining the deliberate application of Grice’s maxim flouts in
unplanned media discourse is provided by their distinct interactional styles, public
personas, and thematic content. In addition to improving the study’s findings’ broader
relevance, this diversity provides insightful information in various social contexts.

Having established the rationale for the corpus selection, the next step involved
the transcription and preparation of the interview data. Given the focus on spontaneous
conversation and the need for detailed pragmatic analysis, particular attention was paid
to capturing not only the spoken words but also relevant paralinguistic features such as
pauses, laughter, and intonation patterns. A systematic approach was adopted to ensure
that the transcriptions would accurately reflect the dynamic and interactive nature of
the talk show exchanges, thereby providing a reliable basis for subsequent analysis of
maxim flouts and conversational implicatures.

The transcription is focused on the interview portions, omitting musical
performances and game segments. Specifically, we transcribed material from The
Tonight Show Starring Jimmy Fallon episodes S10 E42 (“Taylor Swift Talks Record-
Breaking Midnights Album, Music Video Cameos and Easter Eggs™), S10 E124
(“Michelle Obama Dishes on Her White House Return and Her Friendship with Oprah
Winfrey”), and S11 E142 (“Ryan Gosling on ‘I’'m Just Ken’ Oscars Performance,
Hosting SNL and The Fall Guy Stunt WorkAcross”). Across these three interviews,
approximately forty-five minutes of spontaneous conversation were transcribed,
providing a sufficiently dense corpus for pragmatic analysis.

By using orthographic transcription, the transcription method kept the basic
features of spoken interaction, including hesitations, discourse markers (e.g., “well”,
“vou know”, etc) and informal syntactic structures, while capturing the spoken
information in conventional written English. Although they were not fully transcribed,

paralinguistic signals like laughter, overlapping speech, audience reactions were
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included when they improved the understanding of pragmatic strategy or
conversational implicature.

We segmented each excerpt into turns at talk and organized in a spreadsheet
format. The main categories included:

« Speaker (Host or Guest),

o Excerpt,

« Grice’s maxim(s) involved,

« Implcature function achieved (e.g., humour, rapport-building, etc).

This structured preparation allowed for both quantitative summaries (e.g.,
frequency of different maxim flouts) and qualitative analyses of how maxims and
implicatures functioned within the broader conversational context.

The corpus was compiled to capture the richness and complexity of in modern
media discourse by concentrating on a program that thrives on the interaction of
scripted and unscripted talk and by choosing guests with contrasting linguistic profiles.

2.1.2. Quantitative analysis

The primary objective of the quantitative analysis in this study is to
systematically identify and evaluate patterns of conversational maxim flouts within the
selected interviews from The Tonight Show Starring Jimmy Fallon. The study aims to
detect recurring tendencies in pragmatic behaviour across various speaker types and
conversational contexts by observing instances in which the Grice’s maxims are
strategically flouted. In this context, a quantitative method is especially suitable, as it
enables an objective evaluation of frequency and distribution, thereby facilitating
comparisons between speakers and episodes. Through numerical categorization, this
approach offers a macro-level perspective on which maxims are most frequently
flouted and for what communicative purposes. Quantitative analysis is a powerful tool
for identifying systematic variation in spontaneous media discourse. Moreover, this
approach provides a broader understanding of how conversational implicature operates
across different social personas and interactional styles, providing a solid empirical

basis for following qualitative research.

36



For the purposes of this analysis, we examined a total of 58 utterances extracted
from three interviews on The Tonight Show Starring Jimmy Fallon. These utterances
were taken exclusively from the interview portions of each episode. We found 65
examples of Grice’s maxim flouting in the dataset. We treated each utterance as a
distinct unit of analysis and evaluated the type of flouting and its implicature function.
In order to do this, we used a set of functional categories that we independently created
based on trends we saw in the data. This approach allowed us to establish a systematic
framework for detecting and interpreting patterns of flouting across different speakers
and conversational contexts.

To organize the data systematically, we developed a two-level categorization
framework. First, each instance of maxim flouting was assigned to one of the four
categories derived from Grice’s Cooperative Principle: Quantity, Quality, Relevance,
and Manner. This helped us to classify the type of maxim being flouted in each
utterance. Second, we introduced a set of functional categories that captured the
communicative purpose of each flout. These functions are: humour, emphasis, implicit
reference, rapport, and avoidance. These categories were not predefined but rather
emerged inductively through repeated close readings of the data. While most categories
are self-explanatory, the notion of implicit reference may need clarification. According
to our analysis, this term was applied to situations in which a speaker made subtle
references to contextually salient information, fan-oriented content, or shared cultural
knowledge. Each utterance was thus evaluated both in terms of its type of maxim
flouting and its implicature function within the conversational context. This dual-
layered approach enabled us to capture not only what kind of maxim was flouted, but
also why it might have been flouted, offering insights into speaker intention and
audience engagement.

To ensure consistency and clarity in the coding process, we organized all data
using a structured Excel spreadsheet that can be found in Appendix 1-3 (one table for
each interview). We later visualized the descriptive summaries through a series of
tables and charts, including frequency of floutings, charts displaying the overall

distribution of flouts across maxim types, and pie charts representing the proportion of
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implicature functions. These visual tools not only enhanced the clarity of our findings
but also served as an essential bridge between the raw data and its interpretation. All
visualizations are presented and analyzed in detail in Section 2.2.1.

While the quantitative approach provides a valuable overview of pragmatic
tendencies within the corpus, we understand that numerical data alone cannot fully
capture the complexity of conversational meaning and speaker intention. The
categorization of maxim flouts and implicature functions offers a broad, foundational
perspective, but it does not account for the nuanced interplay of context, tone, and
delivery that often underlies implicature. For this reason, the present quantitative
analysis is intended as a preliminary stage, serving to highlight salient patterns that
allows deeper examination. These patterns are further explored through detailed
contextual interpretation in the qualitative analysis.

2.1.3. Qualitative analysis of conversations, guest interviews, and
interactions

This section describes the qualitative methodology used to examine how
conversational maxims are flouted in The Tonight Show Starring Jimmy Fallon. Unlike
the preceding quantitative analysis, which provided a statistical overview of maxim
floutings, the qualitative component is concerned with interpreting individual instances
of flouting in their specific conversational and pragmatic contexts. The objective is not
only to identify which maxims are flouted, but to explain how such flouts function
communicatively and what they reveal about speaker intent, interpersonal dynamics,
and audience engagement.

The framework of Grice’s Cooperative Principle and its four maxims: Quantity,
Quality, Relevance, and Manner — serve as the foundation for the qualitative study. A
special focus is placed on statements that flout maxims in a way that leads the hearer,
or in our case, the audience, to infer extra, implicit meaning. In media discourse, where
communication often balances between entertainment and social commentary, these
implicatures are particularly important because they show how speakers use indirect
language to create humorous effects, build rapport or avoid direct statements.

Additionally, the analysis takes into account contextual and paralinguistic elements
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including tone, laughter, and shared cultural references, all of which usually support or
change the understanding of what is said.

As previously discussed, the qualitative analysis draws on excerpts from three
selected interviews, each featuring a guest with a distinct public persona and
communicative style: Taylor Swift, Ryan Gosling, and Michelle Obama. Their
contrasting approaches to discourse allow for a comparative perspective on how
different types of speakers strategically manage conversation in a mediated setting.

We followed a systematic interpretive framework grounded in Gricean
pragmatics to conduct the research. Our aim was to examine how conversational
maxims are flouted in The Tonight Show and to explore the implicit meanings that arise
as a result.

First, we identified the specific maxim being flouted in each selected excerpt in
a way that pointed out intentional deviation rather than communicative failure. We
treated a flout as a strategy to prompt the audience to infer an implicit meaning.

Second, we examined each utterance in relation to its surrounding context. This
meant looking not only at what the speaker said, but also at what was said immediately
before and after. We also thought about the speaker’s identity, the interview’s overall
subject, and how a talk show’s casual, entertainment-oriented format can affect the
way things are spoken. Understanding the full context allowed us to see how a phrase
that seems neutral or unclear on its own could take on a specific meaning depending
on how, when, and by whom it was used.

Third, we interpreted the implicature generated by the flout. We looked at what
the statement implied beyond its literal meaning, assuming that the speaker adhered to
the Cooperative Principle.

Fourth, we defined the implicature function served by the flout. We took into
account the pragmatic purpose of the utterance by using the functional categories that
were developed throughout our analysis. Based on the categories we identified during
the analysis, such as humour, building rapport, emphasis, avoidance, or implicit

reference, we examined what the speaker was trying to achieve with their utterance.
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This layer of interpretation helped to explain why the maxim was flouted and to what
effect.

Finally, we conducted comparisons between various speakers and episodes. By
doing this, we were able to identify speaker-specific strategies as well as more general
trends in the way maxim flouting functions in this particular media environment.
Understanding how discourse roles, celebrity personalities, and audience expectations
Impact pragmatic behavior was made possible by the variety of communicative styles.

