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Annotatsiya: Mazkur maqola pragmatika nazariyasi doirasida implicature 

tushunchasini tahlil qilishga bag‘ishlangan bo‘lib, nutqda literal ma’nodan tashqarida 

yuzaga keladigan yashirin ma’nolarning shakllanish mexanizmlarini o‘rganadi. 

Tadqiqot Grice tomonidan ilgari surilgan Kooperativ Prinsip va suhbat maxsimlariga 

asoslanib, implicaturaning muloqot jarayonidagi o‘rni va ahamiyatini yoritadi. 

Maqolada implicature va presupposition o‘rtasidagi farqlar, shuningdek, generalized 

va particularized conversational implicature turlari batafsil tushuntiriladi. Turli 

misollar orqali implicaturaning kontekstga bog‘liqligi, bekor qilinuvchanligi va 

inferensga asoslanganligi ko‘rsatib beriladi. Tadqiqot natijalari implicaturaning 

muloyimlik strategiyalari, bilvosita nutq harakatlari va madaniyatlararo muloqotdagi 

muhim rolini tasdiqlaydi. Shuningdek, maqolada ikkinchi til o‘rganuvchilar uchun 

pragmatik kompetensiyani rivojlantirish zarurligi ta’kidlanadi. 

Kalit so’zlar: pragmatika, implicature, konversatsion implicature, 

presupposition, Kooperativ Prinsip, pragmatik kompetensiya, yashirin ma’no, nutq 

tahlili. 

Abstract: This article explores the concept of implicature within the framework 

of pragmatic theory, focusing on how speakers convey meanings that go beyond the 

literal interpretation of utterances. Based on Grice’s Cooperative Principle and 

conversational maxims, the study examines the mechanisms through which 

implicatures are generated and interpreted in discourse. Particular attention is paid 

to the distinction between implicature and presupposition, as well as between 

generalized and particularized conversational implicatures. Through illustrative 

examples, the article demonstrates how implicature functions as a context-dependent, 

cancellable, and inferential aspect of meaning. The analysis also highlights the role of 

implicature in politeness strategies, indirect speech acts, and intercultural 

communication. The study emphasizes the importance of pragmatic competence for 

successful communication, especially for second language learners, and argues that 
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understanding implicature is essential for avoiding pragmatic failure and enhancing 

communicative effectiveness. 

 Keywords: pragmatics, implicature, conversational implicature, presupposition, 

Cooperative Principle, pragmatic competence, indirect meaning, discourse analysis. 

 

          Pragmatics is an important and integral branch of linguistics that studies 

language use beyond its grammatical structure and lexical meaning, focusing on how 

meaning is shaped by context. It examines implicit or indirect meanings in speech, as 

well as how words and expressions are interpreted depending on social and cultural 

situations. While syntax and semantics are concerned with sentence structure and the 

literal meanings of words, pragmatics investigates hidden meanings and contextual 

understanding that lie beyond what is explicitly stated (Yule, 1996). This field is 

essential because in everyday communication, meanings are often not expressed 

directly; instead, much of what we understand is conveyed implicitly through 

implicature. Moreover, pragmatics plays a significant role in cross-cultural studies, as 

ways of expressing implicit meanings and norms of politeness differ across cultures. 

Understanding these differences helps reduce misunderstandings in communication 

(Levinson, 1983). Therefore, pragmatics is invaluable not only from a theoretical 

perspective but also in applied linguistics, intercultural communication, and 

educational contexts, as it enables a deeper understanding of the subtle aspects of 

language and communication. 

          The theory of implicature developed by H. P. Grice in 1975 is considered one of 

the earliest and most fundamental foundations of pragmatic research. Grice introduced 

the Cooperative Principle and emphasized that effective communication is based on 

four conversational maxims: Quantity, Quality, Relation, and Manner. Through these 

maxims, speakers convey meanings indirectly, while listeners interpret these meanings 

based on context and shared background knowledge (Grice, 1975). 