This step-by-step approach forms the basis for the detailed analysis, where we
could explore how particular instances of maxim flouting serve a variety of
communication purposes and generate implicit meanings in the context of talk shows.
The following section (2.2.2) puts this approach into practice through a series of
selected examples, grouped according to the type of maxim flouted and interpreted
according to their implicature function.

2.2. Grice’s Maxims in “The Tonight Show”

Building upon the theoretical framework outlined in Chapter 1, this section
delves into the practical application of Grice’s Cooperative Principle within the context
of The Tonight Show Starring Jimmy Fallon. By analyzing selected interviews with
Taylor Swift, Michelle Obama, and Ryan Gosling, this section examines how
conversational maxims are strategically flouted to produce specific communicative
effects. The analysis is divided into two primary subsections: quantitative patterns of
maxim flouting, which identifies the frequency and distribution of flouts across the
dataset, and qualitative insights, where individual examples of maxim flouts are
contextualized to reveal underlying implicatures and pragmatic intentions. By
contrasting quantitative data with qualitative interpretations, this section illustrates
how maxim flouting functions as a rhetorical strategy and also highlights its role in
shaping humorous, emphatic, and context-dependent interactions within the talk-show
format.

2.2.1. Quantitative Patterns of Maxim Use

In this section, we present the quantitative results of our analysis of Grice’s

maxim flouting in The Tonight Show Starring Jimmy Fallon. This analysis serves not
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only to document instances of maxim floutings, but also to underscore the systematic
and functionally motivated nature of these pragmatic deviations. We establish a strong
empirical foundation for examining the deeper pragmatic significance of
conversational maxims by calculating the frequency and manner in which speakers
flout them in various contexts.

A key starting point in our analysis was to determine how frequently Grice’s
maxims are flouted in the talk show context. The 65 instances of maxim flouting were
drawn from approximately 45 minutes of spontaneous talk show conversation,
resulting in an average of 1.44 flouts per minute. This comparatively high frequency
demonstrates how regularly in this media environment, speakers deviate from Grice’s
guidelines. These flouts function as deliberate and often strategic choices, shaped by
the performative and relational demands of the talk show format, rather than indicating
communicative failure.

Establishing this frequency is important for two reasons. First of all, it
emphasizes that maxim floutings are frequently observed in mediated interaction in
entertainment environments. Second, it justifies the need for qualitative exploration of
how these flouts operate in context: if flouts occur so frequently, then understanding
their pragmatic functions, speaker intentions, and audience effects becomes essential
for a full account of meaning-making in such discourse.

To further support our analysis, we examined the overall distribution of maxim
floutings across the dataset. The classification of each flout followed Grice’s four
maxims: Quantity, Quality, Relevance, and Manner. Among the 65 instances of maxim
flouting identified, flouting of the Maxim of Quality and the Maxim of Quantity were
the most frequent, with 23 and 22 instances respectively. These were followed by
floutings of the Maxim of Manner (13 cases) and the Maxim of Relevance (7 cases).

This distribution suggests that the most commonly flouted maxims in the talk
show context are those concerning informativeness and truthfulness. The flouting of
the Maxim of Quality is often associated with irony, exaggeration, or hyperbolic
statements, which are common strategies in entertainment discourse. Similarly,

flouting of the Maxim of Quantity, through either over-explaining or withholding
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information, serve various pragmatic functions such as comedic delay, teasing, or
implication.

Floutings of the Maxim of Manner, although less common, often involve
intentional vagueness or ambiguity, which can create space for interpretation or
maintain a humorous tone. The comparatively lower number of Relevance flouts may
reflect the structured nature of televised interviews, where thematic relevance is largely
maintained through the host’s direction. However, when flouted, the Maxim of
Relevance often marks moments of topic shifting, avoidance, or redirection for
strategic or humorous effect.

A summary of these findings is presented in Appendix 3 which visualizes the
overall distribution of flouted maxims across all speakers.

In addition to categorizing maxim floutings by type, we also examined the
implicature functions that each instance of flouting served. With the help of this layer
of analysis, we can understand speaker intention and pragmatic effect in addition to
structural classification. The flouts were coded into five emergent functional
categories: humour, emphasis, implicit reference, rapport-building, and avoidance.
Among these functions, humour was by far the most prevalent function, accounting for
nearly half of all flouting instances. This dominance reflects the inherently comedic
and performative nature of talk show discourse, where wit, irony, and exaggeration are
central to engaging the audience.

The second most common function was emphasis, which is frequently
accomplished by exaggerating or repeating something. Also, implicit reference was
commonly seen, especially in Taylor Swift interviews where fan knowledge and
multiple meaning were crucial. Cases of rapport-building were usually characterized
by cooperative humoyr or encouraging back-and-forth conversations, whereas
avoidance suggested deliberate ambiguity or a failure to address a subject.

A visual summary of the distribution of these implicature functions is presented
in Appendix 5.

These results demonstrate how rarely is maxim flouting on The Tonight Show

random. Rather, it functions as a purposeful communication tool that is influenced by
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the speaker’s personality, the medium’s expectations, and the social dynamics of the
interview setting. In the next section, we move from these quantitative patterns to
qualitative interpretation, examining selected instances of maxim flouting in detail to
explore how implicatures are constructed and understood in real-time conversation.

2.2.2. Qualitative Insights into Maxim Flouting

In this section, we look more closely at how maxim flouting functions as a means
of interaction in the talk-show setting, moving past methodologies. We present these
flouts as dynamic instruments that speakers use to negotiate the multi-layered
interactional needs of talk show discourse, rather than as separate pragmatic deviations.

As previously outlined in Section 1.2.2, according to the Maxim of Quantity,
information should be provided that is appropriate for the hearer’s informational needs
In a particular situation — that is, neither too much nor too little. However, we see
deliberate floutings from this maxim in talk show language, which serve a variety of
implicature functions, from emphasis and humour to avoidance and implicit
referencing.

The interactions with Taylor Swift, whose public persona is defined by a
narrative-driven style, are rich in instances of over-informing. For example, in the
excerpt from Appendix 1:

- Yeah, it’s actually — It’s a concept record, but it’s my first directly
autobiographical album in a while. Because the last aloum that | put out was a re-
record of my album “Red”, so that has some space. You know, | wrote that stuff a
decade ago. “Folklore” and “Evermore”, | was -- It was like story time. It was like
mythology. Like, I 'm creating a character. They went and did this and felt this way ”.

Here, Swift provides an elaborate narrative, which, however, exceeds the
informational requirement of the question, so she flouts the Maxim of Qunatity. The
implicature function here is implicit reference, as she seeks to contextualize her current
work within her broader artistic heritage, while the implicature implies an effort to
support her artistic development as purposeful and intensely personal.

On the contrary, Michelle Obama uses under-informing as a subtle, face-saving

strategy, as seen in her response (Appendix 3) to Fallon’s question:
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-...1 noticed that you went back -- you went back to the White House recently.
You haven 't been back.

- No. Wasnt invited. [Laughter] Ooh, shade. [Laughter]

Here, the implicature function is avoidance, as Obama deliberately withholds
further explanation, opting for a brief, ambiguous reply that invites the audience to
infer potential social or political tensions. The implicature hints at possible political
tension, but by using humor, she avoids addressing it directly and keeps the tone light.

Jimmy Fallon’s hosting style involves exaggerated repetition, particularly when
he praises someone’s success. In the Gosling interview (Appendix 2), Fallon’s use of
repetitive praise is fairly evident in the example:

- Buddy, you were unbelievable. It was the best. That was awesome. It was
giant”.

The implicature function in this instance is emphasis, as Fallon uses a string of
stacked, progressively exaggerated remarks to compliment Gosling’s performance.
The implicature is to strongly praise Gosling, using exaggerated compliments to
emphasize his performance and keep the tone upbeat.

Another clear example of Quantity flouting appears in the interaction between
Gosling and Fallon, who humorously exaggerate the same idea in a circular exchange
(Appendix 2):

- She’s unflappable.

- She really is.

- She can't be flapped.

- No. | think that’s what that means. Yes, | think that’s what that means. She
can 't be flapped.

The Maxim of Quantity is flouted when the same idea is repeated in several
rewordings, going beyond the exchange’s informational needs. Implicit reference,
emphasis, and humour all combine to fulfill the implicature function. A straightforward
remark is transformed into a cooperative comic moment by the overly dramatic and
repetitive wording, which also improves the host-guest relationship and engages the

audience in language play. The implicature is that Emily Blunt remains composed and
44



unshaken in all situations, to such an extent that the speakers feel the need to invent
increasingly exaggerated ways to express it. Since the British colloguial idiom “to be
flapped” means “to be agitated or confused”, the exchange implicitly alludes to Emily
Blunt’s British nationality in addition to being a literal reinforcement of her calmness.
For those who are familiar with the phrase and the actress's background, this additional
layer of meaning improves the humour and strengthens the closeness of the dialog
between the speakers and the audience.

These examples show the strategic use of over- and under-informing to achieve
particular implicature functions. Speakers can discreetly keep audience attention,
promote specific opinions, and regulate the conversational flow by varying the quantity
of information they present. Therefore, rather than resulting in a communicative
failure, the deliberate flouting of the Maxim of Quantity becomes a rhetorical device
that improves the talk show’s entertainment value.

The talk-show often involves the Maxim of Quality by presenting information
that is overtly false, exaggerated, or ironic. Instead of trying to mislead, speakers
exploit this strategy to make people laugh, draw attention to absurdity.

A classic example of how exaggerated self-deprecation may serve as a funny
critique of ageism in the music industry is Taylor Swift's joke about being a “geriatric
pop star” (Appendix 1):

- It’s like, you know, 1 'm 32. So, we 're considered geriatric pop stars. [Laughter]

- No, I don 't think so.

- They start trying to put us out to pasture at age 25. | 'm just happy to be here.

Here, humour serves as the communication function, and Swift does this by
presenting herself as both relatable and sarcastically critical of the industry’s unrealistic
requirements through self-deprecation. The implicature playfully critiques the music
industry’s unrealistic age standards, using humor to highlight how absurd it is to
consider 32 as “geriatric” for a pop star.

Another example of hyperbole can be seen in Ryan Gosling’s reply

(Appendix 2), where it is used to humorously show tiredness:
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- You re hosting “Saturday Night Live ” this weekend, this Saturday, for the third
time. [Cheers and applause] You 're a great host. You 're a great guest star as well.

- | haven’t slept in three days.

The implicature function in the example is humour, using exaggeration to
downplay the situation and make Gosling’s statement feel more relatable to the
audience. The implicature humorously plays on the concept of hosting a “night” show,
suggesting that he has not slept for three nights straight, aligning with the late-night
format of SNL. Or it can also be interpreted as a deliberate exaggeration to emphasize
his exhaustion, using hyperbole to create a comedic effect and maintain a light-hearted,
relatable tone.

Jimmy Fallon often uses exaggerated reactions to make simple comments seem
more dramatic and amusing. We can observe it in the interaction with Michelle Obama
(Appendix 3):

- ...I noticed that you went back -- you went back to the White House recently.
You haven 't been back

- No. Wasn 't invited. [Laughter] Ooh, shade. [Laughter]

- Wow. Wow. 1’m adding a chapter right here. Hold on.

The maxim is flouted, as Jimmy is obviously not writing anything. Humour
serves as a communicative, achieved through overstatement that turns a casual remark
into a grand, exaggerated moment. The implicature is that Fallon is humorously
pretending that Obama’s brief comment is a major revelation, thus maintaining the
light, comedic tone that characterizes his hosting style.

Fallon similarly flouts the Maxim of Quality through ironic exaggeration when
he jokingly introduces Taylor Swift with a mock honorific (Appendix 1):

- Sorry, | should have announced you earlier as doctor.

Although Taylor Swift does in fact hold an honorary Doctor of Fine Arts degree,
the statement flouts the Maxim of Quality by presenting the title in an exaggerated and
overly formal context. The implicature function here is humour, blending irony with
praise. The implicature is that Swift’s influence and prestige in pop culture are so

substantial that she deserves formal recognition even in a lighthearted setting. Fallon
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jokingly raises her stature while preserving the show’s comic tone by employing a
stately title in an informal setting. The exaggerated delivery and the environment
contrast to provide a multi-layered joke that respects Swift’s cultural significance while
maintaining an entertaining and lighthearted moment.

The deliberate flouting of the Maxim of Quality in talk-shows serves as a
comedic tool, allowing speakers to exaggerate, overstate, and make up information in
ways that are clearly not intended to deceive. Speakers can use humour to engage the
audience by using irony and hyperbole. In each case, the humour emerges from the
audience noticing the gap between what is said and the obvious exaggeration or irony
in the speaker’s tone. This playful contrast draws the audience in, creating an engaging
and light-hearted atmosphere typical of talk-show entertainment.

The Maxim of Relevance guides speakers to stay on topic, contributing
information that is directly related to the ongoing conversation. However, in talk shows
speakers often flout this maxim to introduce humour, avoid questions or make amusing
irrelevant comments.

In response to Fallon’s warm welcome, Ryan Gosling demonstrated a typical
case of relevance flouting (Appendix 2):

- Ryan, welcome back to the show. Lots of love for Ryan Gosling here tonight.
Come on. [Cheers and applause] Welcome back.

- | always make sure my pants are not too tight before I come on your show,
and then they’re always too tight.

Fallon’s introductory remarks set the stage for a conventional exchange, yet
Gosling unexpectedly shifts the focus to a trivial and unrelated comment about his
pants. The use of a spontaneous, off-topic comment to break the expected
conversational flow and successfully shift attention from Fallon’s compliments to
Ryan’s observation is the implicature function of humour. By purposefully avoiding
the expected reaction to Fallon’s compliments and instead redirecting attention with a
humorous, self-deprecating joke about his pants, Gosling supports his playful,

unpretentious attitude.
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Gosling offers another example of relevance flouting with an abrupt,
contextually disconnected comment (Appendix 2):

-Congratulations, Duwan.

Because of its abrupt entry into the conversation, the audience infers that the
comment refers to an off-camera or contextually private reference. Implicit reference
and humour act as the implicature function when the viewer is led to believe that it
alludes to an off-camera situation or a co-star in the studio by the absence of any
explanation. The implicature is that Gosling is jokingly breaking the fourth wall and
fostering a relaxed and welcoming environment by making a reference to something
that the live crew would understand, even if the general audience does not. This part
gently immerses viewers in the world behind the scenes of the show.

Similarly, Fallon employs relevance flouting during a conversation with Ryan
about fear of heights (Appendix 2):

- Well, I have a fear of heights. Do you?

- 1 do, kind of. Yeah.

- What happens?

- Like, right now I think 1’m too high off the ground. Normally, I would sit
here. Yeah. Yeah. That’s a bit like —

In this instance, Ryan’s seemingly serious question about the host’s fear of
heights is derailed by Jimmy’s irrelevant, exaggerated response about feeling ‘too high
off the ground” while sitting in a chair. By turning a potentially serious subject into a
hilariously ridiculous assertion, humour serves as the communication function in this
instance. The implicature is that Fallon is downplaying the seriousness of the topic by
making a ridiculous, exaggerated remark about being “too high” while sitting in a chair,
using humor to keep the tone light and playful.

These examples show how the Maxim of Relevance is purposefully flouted to
add humour and take the conversation in unexpected ways. Speakers establish
humorous contrasts between what is expected and what is actually said by bringing
remarks that appear to be off-topic or ridiculous. In keeping with the entertainment-

driven nature of talk show discourse, this usage of irrelevant or contradictory
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comments engages both the guest and the audience, creating a playful and
unpredictable mood.

The Maxim of Manner stand for clarity, brevity, and orderliness in
communication. But in the context of talk shows, speakers often flout this maxim by
using ambiguous or vague language to avoide answering questions, create comedic
moments, or maintain a playful, unpredictable tone.

Taylor Swift provides a clear example of manner flouting when she responds
ambiguously to a direct question (Appendix 1):

- Are we talking sooner than later? (a question about a possible concert)

- Um... You know, | should do it.

Swift’s response is deliberately vague, as she avoids providing a specific
timeframe. The implicature function here is avoidance, using ambiguity to not answer
the question without giving concrete information. In fact, she already knew about the
upcoming concert, but she did not want to reveal it at that moment. The implicature is
that Swift is intentionally withholding specific information about the concert, using
vague language to keep the audience guessing while maintaining a casual, non-
committal tone.

Swift continues to use manner flouting when she humorously acknowledges her
own use of hyperbole (Appendix 1):

- Yeah, that was me committing an act of extreme hyperbole.

Swift uses the formal, rather pompous language to contrast with the
conversation’s informal tone while ironically drawing attention to her own overstated
assertion. Here, humour is the implicature function, and it is accomplished by
emphasizing the ridiculousness of her own calim in an overly dramatic and vague
manner. The implicature is that Swift is playfully acknowledging her own
exaggeration, using formal, overly dramatic language to mock herself, inviting the
audience to share in the humour of her self-awareness.

Swift also flouts the Maxim of Manner in a moment of emotionally charged,

scattered speech (Appendix 1):
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- Well, yeah, I mean, she’s just the greatest. And she’s --  mean, I don’t-- I don 't
even believe I ’'m saying things like this. And then -- And so, then, we have one of my
favorite performers...

The expectation of organized and clear expression is flouted by the statement’s
lack of cohesion and clarity. The implicature function is rapport-building since the
speaker’s disfluency conveys sincere excitement. The implicature is that she is
genuinely thrilled and somewhat overwhelmed, leading her to speak in an unfiltered,
unstructured way. Her speech is more honest and encourages the audience to join in
her excitement since it is a genuine emotional reaction rather than a prepared remark.