          H. P. Grice (1975) emphasizes that effective communication requires adherence 

to the Cooperative Principle. According to Grice, interlocutors are expected to observe 

four conversational maxims: Quantity (the amount of information provided), Quality 

(truthfulness), Relation (relevance), and Manner (clarity and orderliness). Through 

these maxims, speakers convey meanings indirectly, while listeners interpret these 

meanings by relying on context and shared background knowledge. For example, the 

statement “Sarah ate some of the cake” appears to violate the Maxim of Quantity and 

leads the listener to infer that she did not eat all cake. This example demonstrates how 

implicature generates meaning beyond what is explicitly stated. Levinson (Levinson, 

1983) distinguishes two main types of implicature:  

1. Conventional implicature is associated with specific words or expressions and 

functions independently of context, as in the case of words such as “even” or “but.” 
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 2. Conversational implicature, in contrast, is context-dependent and arises through 

the interactional process, whereby the listener derives an implicit meaning by 

considering the conversational context. For instance, responding “The popcorn was 

good” to the question “How was the movie?” constitutes a conversational implicature, 

as it indirectly suggests that the movie itself was not enjoyable.  

          The indirect violation or flouting of conversational maxims is considered one of 

the primary mechanisms for generating implicature (Grice, 1975). Through flouting, 

speakers can express humor, sarcasm, or criticism, even though the literal meaning of 

the utterance does not explicitly convey this intention. For example, in response to the 

question “How was your presentation?”, the reply “Well, the projector was working 

fine” indirectly implies that the presentation itself was not successful. The listener 

interprets this hidden meaning by taking into account the context and shared 

knowledge. In this way, flouting conversational maxims contributes to effective and 

polite communication (Yule, 1996). 

          Pragmatic competence refers to a speaker’s ability to understand indirect 

meanings and identify implicit intentions in communication. As noted by Thomas 

(1995), pragmatic competence is crucial not only for native speakers but also for 

second language learners. For instance, an English language learner may interpret the 

expression “Could you pass the salt?” merely as a question, failing to recognize that it 

actually functions as a request. Therefore, teaching language learners to understand 

conversational maxims, implicatures, and contextual meaning significantly enhances 

their intercultural communication skills and their ability to use language effectively in 

real-life situations (Thomas, 1995; Yule, 1996). 

          The term implicature is used within the framework of pragmatics to refer to a 

meaning that is not explicitly stated by the speaker but is inferred by the listener during 

the process of communication based on context, shared knowledge, and logical 

reasoning. This concept was first introduced by H. P. Grice, who emphasized that 

meaning in communication is not limited to the literal (explicit) content of utterances, 

but also includes additional layers of implied meaning (Grice, 1975). For example, the 

utterance “It’s cold here” may be interpreted as a simple statement of fact; however, in 

a specific context, it can also function as a request such as “Please close the window.” 

This illustrates the indirect nature that characterizes implicature (Yule, 1996). 

Implicature is one of the central concepts of pragmatics, as it enables the analysis of 

how linguistic units are actually used in real communicative situations. According to 

Levinson (1983), implicature goes beyond rigid grammatical rules and reveals 

meanings that are closely related to speaker intention, context, and social factors. For 

instance, in the exchange “Do you like my presentation?” - “You spoke very clearly,” 

the response may be interpreted by the listener as an implicit criticism. In this case, 

implicature serves the function of softening speech and avoiding direct negative 
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evaluation (Levinson, 1983). Implicature plays a crucial role in ensuring effective and 

polite communication. As Grice (1975) points out, speakers often do not express all 

information explicitly but rely on the listener’s ability to draw logical inferences. For 

example, the statement “I read some of the articles” indirectly violates the Maxim of 

Quantity. This type of implicature makes communication more economical and 

efficient (Grice, 1975; Thomas, 1995). 

          Conventional implicature is associated with specific linguistic items and 

generates additional meaning as soon as those items are used, being relatively 

independent of context. Levinson (1983) provides the conjunction “but” as an example. 

In the sentence “She is poor but honest,” the word “but” conveys a sense of contrast, 

and this meaning is understood independently of the core propositional content of the 

sentence. This type of implicature is not grammatical or semantic in nature; rather, it 

is based on the pragmatic properties of lexical items (Levinson, 1983). 