Ryan Gosling further flouts the Maxim of Manner through lexical innovation in
the line (Appendix 2):

- Dad’s Kenning again.

The invented verb “Kenning” creates ambiguity and requires inferential
interpretation. The implicature function uses humour and implicit reference, relying on
viewers’ knowledge of Gosling’s Barbie role. The implicature is that Gosling’s kids
have grown used to watching him practice or act as Ken that they now consider it to be
completely normal. The purposeful ambiguity relies on common cultural knowledge
to interpret the allusion, creating sense of in-group communication.

These cases show how the Maxim of Manner can be flouted to avoid giving clear
answers, maintain uncertainty, or provide amusement. Speakers that intentionally blur
the boundaries between seriousness and comedy, sidestep questions, or point out
everyday comments with vague, mysterious, or overly dramatic language can preserve
the unexpected and humorous nature of talk show interactions.

The strategic use of maxim flouting in talk show discourse underscores the
dynamic and multifaceted nature of mediated communication. While conversational
maxims are conventionally intended to foster productive and cooperative dialogue,
their intentional flouting in talk shows serves different functions, creating a complex
interplay of humour, ambiguity, and exaggeration that not only entertains but also
disrupts expectations of clarity, relevance, and truthfulness. Because audiences are

forced to identify the contradictions, read between the lines, and decode the underlying
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meanings, they are encouraged to actively engage in the interpretation process through
this deliberate manipulation of maxims. As a result, flouting becomes a way to create
many levels of meaning, blur the distinction between performance and sincerity, and
turn everyday interactions into times of greater humorous and rhetorical significance.

Also, the frequent usage of flouting refers to a rethinking of communication
standards in the talk show format, where ambiguity and exaggeration are not only
accepted but are necessary components of the conversation. The tendency is a
reflection of a larger societal norm that values fun, spontaneity, and unpredictability as
indicators of authenticity and entertainment value. In this way, maxim flouting is a
structural aspect of talk show discourse rather than just a rhetorical device, highlighting
its hybrid character as a setting where conversational norms are both followed and
broken to keep viewers interested and entertained.

2.3. Functions of Implicature in Maxim Flouts

In order to systematise our analysis of conversational implicatures in The
Tonight Show, we apply a set of functional categories that we developed inductively
during close examination of the data. These categories are not grounded in any
predefined theoretical model, but rather emerged from observable patterns within the
corpus. They help us explain why speakers flout Gricean maxims — that is, what
communicative purposes these instances of flouting serve in the context of mediated
talk-show discourse. We identified five main implicature functions: humour, where
indirectness produces comedic effects through exaggeration, irony, or absurdity;
emphasis, where repetition or elaboration highlights particular meanings or emotions;
avoidance, where speakers withhold or obscure information to sidestep direct
engagement; implicit reference, where meaning relies on shared knowledge or
culturally salient cues; and rapport-building, where informal or emotionally charged
language strengthens the interpersonal connection between speakers and audience.
These categories serve as an interpretive framework for our subsequent analysis,
allowing us to evaluate not only the structure of implicatures, but also their

communicative and social functions in the talk-show setting.
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Humour often appears in the show as a main function of implicature created by
flouting the Maxim of Quality. The interpretative mechanism of implicature is
activated when speakers use intentional exaggeration, irony, and explicit absurdity to
create conversational frames that force the audience to deduce meanings beyond the
actual content. Speakers involve hearers rationally by using irony or self-deprecation
to alter facts and encourage them to make sense of the appeared contradiction between
the explicit sense and the underlying purpose. A notable example occurs when Taylor
Swift jokingly invents a fake cat breed during a game segment (Appendix 1. “A cat
that knocks pens off of desks!” Generally, this might keep things lighthearted while
allowing speakers to subtly touch on delicate subjects. It also keeps the lighthearted
conversational tone.

The Tonight Show uses emphasis as a implicature function that is
usually produced by the flouting of the Maxim of Quantity. Speakers can make certain
remarks seem more important by purposefully repeating or purposefully giving too
much information. This makes the audience believe that the information being
presented is more important or urgent. As a rhetorical strategy, repetition increases the
effect of particular points by repeating them, whereas the presentation of excessive
material highlights the speaker’s viewpoint or narrative attitude. In one excerpt
(Appendix 1), Swift recalls a production setup: “We had a teeny, tiny little room with
a teeny, tiny table... tiny little wine bottle”. The repetition of diminutives goes far
beyond what is informationally required, but serves to dramatize the memory,
reinforcing its visual and emotional impact. Since talk shows are entertainment-driven,
this expressive usage of implicature creates a heightened interpretative context where
specific themes or messages are emphasized or exaggerated, maintaining audience
interest and strengthening narrative coherence.

Implicit referencing and rapport-building are pragmatic techniques in The
Tonight Show that are usually realized through the flouting of the Maxim of Relevance
to connect with the audience. Indirect cultural allusions or seemingly off-topic
comments help presenters establish a rapport with the audience and the host. For

instance, Jimmy Fallon casually remarks (Appendix 2), “The alien sketch”, without
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elaboration. This minimal reference assumes shared knowledge and relies on the
audience to supply the missing context, reinforcing a sense of inclusion for those who
understand. This strategic use of relevance flouts allows speakers to align themselves
with specific audience segments, maintaining a casual, approachable tone that bridges
the gap between public persona and intimate interaction. Additionally, implicit
referencing functions as a conversational bridge, bringing together seemingly
unconnected material to suggest situations that are fan-oriented or shared cultural
frameworks. In addition to establishing rapport, presenters who discreetly
acknowledge shared experiences or cultural cues present themselves as approachable
and culturally aware, maintaining a lighthearted, conversational tone that fits in with
the social dynamics of talk show conversation.

Rapport-building also appears through the flouting of the Maxim of Manner. For
example, Jimmy Fallon enthusiastically addresses Swift (Appendix 1): “Is it tough --
I mean, | don’t know how you do it. Do you just get up and go -- in the middle of your
-- Or, you know, record something on your phone or you jot something down. Or like,
‘This is something, | don 't even know if it’s good — I 'm blurting it out’. Or you do go
like, ‘Oh, this has got a good hook’?” The layered, emotionally charged tone and
informal speech structure convey admiration, attentiveness, and solidarity, inviting
Swift to respond as a collaborator in the exchange rather than a distant celebrity. Such
moments transform the interaction into a space of mutual engagement and shared
enthusiasm, deepening the relational dynamic in the public performance of the
interview.

Avoidance frequently involves flouting the Maxim of Quantity in talk show
discourse by withholding information or giving limited answers. Speakers enable the
hearer to figure out underlying ideas without directly stating them by purposefully
leaving out certain facts. A clear instance of this strategy appears when Fallon mentions
Swift’s absence from touring (Appendix 1): “You haven'’t toured in like four years”.
“I know”, “We want you to”, “l think I should do it”. While the exchange appears
cooperative, Swift’s final statement avoids any specific commitment, teasing fans

without confirming or denying tour plans. By using this approach, speakers may keep
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away from controversial or delicate subjects without taking a firm stand, preserving
the flow of the discourse and safeguarding their reputation. As a precaution, limited
responses allow speakers to subtly communicate implicit messages while maintaining
narrative control and social interaction.

The Tonight Show’s use of implication is a complex approach to communication
that goes beyond traditional dialogue and allows speakers to concurrently express both
explicit and implicit meanings. In addition to entertaining the audience, speakers who
deliberately flout Grice’s maxims also mold their public personas and influence how
their ideas are understood. In talk show discourse, implicature maintains a good mix
between audience participation, reputation management, and narrative control as a
communication tool. By emphasizing the layered structure of talk show
communication, this interplay between apparent content and underlying connotations
invites viewers to take part in decoding and interpreting deeper meanings woven
throughout the discussion. The strategic use of implicature functions in mediated
discourse demonstrates the principles outlined in Grice’s framework and also shows
how speakers navigate conversational norms to balance informative, humorous, and
rapport-building objectives.

Conclusion to Chapter 2

Chapter 2 has provided a comprehensive examination of how Grice’s
Cooperative Principle and its maxims operate within the mediated discourse of The
Tonight Show Starring Jimmy Fallon. The analysis, which combined quantitative and
qualitative approaches, has shown that maxim flouting is not just a breaking of
conversational rules but rather a purposeful rhetorical strategy to accomplish various
communication effects.

The Maxims of Quality and Quantity were the most commonly flouted, with 65
cases of maxim flouting found by the quantitative analysis. This trend highlights how
common exaggeration, hyperbole, and ambiguity are in talk-show speech, which is
consistent with the format’s entertainment-based goals.

The qualitative analysis further clarified the ways in which certain speakers

employ maxim flouting to accomplish practical objectives including humor, emphasis,
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avoidance, implicit referencing, and rapport cultivation. The Maxim of Quality is
frequently flouted through sarcasm and exaggeration, which produces a lighthearted or
self-deprecating tone. Subtly rerouting the discourse while adding humour and
unpredictability, abrupt topic shifts or off-topic statements are examples of Relevance
flouts. By using vagueness or ambiguity, manner flouts enable speakers to handle
delicate subjects without coming seen as confrontational, preserving their public
image. Quantity flouts, on the other hand, can range from giving too much information
to highlight a point to hiding details to express meanings that are not explicitly stated.

Humour, emphasis, avoidance, implicit referencing, rapport-building, and other
implicature functions give talk-show discourse strategic depth. Exaggerated or ironic
humor not only provides amusement but also develops a sympathetic, self-aware
character. Key points are heightened and made sure to resonate with the audience
through emphasis, which is accomplished by repetition or over-explanation. By using
ambiguity or vagueness, avoidance helps speakers keep away from touchy subjects.
Implicit referencing relies on shared cultural knowledge, fostering a sense of insider
connection that strengthens rapport and establishes in-group communication. Together,
these features allow presenters to achieve a balance between delicate messaging and
amusement, controlling the narrative through implicature and maintaining audience
interest in a mediated setting.

In general, talk-show discourse is characterized by the deliberate blurring of the
lines between official communication and humorous performance through the
purposeful use of Grice’s maxims. Speakers can retain audience engagement, develop
their public character, and use subtle pragmatic signals to transmit implicit messages
by using maxim flouting, a nuanced rhetorical device that maintains the format’s

entertainment-oriented nature.
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CONCLUSION

In this thesis, we have explored how Grice’s Cooperative Principle operates
within the discourse of televised talk shows, focusing specifically on The Tonight Show
Starring Jimmy Fallon. We began by outlining the theoretical groundwork of
pragmatics and conversational implicature, paying particular attention to Grice’s
maxims of Quantity, Quality, Relevance, and Manner. We established that effective
communication is often not achieved by strict adherence to these maxims, but rather
through their intentional and strategic flouting, especially in entertainment contexts
where indirectness, irony, and performativity are central.

In the first chapter, we laid the groundwork for our analysis by examining the
core concepts of pragmatics, including deixis, presupposition, speech acts, and
implicature. We considered how Grice’s Cooperative Principle supports the
interpretation of meaning beyond the literal level, and we addressed both the utility and
the limitations of the framework, especially when applied to media discourse. Through
this theoretical lens, we recognised the importance of implicature as a pragmatic
mechanism Dby which speakers signal meaning implicitly, relying on shared
assumptions and contextual cues.

In the second chapter, we conducted both quantitative and qualitative analyses
of maxim flouting in selected interviews from The Tonight Show. We examined 65
instances of maxim flouts drawn from interactions with Taylor Swift, Michelle Obama,
and Ryan Gosling. Our quantitative findings indicated that the Maxims of Quantity and
Quality were most frequently flouted, suggesting that the manipulation of
informativeness and truthfulness plays a prominent role in this genre of discourse.

Through qualitative analysis, we explored the implicature functions of these
flouts. We identified humour, emphasis, avoidance, implicit reference, and rapport-
building as the primary implicature functions. We showed how speakers flout maxims
not as a sign of communicative failure, but as a deliberate rhetorical strategy that
enhances audience engagement, sustains a conversational tone, and aligns with the

stylistic expectations of the talk show format.
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We have shown throughout our research that maxim flouting is not a deviation
from conversational norms, but rather a structural aspect of media discourse. We have
also emphasized the need for audiences to possess strong interpretation skills, as they
must decode multi-layered meanings that arise from contextual clues and indirectness.
Our results thus support the notion that Grice's approach, which was created to explain
ordinary conversation, is nonetheless applicable and flexible to mediated, performative
communication.

In conclusion, we argue that Grice’s Cooperative Principle, particularly when
examined through the lens of pragmatic strategy and implicature, provides a robust and
insightful framework for understanding the complexities of language use in
entertainment media. By applying this framework to the talk show genre, we have
explained how cooperation in communication is maintained and creatively redefined
through strategic non-cooperation.

For further research, we propose extending this analysis to additional genres
such as political interviews, podcast discourse, or international talk shows to compare
pragmatic strategies across formats and cultural contexts. We also see potential in
exploring how audience perception and reception influence the interpretation of
implicatures in mediated interaction.

By integrating pragmatic theory with empirical media analysis, we have shown
that conversational maxims are not only theoretical constructs but living tools that

shape and reflect the communicative practices of contemporary culture.
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PE3IOME

[IpeacraBiene JOCIIIKEHHS MPUCBSIYEHO BUBUYEHHIO 3aCTOCYBAHHS MTPUHIIUITY
koonepauii I'. II. I'paiica y aumckypci TeneBI3IMHUX TOK-IIOY. AKTYyalbHICTh TEMHU
3YMOBJICHA 3pPOCTAlOUUM I1HTEPECOM [0 HENpPSIMOTH Ta IMIUIIIIMTHOTO 3HAYECHHS Yy
nyOJiYHOMY MEJIaIUCKypCl, a TaKoXX MOTPEOO Yy TEOPETUYHOMY OCMUCIIEHHI
MEXaH13MIB MOPYIIECHHS MOBJICHHEBIX HOPM Y KaHPaXx, [0 MOEAHYIOTh CIIOHTAHHICTD
Ta eneMeHTH mnepdopmaTuBHOCTI. TeneBi3iiiHI 1HTEpPB’10, 0COONMMBO y QopMmari
PO3BaXKaJbHUX TOK-III0Y, CTBOPIOIOTH YMOBH, 32 SIKHX MOBII1 CBITOMO BiICTyHarOTh BiJl
KOOTIEpaTUBHUX  HOPM,  MOPOJKYIOUM  IMIUNIKaTYypd 3  IparMaTHYHOIO
(bYHKI10HATBHICTIO.

O06’ekTOM JOCHIKEHHSI € PO3MOBHA IMILUTIKaTypa, copmMoBaHa BHACIHIJIOK
peanizaliii abo MOpyIICHHS MPUHIMITY Koomepallli B MeIIfHOMY KOMYHIKaTHBHOMY
npocropi. [IpenmMeToM — nopyieHHs KOMyHIKaTUBHUX MakcuM [ 'paiica Ta ¢pyHKIii, siKi
Il TIOPYIICHHSI BUKOHYIOTh Y KOHTEKCTI aHTJIOMOBHOTO ToK-moy The Tonight Show
Starring Jimmy Fallon.

MeToro JOCTIKEHHS € BUSABICHHS CIIOCOOIB MOPYIIEHHS! MAaKCHM KOOIeparii
Ta a”ali3 MNparMaTuyHUX QyHKOIA, SKI peami3yloThCcsl 4Yepe3 IMIUTKaTypH Yy
yOJIIYHOMY MOBJICHHI TEJICBI31IMHUX 1HTEpB ' 10. JIJIsI JOCATHEHHS IMOCTABJICHOT METH
OyJ10 3/11ICHEHO BUKOHAHHS TaKUX 3aBJaHb:

¢ 0XapaKTEepHU30BaHO OCHOBHI MOHSTTS NpParMaTHKH, BKIIOYHO 3 JEUKCHCOM,

PE3yNO3UII€I0, MOBJICHHEBUMHU aKTaMH Ta IMILTIKATypOIO;

o TMPEJCTABICHO CTPYKTYpy Ta IHTEpHpeTaliiHui MOTEHLIad MPUHIUITY

Koormepariii ['paiica, HOro 4oTUPHLOX MaKCUM (KUIBKOCTI, IKOCT1, PEJICBAHTHOCTI

Ta Crocooy);

e IPOAHATI30BAHO TUIOJIOTIIO MOPYLIEHbh MAKCUM Ta BU3HAYEHO PI3HULIIO MIXK 1X

«flouting» 1 «violationy;

o 3A1ICHEHO KJIAacH(IKaLi0 NPUKIA/IIB MOPYIIEHHS MAaKCUM Y TOK-IIOY Ha OCHOBI

TpaHCKpunTiB 1HTepB’t0 3 Teitmop CBidpr, Mimens OOamoro Ta PasHOM

I'ocainrom;
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¢ CHCTEMAaTH30BaHO (YHKII IMIUTIKATyp, KI BUHUKAIOTh BHACHIJOK MOPYIICHb:

TYMOp, aKIICHTYBAaHHs, YHHKHEHHS, MOOyI0Ba B3aEMOPO3YyMiHHS Ta HESBHI

MOCHJIAHHS.