          Conversational implicature, by contrast, is context-dependent and arises during 

the course of interaction. This type of implicature is closely linked to the Cooperative 

Principle and conversational maxims. For example, in the exchange “Are you coming 

to the meeting?” - “I have a lot of work to do,” the response indirectly implies a 

negative answer. Although the reply appears not to fully observe the Maxim of 

Relation, the listener is able to infer the intended meaning through contextual 

interpretation (Grice, 1975; Yule, 1996). 

           To systematize the distinction between different types of implicature, the 

following table presents examples of the two types of implicature - conventional and 

conversational implicature are presented in tabular form for clarity and comparison.         

                                   Types of Implicature in English with Pragmatic Analysis 

Table 1 

Type of 

Implicature 

Example 

(Utterance) 

Literal 

meaning 

Implied 

Meaning 

(Implicature) 

Pragmatic 

Mechanism 

Conventional 

Implicature 

She is talented 

but unreliable 

She has talent 

and she is 

unreliable 

There is an 

unexpected 

contrast 

between talent 

and reliability 

The 

connective 

“but” 

lexically 

encodes 

contrast; the 

implicature is 

independent 

of context and 
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truth 

conditions 

Conventional 

Implicature 

Even John 

managed to 

finish the 

project. 

John finished 

the project 

John was the 

least expected 

person to 

succeed 

The focus 

particle 

“even” 

triggers a 

scalar 

presupposition 

and evaluative 

implicature 

Conventional 

Implicature 

She is poor, 

but honest 

She is poor 

and honest 

Poverty and 

honesty are 

socially 

perceived as 

unexpected 

together 

Lexicalized 

pragmatic 

contrast 

reflecting 

cultural 

stereotypes 

Conversational 

Implicature 

(Quantity) 

Some of the 

students 

passed the 

exam 

A subset of 

students 

passed 

Not all 

students 

passed 

Flouting the 

Maxim of 

Quantity: 

speaker 

provides 

weaker 

information 

than expected 

(Horn, 1984); 

Conversational 

Implicature 

(Relation) 

How was the 

lecture? – The 

slides were 

well-designed. 

The slides 

were good 

The lecture 

itself was not 

very good 

Apparent 

irrelevance 

prompts the 

hearer to infer 

indirect 

evaluation 

Conversational 

Implicature 

(Manner) 

Well, the 

report was… 

interesting. 

The report 

had some 

qualities 

The report 

was unclear or 

unsatisfactory 

Deliberate 

vagueness 

signals 

negative 

assessment 
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Conversational 

Implicature 

(Politeness) 

Can you open 

the window? 
A question 

about ability 

A polite 

request 

Indirect 

speech act 

used to 

mitigate 

imposition 

Conversational 

Implicature 

(Irony) 

What a 

brilliant idea! 

(said after a 

failure) 

The idea is 

brilliant 

The idea is 

foolish 

Flouting the 

Maxim of 

Quality to 

generate 

ironic 

meaning 

Generalized 

Conversational 

Implicature 

John met a 

woman last 

night 

John met a 

woman The woman 

was not his 

wife or close 

acquaintance 

Default 

pragmatic 

inference 

without 

special 

context 

Particularized 

Conversational 

Implicature 

Are you going 

to the party? – 

I have an 

exam 

tomorrow. 

Speaker has 

an exam 

Speaker will 

not go to the 

party 

Implicature 

depends 

heavily on 

situational 

context 

          Within the field of pragmatics, the concepts of implicature and presupposition 

are often regarded as closely related phenomena, since both involve meanings that are 

not explicitly stated in an utterance but are nevertheless understood by the listener. 

However, despite this similarity, they differ significantly in terms of their origin, 

logical properties, and communicative functions. These differences require careful 

attention in pragmatic analysis. 

          One of the defining characteristics of implicature is its cancellability. For 

example, the sentence “John ate some of the cookies” typically gives rise to the 

implicature “John did not eat all of the cookies.” However, this implicature can be 

cancelled by adding “In fact, he ate all of them.” This demonstrates that implicature is 

highly dependent on context and on additional information provided by the speaker. 