CtpykTypa poOOTH OXOIUIIOE BCTYI, JBa OCHOBHI PO3IUIU (TEOPETUUHHM 1
PaKTUYHUI), BUCHOBKH, CHUCOK BHUKOPHUCTAHUX JDKEpEN, a TakKoX [OJaTKU 3
aHaJl130BaHUM MatepiasioM. TeopeTuyHui po3ain Oasyerbcs Ha mpangx [ 'paiica,
JleBincona, bipuep, Jliua, Xyanra, I['pipdirca, O'Kibd Ta iH., 1o A03BOIUIO
OKPECITUTH KOHLETITyallbHY PaMKy JTOCIiKCHHS.

VY 4KocTl eMIipu4YHOro matepiajly OyJl0 BHUKOPUCTAHO TPAHCKPHUITH TPbOX
iHTeps’ro 3 The Tonight Show Starring Jimmy Fallon, y sxux Opamu yuacts
IIPEICTaBHUKU PI3HUX coliabHuX cep — cmiBauka Teiop CBiT, KOMHUIIHS TIepIna
aemi CHIA Mimens Obama Ta aktop Pasa T'ocuinr. Takuit Bingbip 3a0e3medus
CTHJIICTUYHE, COLlIaJIbHE ¥ AUCKYPCUBHE PI3HOMAHITTS, 110 JAJ0 3MOTY MPOCTEXKUTH,
SIK TIOPYILIEHHS MAaKCUM BapIOETHCS 3aJICKHO B1J MMyOIIYHOTO IMIKY, POJIi CITiIKepa Ta
XapakTepy B3a€EMOJIil 3 BeAyUnUM. 3arajJbHUK OOCSAT aHai30BaHOTO MaTepiany CKJaB
npuOIM3HO 45 XBWIMH CIOHTaHHOI PO3MOBH, 3 SIKUX Oylo iAeHTU(IKOBAHO 65
IPUKJIAAIB TOPYIICHHS MAaKCUM KOOMEpAIIii.

MeTo10J10T151 TOCTIKEHHS IPYHTYETHCS Ha MOEAHAHHI KUIBKICHOTO Ta IKICHOTO
aHanizy. KulbKiCHMH MiAXIJ J03BOJMB BUSBHTH YacCTOTHICTh NMOPYIIEHb KOXKHOI 3
MaKCUM: HaHOUIBII YaCcTO MOPYIIyBAIUCI MAaKCUMHU KUTBKOCTI (22 BUIIAIKN) Ta IKOCTI
(23 Bumazakm), 10 BigoOpaXkae TOMIHYBaHHS HaAMIpHOTO iH()OpMYyBaHHS, rinepooIu
Ta 1POHIi SIK CTpATeTii y MeNIMHOMY CIUIKyBaHHI. Makcuma crioco0Oy Oysa mopyiieHa
y 13 Bumaakax, a peneBaHTHOCTI — y 7. Ili maHi cBigyaTh MPO CHUCTEMATHUYHICTH 1
[IJIECTIPSIMOBAHICTh TAaKUX MOPYIICHb Y PO3BAXKATBHOMY KaHPI.

VY Mexax SKICHOTO aHali3y KOXKeH MPUKIaa OyJIo MpoaHaTi30BaHO 332 TAKUMHU
KPUTEPISMHU: KA caMe MaKCHMa MOPYIICeHa, IKU KOHTEKCT TOPOJIKYE IMILTIKATypy, 1
AKy (DYHKIIiI}O BOHA BUKOHYE. 30KpeMa, BHOKPEMIJICHO 11’ ITh OCHOBHHUX MParMaTuyHNX
(GyHKUINA IMILTIKATYp:

o TyMoOp (uYepe3 IpoHilo, rinepooily, MOBHY Ipy);

e AKIEeHTYBaHHs (Yepe3 MOBTOPEHHS a00 MepeOiTbIIICHHS);
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e YHHMKHEHHS (K cTpaTeris BIOXOMy BIiJ TpsiMoi BiAMOBiAI ab0 3HMKEHHS

TOCTPOTH);

e 1O00YyI0Ba B3a€EMOPO3YMiHHA (Uepe3 eMoIliiHO 3abapBiieHi a00 HepopMallbH1

BUCIIOBJIIOBAHHS);

e HesiBHE NMOCWJAHHS (Ha KyJIbTypHO MapKoBaHUW abo0 (aH-Opl€EHTOBAHUI

KOHTEKCT).

3icTaBHUI aHali3 MOKa3aB, L0 KOXEH 13 3alpOoIIeHHX BUKOPUCTOBYE PI3HI
KOMYHIKaTUBHI cTparerii: Telnop CBipT akTUBHO 3aCTOCOBYE IMILTILIMTHI MOCHUJIAHHS
1 HaIMIpHY 1H(OPMATUBHICTb, IPYHTYIOUHCH Ha J11aJ1031 3 (pan-0a30r0; Mimens Obama
oOupae IpOHIYHY ABO3HAUYHICTH 1 MparMaTuyHe YHUKHEHHS SK 3aco0u 30epekeHHS
muruioMatudHocTi; Pasa ['ocninr qeMoHCTpy€e CyXuii TYMOp 1 CTHCIIICTb, TIOEHAHY 3
M1KPECICHOI0 HECEPHUO3HICTIO.

Ha ocHOBI npoBeieHoro aHazizy 3po0IeHO BUCHOBOK, IO TOPYIISHHS MaKCUM
['paiica B mMemiiiHOMy TOK-IIIOY HE JHUIIE HE MOPYIIy€e KOOMEpalliio, a, HaBIaKH,
TpaHcopMmye 11 3rigHO 3 IKAHPOBUMHU OYIKYBAaHHSMH: CTBOPEHHSIM  LITHO311
CHOHTaHHOCT1, iHpOPMATUBHOI JIETKOCTI1, 3AJIy4€HOCTI TJIs1a4a. IMriikaTypa B TakoMy
dopmaTi HE € BHHIATKOM, a HOPMOIO, SKa JIO3BOJISIE JIOCATATH TJIMOIIMX
KOMYHIKaTUBHUX LIJIEN — pO3BaKaTH, HATAKaTH, POPMYBATH EMOIIIHI 3B’ A3KH.

Takum uYMHOM, MOpYLIEHHS KOOIMEPATHBHUX MAaKCUM Yy TeJeBi3iitHOMY
MeiaauCcKypci € epEeKTUBHOIO MParMaTUIHOIO CTpaTerieto. Pe3ynbratu 1oCiKeHHS
MOXKYTh OyTH BUKOPHCTaHI B TMOMATBIIUX MPAIIX 3 MEIIaiHTBICTUKH, MMPAarMaTHKH,
iHTepnpeTanii JUCKYpCy, a TaKOXX Yy BHKIAJIaHHI KypcCiB 3 aHami3zy MmyOiidHol
KOMYHIKallii, pO3MOBHOI IMIUTIKATYpH Ta MOBHOI cTparerii B 3aco0ax MacoBOi

1H(opMmarrii.

60



REFERENCES

1. besyrna, JI. P. (2016). Teopisa imnaikamyp: knacugikayivinuii acnexm.

2. Kaninigenko, T. M. (2020). Ilpunyun xoonepayii i imniiyumuicme 6
KOHmMeKCmi JIH28ICIMUKU.

3. Amenkora, O. B. (2010). Ocnosu meopii moenoi xomyHikayii: HaBY.
roci6. K.: BII “Axkanmemis™, 312, 9.

4, Alexlight. (2024, November 17). The evolution of late night talk shows.
BULB. https://www.bulbapp.io/p/ccefeeb5-a646-4f18-bd3a-30d49c7c9052/the-

evolution-of-late-night-talk-shows.

5. Austin, J. L. (1975). How to do things with words. Harvard university
press.

6. Barbulet, G. (2013). Social media — a pragmatic approach: contexts &
implicatures. Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 83, 422-426.

7. Birner, B. J. (2012). Introduction to pragmatics. John Wiley & Sons..

8. Cambridge University Press. (n.d.). Pragmatics. In Cambridge
Dictionary. Retrieved April 28, 2025, from

https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/pragmatics.

Q. Carston, R. (2021). Polysemy: Pragmatics and sense conventions. Mind
& Language, 36(1), 108-133.

10. Davies, B. (2000). Grice’s cooperative principle: Getting the meaning
across. Leeds Working Papers in Linguistics and Phonetics, 8(1), 26.

11.  Finlay, S. (2005). Value and implicature.

12.  Grice, H. P. (1991). Studies in the Way of Words. Harvard University
Press.

13.  Griffiths, P. (2006). Introduction to English semantics and pragmatics.
Edinburgh university press.

14. Huang, Y. (2014). Pragmatics. Oxford University Press, USA.

15.  Internet Movie Database. (2014, February 17). The Tonight Show starring
Jimmy Fallon (TV Series 2014-). Retrieved April 28, 2025 from
https://www.imdb.com/title/tt3444938/?ref =tturv_ov.

61


https://www.bulbapp.io/p/ccefeeb5-a646-4f18-bd3a-30d49c7c9052/the-evolution-of-late-night-talk-shows
https://www.bulbapp.io/p/ccefeeb5-a646-4f18-bd3a-30d49c7c9052/the-evolution-of-late-night-talk-shows
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/pragmatics
https://www.imdb.com/title/tt3444938/?ref_=tturv_ov

16. Karim, H. A., & Muhammad, A. A. (2019). An analysis of Grice’s
cooperative principles in some selected English TV interviews. Journal of Garmian
University, 6(2), 444-455.

17.  Kroeger, P. R. (2023). Analyzing meaning: An introduction to semantics
and pragmatics. Language Science Press.

18. Leech, G. N. (2016). Principles of pragmatics. Routledge.

19. Levinson, S. C. (1983). Pragmatics. Cambridge UP.

20. Levinson, S. C. (2011). Universals in pragmatics. In The Cambridge
encyclopedia of the language sciences (pp. 654-657). Cambridge University Press.

21. Marbun, S., Silalahi, D. E., & Herman, H. (2021). Telling people to
change their behaviour through implications: An implicature analysis on covid-19
public service announcements in Indonesia. Elsya: Journal of English Language
Studies, 3(3), 215-224.

22.  Matthews, P. H. (2014). The concise Oxford dictionary of linguistics.
OUP Oxford.

23.  Morris, C. W. (1938). Foundations of the Theory of Signs. In International
encyclopedia of unified science (pp. 1-59). Chicago University Press.

24.  O’Donnell, J. (2018, August 13). How late night TV can help your career.
https://www.linkedin.com/pulse/20140521004923-7668018-how-late-night-tv-can-
help-your-career.

25. O’keeffe, A. (2013). Media and discourse analysis. In The Routledge
handbook of discourse analysis (pp. 441-454). Routledge.

26.  Oxford University Press. (n.d.). Media. In Oxford Learner’s Dictionaries.
Retrieved April 28, 2025 from
https://www.oxfordlearnersdictionaries.com/definition/english/media?g=media.

27. Rina, N., Yanti, Y., & Idham, H. (2020). Implicature in the internet

memes: semio-pragmatics analysis. Journal of Cultura and Lingua, 1(1), 27-35.

28.  Searle, J. R. (1969). Speech acts: An essay in the philosophy of language.

Cambridge university press.

62


https://www.linkedin.com/pulse/20140521004923-7668018-how-late-night-tv-can-help-your-career
https://www.linkedin.com/pulse/20140521004923-7668018-how-late-night-tv-can-help-your-career
https://www.oxfordlearnersdictionaries.com/definition/english/media?q=media

29. Talbot, M. (2007). Media discourse: Representation and interaction.
Edinburgh University Press.

30. Terkourafi, M., Haugh, M., & Kadar, D.Z. (2021). Inference and
implicature. The Cambridge Handbook of Sociopragmatics, 30-47.

31. The Editors of Encyclopaedia Britannica (2025, March 23). The Tonight
Show. Encyclopedia Britannica. https://www.britannica.com/topic/The-Tonight-Show

32. The Guardian. (2012, June 3). Queen’s Diamond Jubilee: Pageants,

parties and puddings — live. https://www.theguardian.com/uk/blog/2012/jun/03/queen

s-diamond-jubilee-pageants-parties-live.

33.  Wijayatiningsih, T. D. (2018). Introducing pragmatics analysis: The
analysis of generalized and particularized implicature found in Time Magazine
advertisement slogans

34. Xiang, M., Jia, M., & Bu, X. (2024). Introduction to Pragmatics (Vol. 9).
Springer Nature.

35.  YouGov. (n.d.). The Tonight Show Starring Jimmy Fallon popularity &

fame. Retrieved April 28, 2025 from https://today.yougov.com/topics/entertainment/e

xplore/tv show/The Tonight Show Starring Jimmy Fallon.

36. Yule, G. (1996). Pragmatics. Oxford university press.

37. Yulianti, S., Arafah, B., Rofikah, U., Idris, A. M. S., Samsur, N., &
Arafah, A. N. B. (2022). Conversational implicatures on saturday night live talk show.
Journal of Language Teaching and Research, 13(1), 189-197.

Analyzed material

38.  The Tonight Show Starring Jimmy Fallon. (2022, November 26). Taylor
Swift talks Record-Breaking Midnights album, music video cameos and easter eggs
[Video]. YouTube. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=T2F4iP20cBo.

39. The Tonight Show Starring Jimmy Fallon. (2023, April 20). Michelle
Obama Dishes on Her White House Return and Her Friendship with Oprah Winfrey |

Tonight Show [Video]. YouTube. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=xDnSHicrkES.

63


https://www.britannica.com/topic/The-Tonight-Show
https://www.theguardian.com/uk/blog/2012/jun/03/queens-diamond-jubilee-pageants-parties-live
https://www.theguardian.com/uk/blog/2012/jun/03/queens-diamond-jubilee-pageants-parties-live
https://today.yougov.com/topics/entertainment/explore/tv_show/The_Tonight_Show_Starring_Jimmy_Fallon
https://today.yougov.com/topics/entertainment/explore/tv_show/The_Tonight_Show_Starring_Jimmy_Fallon
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=T2F4iP2ocBo
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=xDnSHicrkE8

40.  The Tonight Show Starring Jimmy Fallon. (2024, April 12). Ryan Gosling
on “I'm Just Ken” Oscars performance, hosting SNL and The Fall Guy stunt work
[Video]. YouTube. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0n6PZvrBzPI.

64


https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=On6PZvrBzPI

APPENDIX

Appendix 1.

Grice’s Maxim Flouts in the Taylor Swift Interview

‘ Maxim Flouted ‘

Speaker

Host

Host

Host

Guest

Guest

Guest

Host

Guest

Host

Guest

Excerpt

I just want to break down a couple of things. In
just one day of sales, it became the top-selling
album of the year already. Yeah, in just one day
of sales. Of the whole year.

“Midnights” broke Spotify’s record for most
streams in a day. Today the top 10 songs on
Apple Music and Spotify are from “Midnights”.
You can plug your ears because I’m going to just
keep going.

How are you feeling? Is it a lot? Is it exciting?
Are you freaking?

Yeah, it’s actually — It’s a concept record, but it’s
my first directly autobiographical album in a
while. Because the last album that | put out was a
re-record of my album “Red”, so that has some
space. You know, | wrote that stuff a decade ago.
“Folklore” and “Evermore”, | was -- It was like
story time. It was like mythology. Like, I’m
creating a character. They went and did this and
felt this way.

It’s like, you know, I’m 32. So, we’re considered
geriatric pop stars.

They start trying to put us out to pasture at age
25. I’m just happy to be here.

Is it tough -- | mean, | don’t know how you do it.
Do you just get up and go -- in the middle of your
-- [Laughter] Or, you know, record something on
your phone or you jot something down. Or like,
“This is something, | don’t even know if it’s good
-- I'm blurting it out”. Or you do go like, “Oh, this
has got a good hook?”

-And do you know, like, do you know
“Mastermind” was going to be the 13th track?
-Yeah, yeah.

Wow. That’s meta. That’s meta right there. That
is 5o “Mastermind”.

I think over the years, my fans and I, we kind of
have a really funny sort of -- like, they tease me a
lot. And I enjoy it.

Quantity:
repetition

Quantity:
excessive
information

Quantity: too
many questions

Relevance: not
answering the
question;
Quantity:
excessive
information

Quality:
exaggeration

Quality:
exaggeration

Quanity:
excessive
information;
Manner: scatered

Quantity:
insufficient
information

Manner: allusion

Manner: vague
response

Implicature Function

Emphasis on the success of
the album

Emphasis: praising the guest
through exaggerated
repetition; Humour

Rapport: conveys enthusiasm
through emotionally charged
and engaging interaction.

Implicit reference: provides
contextual background to
emphasize the album’s
personal significance and
artistic departure from recent
work.

Humour: highlights age
norms in the music industry
through self-deprecating
commentary.

Humour: continues the joke
about being old for music
industry

Rapport

Implicit reference: uses an
implicit reference to the
number 13, relying on shared
cultural knowledge among
fans to create an in-group
understanding without the
need for explicit elaboration.

Implicit reference: reference
to the song, generating a
context-dependent
implicature

Rapport: supports host’s
teasing, and continues the
topic
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Guest

Guest

Guest

Guest

Guest

Guest

Host

Guest

Guest

Guest

Guest

Guest

It’s so cool to hear you say that because that was
just me, you know, I don’t know, with my phone
and a Bingo cage.

But I like -- I really -- I love to make things with
my friends. | love to work with my friends.

I think you can -- | think you can write songs
about pain or grief or suffering or loss or hard
things that you go through in life. Shame, you
know -- love to write about that one.

-But is it because -- | mean, you’ve — you’ve done
the albums, you’ve done the re-recordings, but,
also, you haven’t toured in like four years.
[Cheers and applause]

-1 know.

-We want you to.

-1 think I should do it.

-Are we talking sooner than later?
-Um... You know, I should do it.