Similarly, the utterance “It’s getting late” literally conveys information about time, but 

in a particular situation it may generate implicatures such as “Let’s leave,” “We should 

stop the meeting,” or “You should go home.” These meanings are not encoded in the 

grammatical structure of the sentence; rather, they arise through context and shared 

background knowledge. 
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          Presupposition, by contrast, has a different nature. Presupposition refers to 

information that is assumed to be true or taken for granted for an utterance to be 

meaningful. For instance, in the sentence “John stopped smoking,” the proposition 

“John used to smoke” functions as a presupposition. This presupposed meaning 

remains intact even when the sentence is negated: “John did not stop smoking.” In both 

cases, the assumption that John was a smoker in the past persists (Yule, 1996). The 

following examples clearly illustrate the negation resistance of presupposition: “Mary 

regrets telling the secret” presupposes that Mary told the secret. “Mary does not regret 

telling the secret” still carries the same presupposition. 

          In such cases, presupposition is not cancelled by negation, because it forms the 

logical foundation of the utterance. Another important distinction between implicature 

and presupposition lies in their stability. While implicature can be easily cancelled, 

presupposition cannot be removed without causing logical inconsistency. For example, 

in the sentence “I need to take my cat to the vet,” the assumption “I have a cat” is 

presupposed. If the speaker adds “…but I don’t have a cat,” the utterance becomes 

logically incoherent. Therefore, while implicature represents a dynamic and context-

dependent inferential process, presupposition constitutes a relatively stable background 

layer of meaning in discourse. Clearly distinguishing between these two phenomena 

enhances theoretical precision in pragmatic analysis and is particularly important for 

second language learners (Thomas, 1995). 

          The concept of conversational implicature proposed by Grice was later further 

developed by Levinson, who distinguished between generalized conversational 

implicature and particularized conversational implicature (Levinson, 2000). This 

classification makes it possible to determine the extent to which an implicature depends 

on context. Generalized conversational implicature (GCI) arises without the need for a 

specific or marked context and typically occurs in neutral situations. For example: “A 

man entered the room” → the man was not someone closely known to the speaker. 

“John met a woman yesterday” → the woman was not John’s wife or a close relative. 

In these cases, the implicature is automatically inferred by the listener and does not 

require a special situational description. Levinson (2000) refers to such implicatures as 

default inferences, as they are naturally expected in communication. Another example 

is the sentence “I ate breakfast,” which commonly generates the implicature “today”.  

          Particularized conversational implicature (PCI), on the other hand, is strongly 

dependent on a specific context and situational factors. For example: “Are you coming 

to the party?”, “I have an exam tomorrow.” In this context, the response is interpreted 

as “I will not come.” However, if the conversational context changes, this implicature 

may not arise at all (Grice, 1975). Additional examples include: “It’s cold here” - when 

uttered in a room with an open window, it generates the PCI “Please close the window.” 

“The lights are still on” may imply “Someone forgot to turn them off” or “You should 
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turn them off,” depending on context. “The boss is in his office” may, in a particular 

situation, imply “Now is not a good time to talk to him.” 

          Particularized implicatures are especially significant in intercultural 

communication, as their interpretation depends not only on linguistic knowledge but 

also on social and cultural experience. As Yule (1996) notes, second language learners 

often experience difficulties precisely in understanding this type of implicature.            

           In conclusion, a clear distinction has been established between implicature and 

presupposition. While both operate beyond the literal meaning of utterances, 

implicature is dynamic, context-dependent, and cancellable, whereas presupposition 

functions as a more stable background assumption that persists even under negation. 

This distinction is crucial for pragmatic analysis, as conflating the two may lead to 

inaccurate interpretations of speaker meaning. The article has also highlighted the 

importance of distinguishing between generalized and particularized conversational 

implicatures. Generalized implicatures arise by default and require minimal contextual 

support, whereas particularized implicatures depend heavily on specific situational and 

cultural contexts. The findings further underline the significance of implicature for 

pragmatic competence, especially in second language learning and intercultural 

communication. Failure to recognize implicatures may result in pragmatic failure, 

misunderstandings, or unintended impoliteness. Therefore, developing learners’ 

awareness of implicature, conversational maxims, and contextual inference should be 

considered an essential component of language education. Overall, the study confirms 

that implicature is not merely a theoretical construct, but a vital mechanism through 

which meaning is negotiated, interpreted, and managed in real-life communication. 
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