So, it’s like — I’m thinking something like, it’s
like this but with singing.

Sorry, I should have announced you earlier as
doctor.

No, it’s fine. It’s fine, it’s fine. | respond to many
things.

Yeah, that was me committing an act of extreme
hyperbole

You have to say go! Sorry! I'm sorry. [Laughter]
This is really serious.

A cat that knocks pens off of desks!

My favorite -- Besides some of the casting, my
favorite is when you’re, like, | feel like a giant’s
coming in and, like, kind of ruining the party and
coming in and not -- And you sneak in and you’re
a giant at this dinner party. And they’re all
freaking out, screaming.

Manner: vague
response

Quantity:
repetition

Quality

Quantity :
insufficient
information

Manner: vague
response;
Quantity :
insufficient

information

Quality

Quality

Quality

Manner

Quality:
exaggeration

Quality

Quantity:
excessive
information

Rapport: responds with
modesty to a compliment,
downplaying personal
achievement

Emphasis

Humour: invokes her
reputation for emotionally
introspective songwriting

Avoidance: playfully hints at
insider knowledge about the
upcoming tour, teasing the
audience to build excitement
and connection with fans

Avoidance

Humour: uses exaggeration
by comparing concert
dynamics to talk show
settings; the contrast
highlights the joke and is not
meant to be taken literally.

Humour: employs ironic
exaggeration by attributing
fame to an unexpected trait,
creating humor through
deliberate incongruity with
the guest’s well-known public
image

Humour: self-effacing joke

Humour: uses unexpected
phrasing for a talk show
setting, creating a humorous
moment through playful
contrast with typical
conversational tone.

Humour: Uses hyperbole to
humorously emphasize
concern over a trivial matter;
the joke resonates with fans
familiar with her cat-loving
public persona

Humour: makes up a cat
breed as a means to win the
game

Implicit reference: shares a
personal story to highlight
how meaningful and special
the casting process was for
her.
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Guest/Host

Guest

Guest

Host

Guest

Guest

Guest

Guest

-And then we had a teeny, tiny little room with a
teeny, tiny table. We just had the most amazing --
We had the most amazing production design and

we had the most incredible crew. And they just Quantity:
got me those tiny little forks. repetition
-Yeah.
-And tiny little wine bottle.
-A little, tiny wine bottle.
Well, so, I -- One of the prerequisites of when | Quantity:
cast anyone for anything is like, “Are they fun? excessi\yé
And are they nice? And are we gonna have a fun . .

. a information
time on set?”...

Quality: non-

My country-club-going son, Preston. existent word

Just go to parties. Quality
You don’t -- You know, nobody has to audition. Qualit

Just come up and say hi at a party. y
I just never thought 1°d see inside of your brain. Quality

Well, yeah, | mean, she’s just the greatest. And

she’s -- | mean, | don’t -- | don’t even believe I’'m Manner: vague

saying things like this. And then -- And so, then, response,
we have one of my favorite performers, who | scattered
think has been so influential in pop music.

Quality:

A psychotic amount ;
exaggeration

Emphasis

Emphasis: emphasizes how
important it is for her to
choose the right people,
showing how much she
values collaboration.

Humour

Humour: makes a joke about
how simple Taylor makes
casting sound, highlighting
that it’s actually not that easy.
Humour: continuation of the
joke

Humour

Rapport: expresses genuine
excitement about the
collaboration

Emphasis of Taylor’s love for
Easter eggs

Speaker

Appendix 2.

Grice’s Maxim Flouts in the Ryan Gosling Interview

Maxim

S Flouted

Implicature Function

Guest

Guest

Guest

Guest

Host

Guest

Host

Host

I always make sure my pants are not too tight Relevance:
before I come on your show, and then they’re abrupt topic
always too tight. change
This is too tight. Relevance
-Oh! Wait, let’s not get — It’s not that kind of show.
No, it’s too scandalous. Quiality
-Unless it is.
Congratulations, Duwan. Manner;
Relevance
That was a great part, right? Come on. That was Quantity:
great. That was unbelievable. repetition
Do | get a hoodie? Relevance
You have to borrow it from Duwan. Quality
Buddy, you were unbelievable. It was the best. Quantity:
That was awesome. It was giant. repetition

Humour: contrasts self-
awareness with talk show
expectations.

Humour: returns to a trivial off-
topic remark to maintain
playfulness.

Humour: plays with double
meanings to create mock
scandal.

Implicit reference: unclear or
private joke, possibly ironic;
Humour.

Emphasis: uses repetitive praise
to highlight the moment.

Humour
Humour

Emphasis: appreciation with
stacked compliments.
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Guest

Host

Host

Host

Guest

Host

Guest

Guest

Guest

Guest

Host

Guest

Host

Host

Guest/Host

Guest/Host

You can — There’s a lot of ways that can go wrong.

GQ said “Ryan Gosling’s, high camp “I'm Just
Ken” was the greatest Oscar moment in years”.
Harper’s Bazaar — “Ryan Gosling brought the
house down with his Oscars performance”. Uproxx
said, “Damn it, Ryan Gosling is too handsome and
talented to be such a charming little goofball”.

And then the song “I'm Just Ken” jumped more
than 2,000%. “Charming little goofball”. What's
going on? “I'm Just Ken” jumped more than
2,000% in purchases immediately after the
performance. Congratulations.

Oh, 1 know! You wish. Next time. Next time put in
acall.

-Dad’s Kenning again.

They’re like dance moms but they’re the kids.
Yeah, exactly. “Big smile. Big smile, Dad. Dad,
big smile”.

I haven’t slept in three days.

Help me.

-Yeah. And it was just perfect. And now that
you’re back on the show, third time, are a little less
nervous?

-Thank you, Alex, got me on the job. Thank you.
-Are you less nervous now doing it for the third
time?

Yeah, well, because now | know -- before | didn’t
know, now | know. Don't go, you know?

...So people like Will Ferrell attack us.

She’s vicious.

The alien sketch.

I think you just go and do what you’re doing.
Whatever you’re doing is working out pretty well
for you. | think you're doing really good. So. Yeah.
Break a leg. This is going to be good.

-So that stops here.
-Yeah! That’s right!
-Enough of that.
-That’s right. Stunts.
-Enough of that.
-We need you.

-She’s unflappable.
-She really is.
-She can’t be flapped.

Manner:
vague
response

Quantity:
excessive
information

Quantity:
repetition

Quality

Manner

Quality

Quality

Quantity:
insufficient
information

Relevance

Manner: not
clear
formulation

Quality

Quality

Quantity:
insufficient
information

Manner:
vague
response

Quantity:
repetition

Quantity:
repetition

Implicit reference: vague
phrasing hints at awkward or
risky outcomes.

Emphasis: lists media praise to
underline acclaim.

Emphasis: repeats sales
numbers to highlight impact.

Humour: this is not going to
happen

Implicit reference: invented
term hints to Gosling’s role
humorously.

Humour: exaggerated
comparison for comic effect.

Humour: exaggerates for
comedic take on exhaustion.

Humour: continuation of the
joke

Avoidance: dodges the
question, implying nervousness.

Humour: unclear phrasing
reflects nervous humor.

Humour

Humour: ironic exaggeration
for comic portrayal.

Implicit reference: minimal
recall relying on shared context.

Emphasis on the guest’s good
work, appreciation

Emphasis on stunt appreciation

Humour; Emphasis; Implicit
reference: points out Emily
Blunt’s calmness, also reference
to the actress’s nationality, she
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-No. I think that’s what that means. Yes, | think
that’s what that means. She can’t be flapped.

Like, right now I think I’m too high off the ground.

is British, “to be flapped”:
British slang

Humour: the host answer the

Host Normally, | would sit here. Yeah. Yeah. That’s a Quality; question of fear of heights in
- Relevance
bit like -- humorous way
Appendix 3.
Grice’s Maxim Flouts in the Michelle Obama Interview
Speaker Excerpt Maxim Flouted H Implicature Function
Quantity: Avoidance; Humour: hints at underlying
No. Wasn’t invited. [Laughter] ) 1ty political tension, using humor to subtly
Guest insufficient ., A )
Ooh, shade. [Laughter] . X address a sensitive topic without stating it
information :
directly.
Wow. Wow. I’m adding a chapter . . . Lo
Host right here. Hold on. Quality Humour: the host is not actually doing it
Oh! No. Oh, I’'m sorry. I didn’t
mean to say that like that. It’s like -- = Quantity -
Guest No, no, I don’t -- | don’t have overreaction Humour
dreams.
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Appendix 4.
Distribution of Flouted Maxims

Distribution of Flouted Maxims

Manner
20,0%

Quantity
33,8%

Relevance
10,8%

Quality
35,4%

Appendix 5.

Implicature function distribution

Implicature Function Distribution

Avoidance
5,8%
Rapport
7,2%

Implicit Reference
14,5%

Humour
46,4%

Emphasis
26,1%
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